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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  89-171 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965. 

Authorizes  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1966  of 
$210,000,000  for  technical  cooperation  and  development 
grants,  $580,125,000  for  Alliance  for  Progress  loans 
and  grants,  and  $144,755,000  for  international  organi¬ 
zations.  Deletes  the  provision  in  existing  law  that 
any  act  of  Congress  appropriating  funds  to  carry  out 
U.  S.  operations  abroad  is  authorized  to  provide  for 
the  utilization  of  U.  S. -owned  excess  foreign  currencies. 
Directs  the  President  to  take  all  appropriate  steps  to 
assure  that,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  U.  S. -owned 
foreign  currencies  are  utilized  in  lieu  of  dollars. 
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HIGHLIGHTS :  House 

received 

conference  Report  onN 

second 

supplemental  appropriation 

Mil.  House  passed  water  pollution  control  bill,  blouse  committee  voted  to  report 
L^rthwest  flood  disaster  relief  bilLd  House  Rules  Committee  cleared  omnibus 
transportation  bill.  Senate  commibxee  reported  foreign  aid  authorization  bill. 

Sen.  Tower  introduced  and  discus&ed  bill  to  transfer  Division  of  Predator  and 
Rodent  Control  from  Interior  to/USDA.  Sen.  McGovern  introduced  and  discussed 
bill  to  provide  assured  supply  of  milk  for  assistance  programs. 


HOUSE 


1.  WATER  POLLUTION.  By  a  vote  of  396  to  0,  passed  with  amendments  S.  4,\the 
proposed  Wa^er  Quality  Act  of  1965  (pp.  8362-8400,  8438-9).  As  passeX^he 
bill  includes  provisions  as  follows:  Provides  for  the  creation  of  a  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Administration  in  HEW.  Authorizes  a  4-year  program 
at  an  Annual  level  of  $20  million  for  grants  to  develop  projects  which  willN 
demonstrate  new  or  improved  methods  of  controlling  waste  discharges  from  stoi 
sewers  or  combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewers.  Authorizes  an  increase  in  the 
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iiling  limitations  on  grants  for  construction  of  waste  treatment  works  from 
$^0,000  to  $1.2  million  for  an  individual  project  and  from  $2.4  million  to/ 
$4.8^million  for  a  joint  project  in  which  two  or  more  communities  participate. 

2.  FLOOD  DISASTER  RELIEF.  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  /(lid  not 

actually  Report)  with  amendment  H.  R.  7303,  to  provide  assistance  to  Calif . , 
Ore.,  Wash\.  Nev. ,  and  Idaho  for  the  reconstruction  of  areas  damage/  by  recent 
floods  and  high  waters,  p.  D331 

3.  FORESTRY;  PUBLldxLANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to 

report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  396,  to  provide  that  until  June  30, 
1968,  Congress  shall  he  notified  of  certain  proposed  public /land  actions, 
p.  D330 

4.  FLOOD  CONTROL;  RIVER  BASINS.  The  Public  Works  Committ e/voted  to  report  (but 

did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  6755,  to  authorize  additional  appropriations 
for  prosecution  of  projectV^in  certain  comprehensive  river  basin  plans  for 
flood  control,  p.  D330 

5.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 

H.  R.  5401,  to  amend  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  so  as  to  strengthen  and  im¬ 
prove  the  national  transportation  system,  p.  8452 


6.  WATERSHEDS.  The  ’'Daily  Digest"  states 
"approved  four  watershed  projects  and 
p.  D331 


it  the  Public  Works  Committee 
jen  flood  control  resolutions." 


7.  HEALTH.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  resolutions  for  consideration  of 

H.  R.  2984,  to  amend  the  Public  ifealth  Service\Act  provisions  for  construction 
of  health  research  facilities,  and  H.  R.  2986,  to  extend  and  amend  certain 
provisions  of  the  Public  Heajxh  Service  Act  relating  to  community  health 
services,  p.  8452 

8.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Permiss/(n  was  granted  the  Appropriations  Committee  to  file 

by  midnight,  Thurs.  ,  Apr.  29,  a  report  on  the  Department's,  of  Labor  and  HEW 
and  related  agencies /appropriation  bill  for  1966.  p.  835 - 

9.  FOREIGN  AID.  Rep./firlenborn  criticized  foreign  aid  expenditures  abroad  and 
cited  reports  of/GhO  in  support  of  his  position,  pp.  8408-9 


10.  FOREIGN  TRADE./  Rep.  Saylor  inserted  a  "set  of  documents  illustrating  the 
policies  adcfpted  by  other  countries  to  assure  their  own  industries 
workers  - /at  the  exclusion  of  foreigners  -  of  obtaining  public  works 
contract^."  pp.  8426-32 


SENATE 

PESTICIDES.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  1623,  to 
authorize  a  continued  study  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  of  the  effects 
of  insecticides,  herbicides,  fungicides,  and  other  pesticides  upon  fish  and 
wildlife  (S.  Rept.  169).  p.  8456 


12.  FOREIGN  AID.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  an  original  bill, 

S.  1837,  to  amend  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (S.  Rept.  170).  p.  8456 
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Mr.  Fulbright,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  sub¬ 
mitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  1837] 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  having  had  under  consider¬ 
ation  a  proposal  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  reports  favorably  an  original  bill 
(S.  1837)  and  recommends  that  it  be  passed  by  the  Senate. 

1.  PURPOSES  OF  THE  BILL 

The  main  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  end  the  foreign  aid  program  as 
presently  constituted  on  June  30,  1967,  and,  in  the  meantime,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  searching  inquiry  as  to  the  best  means  of  formulating  and 
operating  a  program  of  foreign  assistance  after  that  date.  As  an 
interim  measure,  the  bill  provides  authorizations  for  the  current 
program  in  fiscal  j^ears  1966  and  1967.  For  fiscal  1966  the  bill  gives 
view  authority  for  appropriations  of  not  to  exceed  $1,988,695,000,  a 
reduction  of  $28.2  million  in  the  request  of  the  administration.  For 
the  total  fiscal  1966  program,  the  bill  approved  by  the  committee  will 
permit  an  overall  appropriation  of  $3,352,170,000.  For  fiscal  year 
1967,  the  bill  authorizes  roughly  similar  amounts  on  the  assumption 
that  the  program  requested  by  the  administration  will  be  no  greater 
and  may  be  less  than  this  year’s  proposal.  The  bill  also  makes  a 
number  of  substantive  amendments  in  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended. 


1 
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FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  19  65 


2.  MAIN  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 

The  following  table  compares  the  authorizations  in  the  committee 
bill  with  the  executive  branch  request: 


PART  I 

Ch.  2.  Development  assistance: 

Title  I:  Development  Loan  Fund  (sec. 

202(a)) - 

Title  II:  Technical  cooperation,  develop¬ 
ment  grants  (sec.  212) _ 

American  schools  and  hospitals  abroad 

(sec.  214(c)) - - - 

Title  IV:  Surveys  of  investment  opportu¬ 
nities  (sec.  232) _ _ 

Title  VI:  Alliance  for  Progress  (sec.  252) _ 

(Of  which,  grants) _ 

Total,  ch.  2 _ _ 

Ch.  3.  International  organizations  and  pro¬ 
grams  (sec.  302) _ _ _ 

Ch.  4.  Supporting  assistance  (sec.  402) _ 

Ch.  5.  Contingency  fund  (sec.  451(a)) - 

Total,  Part  I _ 


part  n 

Ch.  2.  Military  assistance  (sec.  540(a)) _ 

part  in 

Ch.  2.  Administrative  provisions: 

AID  administrative  expenses  (sec,  637(a)). _ 
State  Department  administrative  expenses 
(sec.  637(b)) _ 

Total,  all  parts _ 


Administration  request 

Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee 

Authoriza¬ 

tion 

Appropri¬ 

ation 

Authoriza¬ 

tion, 

fiscal  year 
1966 

Authoriza¬ 

tion, 

fiscal  year 
1967 

0 

780,  250, 000 

0 

0 

210, 000,  000 

210, 000, 000 

210, 000, 000 

210, 000, 000 

7, 000, 000 

7, 000,000 

7, 000,000 

7, 000, 000 

0 

0 

(85, 000, 000) 

0 

580, 125, 000 
(85, 000, 000) 

0 

0 

(70, 000, 000) 

2, 100, 000 
600, 000, 000 
(70, 000, 000) 

217, 000, 000 

1, 577, 375, 000 

217, 000, 000 

819, 100, 000 

155, 455, 000 
369, 200, 000 
s  50, 000, 000 

155, 455, 000 
369, 200, 000 
50, 000, 000 

146, 455, 000 
350, 000, 000 
«  50, 000, 000 

146, 455, 000 
350, 000, 000 
«  50, 000, 000 

791, 655, 000 

2, 152, 030, 000 

763, 455, 000 

1, 365, 555, 000 

1, 170, 000, 000 

1, 170, 000,  000 

1, 170, 000,  000 

1, 170, 000, 000 

55, 240, 000 

55, 240, 000 

55,  240, 000 

55, 240, 000 

(9 

3, 100, 000 

0 

(9 

2, 016, 895, 000 

3, 380, 370, 000 

1, 988,  695, 000 

2,590,795,000 

/" 


1  Existing  law  authorizes  appropriation  of  $1,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1966  plus  unappropriated  portions 
of  amounts  authorized  for  fiscal  years  1962-65. 

2  Authorizes  appropriation  of  unappropriated  portions  of  amounts  authorized  for  fiscal  years  1962-66. 

3  $2,100,000  was  authorized  and  $1,600,000  appropriated  for  use  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1965.  This  will 
finance  the  program  through  fiscal  year  1966. 

4  Existing  law  authorizes  appropriation  of  $600,000,000. 

*  Plus  authorization  of  appropriation  for  use  in  Vietnam  of  “such  sums  as  may  be  necessary”  in  fiscal  year  S 
1966. 

9  Without  additional  authorization  referred  to  in  footnote  5. 

7  Permanent  authorization  in  existing  law. 


In  addition  to  such  authorizations  of  appropriations,  the  bill  con¬ 
tains  the  following  major  provisions: 

1.  In  connection  with  the  cutoff  of  aid  in  mid-1967,  and  with  the 
2-year  interim  authorization,  a  Foreign  Aid  Planning  Committee  is 
created  to  assess  the  program  and  to  help  formulate  proposals  for 
foreign  assistance  after  fiscal  year  1967. 

2.  The  statement  of  policy  is  amended  to  record  the  sense  of  Con¬ 
gress  that  the  United  States  and  other  free  world  nations  should 
place  an  increasing  amount  of  their  aid  programs  on  a  multilateral 
basis.  In  this  connection,  up  to  20  percent  of  title  I  (development 
lending)  funds  may  be  made  available  to  the  International  Bank  for 
Reconstruction  and  Development  or  its  affiliates. 
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3.  The  ceiling  on  the  total  face  amount  of  specific  risk  investment 
guaranties  that  may  be  outstanding  at  any  one  time  is  increased  from 
$2.5  billion  to  $5  billion. 

4.  The  provisions  authorizing  extended  risk  guaranties  are  changed 
to  remove  the  $25  million  limitation  on  the  size  of  loan  investment 
guaranties  and  the  $10  million  ceiling  on  the  size  of  guaranties  of 
other  investments. 

5.  The  ceiling  on  Latin  American  housing  guaranties  is  raised  from 
$250  to  $350  million. 

6.  Various  adjustments  are  made  to  improve  and  to  promote 
military  programs  for  the  sale  of  defense  articles. 

7.  Congress  states  the  policy  that  all  foreign  assistance  should  be 
withheld  by  the  President  from  a  country  which  permits,  or  fails  to 
take  reasonable  measures  to  prevent,  the  destruction  by  mob  action  of 
U.S.  property  within  such  country. 

8.  Several  provisions  suggested  by  the  General  Accounting  Office 
are  included  to  promote  more  efficient,  economical  use  of  foreign 
currencies  and  surplus  Government  property  and  to  insure,  so  far  as 
possible,  that  countries  receiving  economic  aid  have  the  capability  to 
utilize  it  effectively. 


3.  COMMITTEE  ACTION 

On  January  15,  1965,  the  President  sent  to  the  Congress  a  message 
on  foreign  aid  (H.  Doc.  53,  89th  Cong.,  1st  sess.),  and  the  adminis¬ 
tration  made  available  to  the  appropriate  Senate  and  House  commit¬ 
tees  its  proposed  program  for  fiscal  year  1966.  Owing  largely  to 
differences  of  opinion  between  and  within  those  committees  regarding 
the  proper  format  and  scope  of  a  foreign  assistance  bill  in  1965,  the 
executive  branch  proposals  were  not  formally  presented  in  a  single 
administration  bill.  In  order  to  bring  the  issue  before  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  for  discussion,  Senator  Fulbright,  on  March  4, 
1965,  introduced  S.  1367,  which  incorporated  the  economic  and 
administrative,  but  not  the  military,  elements  in  the  President’s 
message.  Also  for  the  purpose  of  focusing  committee  discussion, 
Senator  Morse  on  March  15  introduced  S.  1524,  which  represented  the 

(most  extensive  version  of  the  program  proposed  by  the  executive  branch. 

I  The  committee  began  public  hearings  on  the  foreign  assistance 
program  on  March  9,  with  Secretary  of  State  Dean  Rusk  as  the  first 
administration  witness.  On  March  10,  12,  and  15  testimony  was 
received  from  David  E.  Bell,  Administrator  of  the  Agency  for  Inter¬ 
national  Development.  The  committee  met  in  executive  session  on 
March  18  and  agreed  to  proceed  with  executive  hearings  on  the  pro¬ 
gram  as  a  whole. 

On  March  19  Comptroller  General  Joseph  Campbell  testified  on 
the  program.  Further  testimony  on  the  administration  proposals 
was  given  by  Mr.  Bell  on  March  22  and  29,  and  by  William  S.  Gaud, 
Deputy  Administrator  of  the  AID  on  March  23  and  25.  Secretary 
of  Defense  Robert  S.  McNamara  and  Gen.  Earle  G.  Wheeler,  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  military 
assistance  program  on  March  24.  Secretary  McNamara,  accom¬ 
panied  by  Acting  Secretary  of  State  George  Ball  and  by  Mr.  Bell, 
returned  on  April  7  for  another  meeting  with  the  committee  in  execu¬ 
tive  session. 
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In  addition  to  testimony  from  executive  branch  officials,  the 
committee  also  heard  Senator  William  Proxmire  and  witnesses 
representing  the  following  organizations : 

National  Council  of  the  Churches  of  Christ  in  the  U.S.A. 

Cooperative  League  of  the  LT.S.A. 

Citizens  Committee  for  UNICEF. 

CUNA  International,  Inc. 

Congress  of  Parents  and  Teachers. 

International  Economic  Policy  Association. 

Liberty  Lobby. 

National  Council  of  Jewish  Women. 

Citizens  Foreign  Aid  Committee. 

Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United  States. 

Statements  and  letters  also  were  received  for  the  record  from  the 
following: 

Mr.  Charles  H.  Whitaker. 

National  Farmers  Union.  A 

American  Association  of  University  Women. 

Women’s  International  League  for  Peace  and  Freedom. 

AFL-CIO  Executive  Council. 

League  of  Women  Voters. 

National  Association  of  Home  Builders. 

Board  of  Christian  Social  Concerns  of  the  Methodist  Church. 

National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association. 

Committee  for  International  Housing  Through  Private 
Investment. 

American  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 

For  the  most  part,  this  nongovernmental  testimony  was  in  favor 
of  continuing  the  foreign  assistance  program. 

With  the  conclusion  of  the  public  and  executive  hearings,  the  com¬ 
mittee  decided  to  set  aside  S.  1367  and  S.  1524  and  to  proceed  with  a 
single  original  bill  which  would  incorporate  administration  proposals 
and  other  suggestions  in  concise  form.  On  March  30  the  committee 
began  marking  up  the  bill.  This  section-by-section  treatment  con¬ 
tinued  on  March  31,  April  1,  5,  6,  7,  8,  12,  13,  and  14.  On  April 
14  the  committee  voted  the  bill  favorably  to  the  Senate  by  a  vote  of 
17  to  1.  "  A 

4.  COMMITTEE  COMMENTS 

The  committee  this  year  approached  the  foreign  aid  bill  with  some¬ 
thing  close  to  a  consensus  on  three  basic  points:  first,  that  some  kind 
of  foreign  assistance  program  is  essential  to  the  national  interests  of 
the  United  States;  second,  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  profound  dis¬ 
satisfaction  with  the  program  conducted  under  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended;  and,  third,  that  the  Congress  has  a  clear 
duty  to  perform  in  providing  policy  guidance  in  the  field  of  foreign 
relations,  including  the  aid  program.  At  the  same  time,  committee 
members  hold  widely  differing  views  about  the  deficiencies  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  program  and  advance  partial  or  tentative  alternatives  which 
often  are  mutually  contradictory. 

It  should  be  stressed  in  this  connection  that  such  views  and  sug¬ 
gestions  usually  are  aimed  at  fundamental  questions  of  policy,  rather 
than  at  administrative  and  short-term  difficulties.  For  there  is 
general  agreement  that  small  adjustments  in  the  administration’s 
proposals  could  not  result  in  a  program  which  would  secure  broad  .! 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  19  65 


5 


public  and  congressional  support.  Moreover,  some  members  feel 
that  the  Congress  increasingly  in  recent  years  has  seen  its  constitu¬ 
tional  role  in  the  formulation  of  U.S.  foreign  policy  relinquished  to 
or  usurped  by  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  regardless 
of  which  political  party  held  power.  This  trend  has  resulted  in  a 
situation  in  which  support  or  rejection  of  administration  policy  have 
seemed  the  sole  alternatives. 

Only  by  questioning  the  basic  premises  behind  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram,  as  it  has  taken  shape  over  the  years,  can  there  be  a  productive 
discussion  of  policy  alternatives  outside  the  misleading  and  barren 
context  of  being  compelled  to  consider  a  single  thesis  and  its  antithesis. 

Accompanying  and  intertwined  with  this  attitude  is  the  feeling 
among  members  that  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  increasingly 
is  being  forced  into  the  role  of  a  Committee  on  Foreign  Aid.  To  a 
considerable  extent  the  necessity  for  lengthy  and  exhausting  reviews 
of  the  aid  program  each  year  is  preventing  the  committee  from  giving 
its  attention  to  other  equally  important  or  even  more  significant 
foreign  policy  questions,  and  reducing  the  time  which  it  can  devote  to 
legislative  oversight  of  executive  agencies.  So  long  as  there  is  so 
much  criticism  of  the  aid  program — whether  valid  or  not — the  com¬ 
mittee  is  unable  to  sponsor  or  approve  a  long-term  authorization  for 
this  program,  and  is  unable  to  break  the  dreary  cycle  of  full-scale  and 
time-consuming  annual  reviews. 

These  views  converge  and  are  reflected  in  the  bill  reported  by  (he 
committee.  On  the  one  hand,  in  part  IV  of  the  bill,  provision  is  made : 
for  terminating  the  foreign  aid  program  in  its  present  form  at  the  end 
of  fiscal  year  1967 ;  for  establishing  a  Foreign  Aid  Planning  Committee 
with  two-thirds  of  its  members  being  drawn  from  the  Congress;  for 
establishing  guidelines  for  that  committee’s  profound  scrutiny  of  the 
question  of  foreign  assistance;  and  for  having  this  committee  make  its 
findings  known  to  the  President,  who  is  requested  to  submit  his 
recommendations  on  foreign  aid  to  the  Congress  on  or  before  July  1, 
1966.  On  the  other  hand,  the  bill  provides  a  2-year  authorization  for 
the  foreign  aid  program  during  the  interim  period  in  which  the  whole 
issue  is  exhaustively  studied. 

These  two  major  provisions  are  almost  indissolubly  connected  with 
respect  to  the  committee’s  heavy  vote  in  favor  of  the  bill.  Some 
committee  members  are  very  reluctant  to  provide  an  authorization 
for  more  than  1  year.  They  approve  this  course  only  on  the  basis 
of  these  two  points:  first,  they  recognize  that  it  would  be  highly 
confusing  and  unproductive  if  the  administration  and  the  Congress 
were  simultaneously  forced  to  work  on  two  possibly  quite  different 
approaches  to  the  question  of  foreign  assistance;  and,  second,  they 
recognize  no  inhibitions  on  the  committee  or  individual  members  with 
respect  to  raising  questions  or  promoting  new  views  in  connection 
with  the  program  for  fiscal  1967.  Tt  is  clearly  understood  that  the 
committee  will  continue  to  watch  the  foreign  aid  program  closely  in 
carrying  out  its  functions  of  legislative  oversight  under  the  Legislative 
Reorganization  Act. 

Under  these  circumstances,  then,  the  committee  is  approving  for  a  2- 
year  period  the  program  requested  by  the  President  for  fiscal  year  1966. 
In  view  of  the  widespread  criticism  of  the  existing  foreign  aid  program, 
this  action  may  be  queried  by  those  who  are  strongly  opposed  to  the 
program.  The  main  point  here  is  that  intolerable  confusion  would 
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result  if  Congress  tried  in  1966  to  review  an  annual  foreign  aid  program 
in  the  traditional  format  at  the  same  time  it  was  planning  a  future 
program.  This  bill  provides  that  the  current  program  is  to  end  June 
30, 1967.  The  President  is  to  submit  his  proposals  for  a  new  program 
by  July  1,  1966,  so  that  Congress  will  have  ample  time  to  consider 
them  before  the  cutoff  date.  Within  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  part  IV 
of  the  bill,  the  committee  maintains  an  open  mind  as  to  the  results  of 
the  inquiry  provided  for. 

Meanwhile,  despite  the  criticism  which  has  been  directed  towards  it, 
there  is  a  great  deal  that  can  be  said  in  support  and  justification  for  the 
program  authorized  in  this  bill.  Indeed,  a  great  deal  has  been  said, 
and  ample  material  on  this  score  is  contained  in  the  hearing  record  on 
the  bill,  as  well  as  in  the  presentation  made  to  the  Congress  by  the 
executive  branch.  Justice  cannot  be  done  in  this  report  to  all  the 
many  persuasive  arguments  in  favor  of  the  bill.  The  main  point  here 
is  that  the  committee  reaffirms  its  belief  that  a  foreign  assistance  pro- 
gram  is  essential  and  that  there  is  no  current  alternative  to  considering  'M 
that  program  in  the  light  of  the  basic  policies  which  have  prevailed 
over  a  number  of  years  and  which  still  prevail.  Within  this  frame¬ 
work  the  committee  has  carefully  considered  the  administration  pro¬ 
posals  at  great  length  and  the  majority  of  members  are  satisfied  that 
this  is  the  best  program  which  can  be  arrived  at  under  existing 
conditions. 

5.  SUBSTANTIVE  PROVISIONS 
Part  I 

CHAPTER  1— POLICY 

The  statement  of  policy,  relating  to  economic  assistance,  contained 
in  section  102  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  act),  is  changed  by  the  bill  in  three 
instances. 

The  committee  adopted  a  proposal  by  the  General  Accounting 
Office  which  makes  more  positive  the  existing  view  of  the  Congress 
that  assistance  under  the  act  “should  be  complemented”  by  the  use 
of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  of  excess  Government  prop-  (J 
erty.  A  related  new  sentence  makes  it  clear  that  the  Congress  wishes  ^ 
excess  property  to  be  used  whenever  possible  in  order  to  minimize  the 
procurement  of  new  items  for  economic  aid  under  the  U.S.  program. 

Secondly,  the  bill  adds  a  new  sentence  concerning  multilateral 
assistance  to  the  policy  statement  of  the  act,  as  follows: 

Congress  further  urges  that  the  United  States  and  other 
free  world  nations  place  an  increasing  portion  of  their  assist¬ 
ance  programs  on  a  multilateral  basis  and  that  the  United 
States  continue  its  efforts  to  improve  coordination  among 
programs  of  assistance  carried  out  on  a  bilateral  basis  by 
free  world  nations. 

The  statement  speaks  for  itself.  It  reflects  the  view  that  other 
free  world  nations,  especially  those  which  have  reached  a  high  state 
of  economic  development,  also  have  interests  and  responsibilities  in 
assisting  nations  which  are  still  underdeveloped,  and  that  the  efforts 
of  the  United  States  and  other  free  world  nations  in  this  respect  can 
be  most  successful  when  carried  out  jointly.  Some  members  felt 
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also  that  multilateral  programs  are  less  likely  than  bilateral  programs 
to  generate  adverse  political  reactions  when  aid  is  accompanied  by 
necessary  economic  conditions. 

The  third  change  in  the  policy  statement  consists  of  a  new  para¬ 
graph  at  the  end  of  section  102  of  the  act  expressing  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  regarding  damage  or  destruction  of  U.S.  property  abroad. 
Assistance  under  this  or  any  other  act  should  be  ended  following 
officially  incited  or  unrestrained  mob  action  against  such  property, 
and  should  not  be  resumed  unless  the  foreign  government  concerned 
has  taken  “appropriate  measures”  to  prevent  a  recurrence. 

The  committee  considered  an  absolute  prohibition  on  aid  under 
these  circumstances  and  particularly  on  aid  to  Indonesia  and  the 
United  Arab  Republic.  The  committee  is  emphatic  in  its  view  that 
under  present  conditions  no  aid  should  go  to  these  countries.  How¬ 
ever,  the  committee  recognizes  that  situations  can  change  fast  and 
it  strongly  feels  that  flexibility  should  be  retained.  In  connection 
with  Indonesia,  the  committee  calls  attention  to  section  620(j)  of  the 
act  which  already  prohibits  assistance  to  that  country  unless  the 
President  determines  that  it  “is  essential  to  the  national  interest  of 
the  United  States.”  No  assistance  is  programed  for  Indonesia  in 
fiscal  year  1966. 

The  committee  is  certainly  not  prepared  to  see  the  United  States 
regarded  abroad  as  a  musclebound  giant  unable  to  act  in  defense  of  its 
citizens,  property  and  national  interests.  Furthermore,  the  commit¬ 
tee  believes  that  a  number  of  the  less  developed  countries  need  to  be 
informed  that  they  have  no  inherent  “right”  to  assistance  from  the 
United  States,  and  that  such  aid  depends  in  part  on  the  maintenance 
of  a  climate  of  mutual  cooperation  and  civilized  behavior;  mob  action 
directed  against  the  United  States  and  condoned  by  a  foreign  govern¬ 
ment  obviously  disrupts,  if  it  does  not  completely  dispell,  such  an 
atmosphere. 

CHAPTER  2— DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 

TITLE  I - DEVELOPMENT  LOAN  FUND 

Existing  law  (sec.  202(a)  of  the  act)  authorizes  appropriations  for 
development  loans  of  $1.2  billion  for  fiscal  year  1962,  $1.5  billion  for 
fiscal  1963,  $925  million  for  fiscal  1964,  and  $1.5  billion  for  each  of 
fiscal  years  1965  and  1966.  It  also  provides  that  any  unappropriated 
portion  of  the  authorization  for  any  of  these  fiscal  years  may  be  appro¬ 
priated  in  any  subsequent  fiscal  year  during  the  above  period,  in 
addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  authorized  for  that  fiscal  year.  By 
deleting  the  words,  “during  the  above  period,”  the  bill  (sec.  102(a)(1)) 
carries  forward  the  unappropriated  authorizations  beyond  fiscal  1966. 
These  totaled  $1,576,472,400  at  the  end  of  fiscal  1965,  and  it  is  likely 
that  at  least  $700  million  of  the  1966  authorization  will  not  be  appro¬ 
priated.  There  thus  will  be  available  more  than  ample  development 
lending  funds  through  fiscal  1967  without  new  authorizations. 

Section  102(a)(2)  of  the  bill  carries  forward  to  June  30,  1967,  the 
requirement  of  existing  law  that  at  least  50  percent  of  development 
loan  funds  “shall  be  available  for  loans  made  to  encourage  economic 
development  through  private  enterprise.” 

The  committee  amended  section  205  of  the  act,  which  authorizes 
the  President  to  use  up  to  10  percent  of  title  I  funds  for  loans  to  the 
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International  Development  Association  when  he  determines  such 
action  would  more  effectively  serve  the  purpose  of  this  title.  For  a 
variety  of  reasons,  including  limitations  in  the  appropriation  act, 
this  authority  has  not  been  used  in  the  past. 

In  order  to  reaffirm  its  belief  in  the  validity  of  increasing  emphasis 
on  the  multilateral  approach  in  providing  assistance  to  the  under¬ 
developed  countries,  the  committee  broadened  section  205  so  that 
the  President  may  make  available  up  to  20  percent  of  title  I  funds 
not  only  to  the  international  Development  Association,  but  to  its 
parent  body,  the  International  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Develop¬ 
ment,  and  to  the  Bank’s  other  affiliate,  the  International  Finance 
Corporation.  This  may  be  done  on  either  a  grant  or  a  loan  basis  but 
only  after  consideration  by  the  President  of  the  extent  of  additional 
participation  by  other  countries.  The  language  is  not  a  limitation 
on  existing  AID  authority  to  operate  through  multilateral  organi¬ 
zations;  for  example,  through  the  IBRD  under  the  consortium  fory- 
developing  the  Indus  Basin.  Moreover,  it  is  provided  that  funds  ^ 
made  available  to  these  organizations  can  be  used  by  them  under 
their  own  criteria  and  regulations,  rather  than  under  those  governing 
bilateral  U.S.  assistance.  The  flexibility  maintained  in  the  terms 
of  authority  is  largely  directed  toward  giving  the  President  latitude 
for  encouraging  other  industrialized  countries  to  make  comparable 
additional  resources  available  for  the  multilateral  free  world  effort 
to  assist  the  less  developed  countries.  The  committee  regards  this 
effort  as  one  of  the  utmost  importance.  It  is  hoped  that  this  new 
authority  may  also  be  used  to  encourage  the  organization  of  more 
consortia  which  can  take  advantage  of  the  considerable  managerial 
talents  of  the  IBRD. 

Also  in  the  context  of  this  title  the  committee  carefully  considered 
and  rejected  a  proposal  that  the  President  should  be  authorized  to 
make  development  loans  to  the  Republic  of  Ireland.  It  was  agreed 
that  Ireland  could  not  be  viewed  as  an  underdeveloped  country 
by  any  definition  currently  in  use,  and  certainly  not  under  the  terms 
of  title  I  of  the  act.  Other  sources  of  loans  for  economic  purposes, 
such  as  the  Export-Import  Bank,  would  be  more  appropriate.  Ob¬ 
viously,  nothing  in  this  action  could  be  construed  as  indicating  any/] 
lack  of  concern  for  the  well-being  of  the  Irish  people  or  for  the  main-vjj 
tenance  of  the  fine  historic  relationship  between  the  United  States 
and  Ireland. 

TITLE  II — TECHNICAL  COOPERATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  GRANTS 

In  section  103(a)  the  bill  authorizes  an  appropriation  for  fiscal 
1966  of  $210  million  for  technical  cooperation  and  development 
grants  (amending  sec.  212  of  the  act);  an  equal  amount  is  authorized 
for  fiscal  year  1967.  The  full  amount  of  the  administration  request 
for  fiscal  1966  is  provided.  It  compares  with  an  authorization  of  $215 
million  and  an  appropriation  of  $204.6  million  for  fiscal  1965. 

_  This  essentially  is  the  old  point  4  program  with  emphasis  on  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  in  such  fields  as  education,  agriculture,  health  and 
sanitation,  and  public  administration. 

Together  with  $21  million  in  estimated  carryover  and  recoveries 
from  prior  year  programs,  the  recommended  authorization  will  support 
a  program  of  $231  million  in  fiscal  1966.  It  is  proposed  that  this  will 
be  divided  $46  million  in  the  Near  East  and  South  Asia,  $34  million 
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in  the  Fax'  East,  $92  million  in  Afi’ica,  and  $59  million  for  research, 
program  support,  and  interregional  activities.  Technical  assistance 
activities  in  Latin  America  are  provided  for  separately  under  the 
Alliance  for  Progress. 

The  administration  in  fiscal  1966  intends  to  use  the  authorization 
provided  hi  this  section  for  programs  in  4S  countries,  of  which  the 
biggest  will  he  one  of  $20  million  in  Nigeria.  Most  of  the  other 
country  programs  are  in  the  range  of  $1  million  to  $5  million,  with 
15  being  of  less  than  $1  million  each. 

Within  this  authorization  there  will  also  be  provided  funds  for 
payment  of  ocean  freight  on  relief  shipments  by  voluntary  agencies 
under  section  216  of  the  act  (estimated  at  $5.6  million). 

The  committee  strongly  believes  that  the  programs  conducted  under 
this  title  are  among  the  most  praiseworthy  and  hopeful  elements  in 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act.  Underlying  this  attitude  is  the  belief 
that  the  less  developed  countries  in  large  measure  will  advance  econom¬ 
ically  only  to  the  extent  that  they  learn  to  exploit  and  fruitfully  to 
^nanage  their  own  resources.  The  most  basic  requirement  in  this 
process  is  the  development  of  human  skills  and  attitudes. 

For  this  l'eason,  the  committee  stresses  the  value  of  section  211(b) 
of  the  act,  which  gives  highest  priority  to  the  development  of  educa¬ 
tion  and  human  resources  in  the  least  developed  countries. 

American  schools  and  hospitals  abroad. — The  bill,  in  section  103(b), 
authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $7  million  for  aid  to  American  schools 
and  hospitals  abroad  in  fiscal  1966  and  repeals,  effective  July  1,  1966, 
the  authority  for  assistance  to  such  hospitals  contained  in  subsection 
214(b)  of  the  act.  The  same  authorization  of  funds  would  apply  in 
fiscal  year  1967. 

The  authorization  for  fiscal  1965  was  $18  million,  of  which  $16.8 
million  was  appropriated.  The  decrease  in  fiscal  1966  is  accounted 
for  primarily  by  completion  of  a  medical  school  and  hospital  at  the 
American  University  of  Beirut.  The  major  portion  of  the  1966  funds 
will  be  used  to  assist  the  American  University  of  Beirut,  Robert 
College  in  Istanbul,  the  American  University  in  Cairo,  and  Project 
Hope.  It  is  pi’oposed  that  $1.1  million  of  the  $7  million  authorization 

Iwill  be  spent  in  foreign  currency. 

k  Section  214(b)  of  the  act,  which  would  be  repealed  effective  July  1, 
4966,  authorizes  assistance  to  American  sponsored  hospitals  abroad, 
notwithstanding  the  Battle  Act.  This  authority  was  first  enacted  in 
1959  in  order  to  make  possible  assistance  to  an  American-sponsored 
children’s  hospital  in  Krakow,  Poland.  That  hospital  has  now  been 
completed.  Small  amounts  of  aid  are  still  going,  or  are  still  hi  prospect, 
for  the  Seagrave  Hospital  in  Burma  and  the  Admiral  Bristol  Hospital 
in  Istanbul.  Pi’esent  programs,  however,  will  be  completed  during 
basis  of  their  private  American  sponsorship.  Rather,  such  aid  as  may 
be  extended  to  hospitals  abroad  should  be  as  part  of  a  coherent  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  development  of  health  services  and  shoidd  be  related  to 
the  total  economic  development  plans  of  a  country.  Ample  authority 
for  this  type  of  aid  exists  under  section  211  of  the  act,  which  provides 
general  authority  for  technical  cooperation  and  development  grants. 
It  should  also  be  pointed  out  that  section  214(a)  of  the  act  would 
provide  authority  for  aid  to  American-sponsored  hospitals  abroad 
which  serve  as  teaching  or  educational  centei's. 

Although  compared  with  last  year  the  financial  figure  in  the 
authorization  has  been  reduced,  the  committee  does  not  wish  this  to 
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be  regarded  as  a  reduction  in  its  support  for  the  concept  of  justified 
aid  to  American-sponsored  schools  abroad.  An  eligible  institution 
which  can  meet  the  established  criteria  and  which  has  developed  a 
detailed  and  persuasive  project  should  not  be  deterred  by  this  action 
from  approaching  the  AID  administration  to  seek  sympathetic  con¬ 
sideration  of  its  plans. 

TITLE  III— INVESTMENT  GUARANTIES 

The  bill  (sec.  104)  makes  several  changes  in  the  investment  guaranty 
programs,  as  follows: 

1.  The  definition  of  U.S.  investors  eligible  to  receive  guaranties  is 
broadened  to  include  foreign  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other 
associations  owned  by  more  than  one  U.S.  citizen,  corporation, 
partnership,  or  other  association  (secs.  104(a)(1)  and  (d)  of  the  bill, 
amending  secs.  221  (b)  and  223  of  the  act).  The  law  now  provides  that 
guaranties  can  be  issued  to  any  foreign  subsidiary  owned  by  a  singlet 
U.S.  corporation.  The  change  would  make  it  possible  to  issue  guaran-  kj 
ties  to  foreign  entities  owned  by  two  or  more  U.S.  entities.  In  both 
cases,  the  U.S.  ownership  must  be  total  except  for  amounts  of  less  than 

5  percent  of  the  total  issued  and  subscribed  share  capital  required  by 
the  law  of  the  foreign  country  to  be  held  by  persons  other  than  U.S. 
owners. 

2.  The  ceiling  on  the  total  face  amount  of  specific  risk  guaranties 
that  may  be  outstanding  at  any  one  time  is  increased  from  $2.5 
billion  to  $5.0  billion  (sec.  104(a)(2)  of  the  bill  amending  sec.  221(b)  (1) 
of  the  act).  These  specific  risk  guaranties  provide  coverage  against 
loss  from  currency  inconvertibility,  expropriation,  or  war,  revolution, 
or  insurrection.  An  investor  may  buy  one  or  all  of  the  coverages. 
The  fee  is  one-half  percent  on  each  type.  Fees  collected  so  far 
amount  to  almost  $22  million.  Only  one  claim  has  been  paid,  and  it 
resulted  in  no  loss  because  of  recoupment  by  the  United  States  on 
the  assets  to  which  it  became  subrogated  when  the  claim  was  paid. 
Three  other  claims  are  pending  for  a  total  of  less  than  $1  million. 

Since  the  specific  risk  guaranty  program  was  instituted  in  1948, 
more  than  $2.2  billion  worth  of  such  guaranties  have  been  issued, 
and  nearly  $1.7  billion  were  outstanding  as  of  December  31,  1964.  r i 
Originally  instituted  to  encourage  private  investment  in  EuropevJ 
during  the  Marshall  plan,  investment  guaranties  have  been  available 
since  1958  only  for  investments  in  underdeveloped  countries.  Interest 
among  investors  in  the  specific  risk  guaranties  has  been  growing, 
as  has  the  list  of  underdeveloped  countries  with  which  the  United 
States  has  negotiated  agreements  to  carry  out  the  program.  As 
a  result,  specific  risk  guaranties  issued  in  calendar  year  1964  amounted 
to  $708  million,  of  which  $510  million  was  issued  in  the  last  6  months. 
There  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  this  growth  will  continue, 
making  it  necessary  to  increase  the  ceiling  on  the  face  amount  of 
guaranties  that  can  be  outstanding  at  any  one  time. 

3.  The  bill  repeals  the  limitation  on  extended  risk  guaranties  of  $25 
million  in  the  case  of  a  loan  and  of  $10  million  in  the  case  of  other 
investments  (sec.  104(a)(3)(A)  amending  sec.  221(b)(2)  of  the  act). 
The  extended  risk  guaranty  program  is  of  two  types:  (1)  Loans  for 
housing  projects  “with  appropriate  participation  by  the  private  in¬ 
vestor  in  the  loan  risk.”  This  has  been  interpreted  by  AID  to  mean 
as  much  as  100  percent  of  the  loan,  with  the  private  investor  risking 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  19  65  11 

tlie  interest  payments.  (2)  Investments  for  other  than  housing,  with 
a  limit  on  the  guaranty  of  75  percent  of  the  investment. 

So  far,  investors  have  shown  little  interest  in  the  extended  risk  guar¬ 
anties,  and  only  $8.3  million  worth  have  been  issued.  AID  believes 
that  one  reason  is  that  large  institutional  investors  are  not  interested 
in  projects  of  less  than  the  present  limits  of  $25  million  for  loans  or 
$10  million  for  other  investments.  Therefore,  the  bill  repeals  these 
limits. 

4.  The  bill  extends  the  authority  to  issue  extended  risk  guaranties 
from  June  30,  1966,  to  June  30,  1968  (sec.  104(a)(3)(B)  amending 
sec.  221(b)(2)  of  the  act).  This  will  remove  uncertainty  about 
possible  earlier  termination  of  the  guaranty  program. 

5.  The  bill  (sec.  104(b))  makes  a  clarifying  amendment  to  sec. 
221(c)  of  the  act  which  now  provides  that  “no  guaranty  shall  exceed 
the  dollar  value  *  *  *  of  the  investment  *  *  *  plus  actual  earnings 
or  profits  *  *  As  amended,  the  law  would  refer  to  “earnings  or 
profits  actually  received.”  The  committee  particularly  has  in  mind 
that  unpaid  interest  on  loans  is  not  to  be  included  in  guaranties. 
In  no  case  does  AID  guarantee  that  a  profit  will  be  earned. 

6.  The  present  law  authorizes  the  use  of  fees  collected  under  the 
guaranty  program  for  the  payment  of  management  and  custodial 
costs  incurred  with  respect  to  the  assets  which  are  acquired  by  the 
Government  when  guaranties  are  paid.  The  bill  would  also  make 
fees  available  for  payment  of  the  costs  of  investigating  and  adjusting 
claims,  including  the  costs  of  arbitration  (sec.  104(c)  amending  sec. 
222(b)  of  the  act.)  Under  the  terms  of  the  investment  guaranty 
legislation,  whenever  a  guaranty  is  paid,  the  United  States  is  sub¬ 
rogated  to  the  claim  involved.  This  new  provision  would  allow  fee 
income  to  be  used,  prior  to  the  payment  of  a  claim,  in  order  to  inves¬ 
tigate  and  adjust  the  claim,  or  to  arbitrate  it. 

7.  The  existing  program  for  guaranteeing  housing  investments  in 
Latin  America  is  clarified  and  expanded  (sec.  104(e)  of  the  bill  amend¬ 
ing  sec.  224  of  the  act).  The  present  program  applies  to  pilot  or 
demonstration  private  housing  projects  similar  to  those  insured  by  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration  in  the  United  States.  This  is  con¬ 
tinued.  In  addition,  the  bill  spells  out  four  additional  activities. 
These  are  guaranties  of  loans  made  to  Latin  American  credit  institu¬ 
tions  engaged  in  home  mortgage  financing,  loans  to  low  income  housing 
projects,  loans  to  housing  projects  which  will  promote  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  institutions  important  to  the  success  of  the  Alliance  for 
Progress,  and  loans  to  middle-income  housing  projects  in  which  at 
least  25  percent  of  the  mortgage  financing  comes  from  Latin  American 
sources  and  which  have  a  unit  cost  of  not  more  than  $6,500.  Except 
for  loans  to  credit  institutions,  these  are  all  implicit  in  the  present 
legislation. 

The  limit  on  the  total  face  amount  of  Latin  American  housing 
guaranties  which  can  be  outstanding  at  any  one  time  is  increased  from 
$250  million  to  $350  million,  and  the  period  during  which  guaranties 
can  be  issued  is  extended  to  June  30,  1968.  Guaranties  totaling 
$90.5  million  had  been  issued  against  the  present  authority  as  of 
March  1;  in  addition,  guaranties  totaling  $75  million  had  been  com¬ 
mitted,  and  projects  for  $84  million  more  were  under  review. 

The  committee  is  particularly  concerned  that  low-cost  housing  be 
stimulated  in  Latin  America. 
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With  respect  to  the  investment  guaranty  program  in  general,  the 
committee  is  also  concerned  that  small  business  receive  the  same 
treatment  as  big  business  in  the  administration  of  the  program. 

TITLE  IV - SURVEYS  OF  INVESTMENT  OPPORTUNITIES 

In  section  105  of  the  bill  (amending  sec.  232  of  the  act)  there  is  an 
authorization  of  $2.1  million  for  surveys  of  investment  opportunities 
beginning  in  fiscal  year  1967.  This  sum  is  the  same  amount  that  was 
authorized  for  use  beginning  in  fiscal  1965.  The  administration  did 
not  request  any  new  money  for  fiscal  year  1966,  but  new  funds  will 
probably  be  needed  to  keep  the  program  going  thereafter. 

The  committee  has  a  continuing  interest  in  such  programs,  which 
are  designed  to  encourage  private  investment  in  the  developing 
countries.  Fifty  percent  of  the  cost  of  an  investment  survey  may  be 
borne  by  AID  if  the  prospective  investor  decides  not  to  undertake  a 
project  upon  completion  of  the  survey,  in  which  case  AID  takes  title 
to  the  survey.  If  the  investor  does  go  ahead  with  the  project,  he 
pays  the  whole  cost  of  the  survey.  More  than  half  of  the  110  agree¬ 
ments  entered  into  by  the  end  of  1964  are  still  in  process,  but  10  have 
resulted  in  decisions  to  proceed  with  projects  representing  a  potential 
investment  of  between  $15  million  and  $20  million.  These  surveys 
should  be  particularly  attractive  to  the  smaller  American  firms 
interested  in  the  less  developed  countries. 

TITLE  VI - ALLIANCE  FOR  PROGRESS 

The  bill  (sec.  106(a))  carries  forward  through  fiscal  year  1967  the 
authorization  of  $600  million  a  year  for  the" Alliance  for  Progress. 
Included  in  this  authorization  figure  is  a  sum  which  is  available  for 
use  on  a  basis  other  than  dollar  repayable  loans;  this  money  in  fact 
represents  the  technical  cooperation  element  in  the  Alliance  program. 
1  he  administration  request  lor  the  technical  assistance  component  for 
fiscal  1966  amounted  to  $85  million.  The  committee  reduced  this 
figure  to  $70  million  a  year  for  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967.  This 
action,  of  course,  does  not  affect  the  total  authorization  for  the 
Alliance  in  those  years. 

The  reduction  of  $15  million  a  year  should  not  be  interpreted  as  an 
indication  of  any  lack  of  committee  support  for  the  Alliance  or  of 
doubt  in  the  validity  of  the  technical  assistance  program.  On  the 
contrary,  the  trend  ol  recent  developments  in  Latin  American  coun¬ 
tries,  and  the  cumulative  testimony  given  to  the  committee  this  year 
concerning  the  Alliance,  have  been  moderately  encouraging.  More¬ 
over,  as  noted  elsewhere  in  this  report,  the  committee  strongly  urges 
the  merits  of  technical  assistance  work,  especially  in  the  field  of  edu¬ 
cation,  in  its  broadest  meaning.  What  the  committee  wishes  to  convey 
is  its  belief  that  the  mutual  interests  of  Alliance  countries  and  the 
United  States  will  be  better  served  if  there  is  constant  movement 
away  from  grants,  and  toward  repayable  loans. 

Section  106(b)  of  the  bill  extends  through  June  30,  1967  the 
requirement  of  existing  law  that  not  less  than  50  percent  of  Alliance 
loan  funds  shall  be  available  for  loans  made  to  encourage  economic 
development  through  private  enterprise.” 
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CHAPTER  3— INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PROGRAMS 


In  section  107(b)  the  bill  amends  section  302  of  the  act  to  provide 
an  authorization  of  $146,455,000  for  fiscal  year  1966  and  the  same 
figure  for  fiscal  1967  for  contributions  to  international  organizations 
and  programs.  This  sum  represents  about  $12.2  million  more  than 
the  fiscal  1965  authorization,  but  $9  million  less  than  the  original 
administration  request  for  fiscal  1966.  In  both  instances  the  explana¬ 
tion  mainly  lies  in  the  level  of  U.S.  contributions  to  the  Indus  Basin 
Development  Fund,  a  multinational  consortium  administered  by  the 
World  Bank.  The  Bank  had  planned  to  call  upon  the  United  States 
for  payments  of  $53  million  during  fiscal  1966,  an  increase  of  $16 
million  over  fiscal  1965,  reflecting  a  growing  volume  of  works  under 
construction.  However,  shortly  before  it  took  final  action  on  the  bill, 
the  committee  was  informed  that  it  appeared  that  the  Bank’s  1966 
calls  would  be  $9  million  less  than  anticipated,  and  this  adjustment  is 
reflected  in  the  bill. 

The  following  table  summarizes  the  contributions  scheduled  to  be 
made  to  11  international  organizations  and  programs  in  fiscal  1966, 
compared  with  the  2  previous  years.  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
final  amounts  of  many  of  the  contributions  are  contingent  upon  the 
sums  made  available  by  other  United  Nations  members. 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Fiscal 
year  1964 
actual 

Fiscal 
year  1965 
estimated 

Fiscal 
year  1966 
proposed 

U.N.  Expanded  Program  of  Technical  Assistance  and  Special  Fund. 
U.N.  Technical  and  Operational  Assistance  to  the  Congo.  _  .  . 

U.N.  Relief  and  Works  Agency  for  Palestine  Refugees.  _ 

U.N.  Children’s  Fund..  _ _ _  _  _  _  _ _ _ 

i  60, 772 
5,000 
17,  200 
12, 000 
2,000 
1,228 
12,312 

500 

2,  473 
1,243 

2  1,  576 

60, 000 
5,000 
16,000 
12,  000 
2,300 
1,100 
37, 000 
22 

65,000 
5,000 
16,  000 
12,  000 
2,000 
1,000 
53,  000 
120 
100 

U.N.  Food  and  Agriculture  Organization — World  Food  Program _ 

International  Atomic  Energy  Agency — Operational  program _ 

Indus  Basin  Development  Fund .  .  . . . 

International  Secretariat  for  Volunteer  Service _ _ 

U.N.  Peacekeeping: 

U.N.  operation  in  the  Congo  (military) _ _ 

U.N.  Emergency  Force  (Near  East)..  .  _ 

U.N.  Force  in  Cyprus _ _  _ 

850 

3  121 

835 

U.N.  Training  and  Research  Institute _ 

400 

Total _ 

116, 304 

134, 393 

4  155,  455 

1  Includes  $59,000,000  for  calendar  year  1964  programs  and  $1,772,000  to  complete  funding  of  the  U.S.  pledge 
for  calendar  year  1963  programs. 

2  In  addition,  $2,724,000  funded  from  the  contingency  fund. 

3  Remainder  of  pledge  of  up  to  $2,300,000  to  be  funded  from  the  contingency  fund  and/or  voluntary  con¬ 
tribution  funds. 

4  Less  $9,000,000. 


Details  of  all  these  programs  are  given  in  the  unclassified  summary 
presentation  to  the  Congress  for  fiscal  1966,  as  well  as  in  the  hearing 
record,  and  do  not  need  to  be  repeated  here.  But  one  element  must 
be  singled  out  in  the  light  of  committee  action  on  the  bill:  Section  302 
of  the  act  is  amended  to  delete  the  prohibition  which  had  the  effect 
of  precluding  a  U.S.  contribution  to  the  International  Secretariat  for 
Volunteer  Services  for  anything  but  its  information  clearinghouse 
functions.  The  executive  branch  believes,  and  the  committee  con¬ 
curs  in  the  belief,  that  the  technical  assistance  functions  of  the 
Secretariat  should  not  be  excluded  from  the  purview  of  U.S.  contribu¬ 
tions  to  international  programs.  However,  the  bill  (sec.  107(a)) 
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specifically  limits  the  U.S.  share  in  the  Secretariat’s  budget  to  28 
percent,  the  proportion  of  the  administration’s  proposed  contribution. 

CHAPTER  4— SUPPORTING  ASSISTANCE 

The  bill  (sec.  108)  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $350  million  for 
supporting  assistance  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967, 
these  funds  remaining  available  until  expended.  The  amount 
authorized  for  fiscal  1966  compares  with  an  administration  request 
for  $369.2  million  in  this  category,  which  covers  a  variety  of  purposes 
ranging  from  commodity  imports  for  Vietnam  to  budget  support  for 
Bolivia. 

Approximately  88  percent  of  the  aid  under  this  chapter  is  con¬ 
centrated  in  four  countries:  South  Vietnam,  Laos,  Korea,  and  Jordan. 
About  half  the  amount  will  go  to  Vietnam  alone.  Nine  countries — 
notably  Thailand  and  the  Congo  (Leopoldville)— will  receive  the 
remaining  12  percent  of  supporting  assistance  funds. 

The  committee  is  pleased  to  note  that  supporting  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  have  been  ended  in  18  countries  since  1960,  and  that  two 
more  will  expire  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1965.  On  the  other  hand, 
when  one  recalls  the  Mansfield  amendment  of  1959,  which  sought  a 
rapid  phasing  out  of  such  assistance,  the  record  is  less  impressive. 

CHAPTER  5— CONTINGENCY  FUND 

Section  109  of  the  bill  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $50  million 
in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  for  a  contingency  fund  to  be 
used  by  the  President  to  meet  unexpected  emergency  situations,  with 
Congress  to  be  kept  informed  of  such  uses  on  a  quarterly  basis.  This 
sum  is  the  amount  requested  by  the  administration  for  fiscal  year  1966. 
It  compares  with  a  fiscal  1965  authorization  of  $150  million  and  appro¬ 
priation  of  $99  million  (plus  a  $3  million  carryover).  The  reduction 
in  the  size  of  the  request  for  fiscal  1966  stems  from  the  administration’s 
belief  that  it  will  not  seek  any  transfer  of  contingency  funds  to  the 
military  aid  program,  as  has  been  done  in  the  past  (language  in  the 
act  makes  the  contingency  fund  money  available  for  Part  I,  or  eco¬ 
nomic  assistance). 

The  committee  denied  an  administration  request  under  this  chapter 
for  an  open-ended  authorization  of  appropriations  in  any  amounts 
needed  for  use  in  Vietnam.  Some  members  felt  that  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  had  been  inadequately  consulted  regarding 
developments  in  Vietnam,  and  that  the  furnishing  of  a  “blank  check” 
to  any  Chief  Executive  would  virtually  deny  the  committee  an 
effective  role  in  the  future. 

Part  II 

CHAPTER  2— MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 

The  bill  (sec.  201)  amends  section  503(b)  of  the  act,  relating  to  gen¬ 
eral  authority,  by  deleting  the  words  “in  foreign  countries”  from  the 
subsection  dealing  with  financial  contributions  to  multilateral  pro¬ 
grams  for  construction  or  acquisition  of  defense  facilities.  This 
amendment  will  permit  funds  contributed  by  the  United  States  for 
collective  defense  facilities — e.g.;  under  the  NATO  infrastructure 
program- — to  be  used  for  international  facilities  located  in  the  United 
States  as  well  as  overseas. 
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Section  201  more  importantly  provides  an  authorization  for  an 
appropriation  for  military  assistance  of  $1,170  million  in  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1966  and  1967.  This  administration  request  for  1966 
compares  with  the  amount  of  $1,055  million  authorized  and  appro¬ 
priated  in  fiscal  1965.  The  fiscal  1966  request  is  described  as  con¬ 
sisting  of  $1  billion  to  meet  “minimum  essential  needs”  and  an  added 
$170  million  for  “extraordinary  costs”  in  Vietnam  and  Laos.  Ap¬ 
proximately  72  percent  of  total  military  aid  funds — or  something  over 
$840  million— are  programed  for  1 1  countries  which  are  on  or  close  to 
the  borders  of  Communist  China  and  the  Soviet  Union:  Greece,  Tur¬ 
key,  Iran,  Pakistan,  India,  Thailand,  Laos,  South  Vietnam,  Philip¬ 
pines,  Taiwan,  and  Korea. 

Following  urgent  representations  by  the  executive  branch  the  com¬ 
mittee,  by  a  narrow  majority,  decided  to  authorize  the  full  amount 
of  the  administration  request  for  fiscal  year  1966.  It  was  agreed  that, 
if  the  policy  assumptions  and  guidelines  of  the  executive  branch  were 
accepted,  the  case  for  military  assistance  at  the  $1.17  billion  level 
'was  a  strong  one.  A  number  of  committee  members  believed  that 
an  equally  good  case  could  be  made  for  questioning  the  basic  tenets 
underlying  a  number  of  the  U.S.  military  aid  programs. 

CIVIC  ACTION  ACTIVITIES 

Paragraph  (c)  of  section  201  of  the  bill  amends  section  505  of  the  act 
to  specify  that  military  assistance  may  be  furnished  for  the  purpose  of 
assisting  foreign  military  forces  (or  the  voluntary  efforts  of  personnel 
of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States)  to  construct  public  works 
and  to  engage  in  other  activities  helpful  to  the  economic  and  social 
development  of  friendly  countries.  Under  current  law,  although 
section  505(b)  states  that  such  activities  should  be  encouraged,  section 
505(a)  provides  that  military  assistance  may  be  furnished  only  for  the 
specified  purposes  of  internal  security,  legitimate  self-defense,  partici¬ 
pation  in  collective  defense  arrangements,  or  to  permit  the  recipient 
country  to  participate  in  United  Nations  peacekeeping  functions. 

The  amendment  also  expresses  the  sense  of  Congress  that,  insofar  as 
practicable,  foreign  military  forces  should  not  be  maintained  solely  for 
.civic  action  activities  and  that  such  activities  should  not  detract 
'“significantly”  from  the  capability  of  military  forces  to  perform  their 
military  missions  and  should  be  coordinated  with  and  form  part  of  the 
total  economic  and  social  development  of  the  country  concerned. 

In  the  committee’s  view,  economic  development  is  of  great  im¬ 
portance  to  the  defense  and  internal  stability  of  less  developed 
friendly  countries  and  civic  action  programs  such  as  the  type  envisaged 
by  this  amendment  (building  roads,  irrigation  facilities,  and  other 
public  works  and  community  development  projects)  should  be  en¬ 
couraged  as  a  part  of  our  overall  effort.  These  programs  not  only 
speed  the  economic  development  of  the  recipient  country,  but  they 
improve  relations  between  civilian  populations  and  their  military 
forces  and  provide  on-the-job  training  for  members  of  military  engi¬ 
neering  units. 

Paragraphs  (c)(2)  and  (c)(3)  of  section  201  make  certain  con¬ 
forming  changes  in  section  505  which  are  necessitated  by  approval  of 
the  above  amendment.  They  also  specify  civic  action  as  one  of  the 
purposes  for  which  military  assistance  may  be  furnished  to  Latin 
America. 
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SALES 

The  bill  (sec.  201(d))  amends  section  507  of  the  act,  which  relates 
to  sales,  in  two  respects. 

First,  subsection  (a)  is  amended  to  provide  that  nonexcess  defense 
articles’ from  the  stocks  of  the  Department  of  Defense  may  be  sold 
at  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time  the  articles  are  offered  for 
sale  to  the  purchasing  country  or  international  organization.  The 
existing  law  presently  provides  that  the  sales  price  of  such  articles  shall 
be  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time  the  articles  are  dropped  from 
the  inventory  of  the  supplying  agency,  that  is,  at  the  time  delivery 
is  made.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  a  period  of  time  may  elapse  between 
the  negotiation  of  a  sales  agreement  and  the  delivery  of  defense 
articles,  neither  the  United  States  nor  the  purchaser  is  in  a  position 
to  know  with  certainty  at  the  tune  the  sales  agreement  is  signed  how 
much  the  purchaser  will  have  to  pay.  The  new  language  will  make 
it  possible  to  ascertain  and  set  the  price  at  the  time  the  articles  are  ^ 
offered  for  sale.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that  section  507(a)  requires  ^ 
that  the  payment  for  defense  articles  from  stocks  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  is  to  be  made  in  U.S.  dollars. 

Secondly,  section  507(b)  of  the  act,  which  relates  to  procurement  for 
sales  pursuant  to  dependable  undertakings,  is  amended  to  authorize 
the  President,  when  entering  into  sales  agreements  with  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  and  international  organizations,  to  fix  prices  to  be  paid.  The 
amendment  specifies  that  the  funds  available  under  the  act  for  financ¬ 
ing  military  sales  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable  Defense 
Department  appropriation  in  the  amount  by  which  the  price  paid  by 
the  United  States  to  the  supplier  exceeds  the  price  fixed  in  the  sales 
agreement  with  the  purchasing  country  or  international  organization, 
unless  the  President  determines  that  continued  production  of  the  de¬ 
fense  article  sold  is  advantageous  to  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States.  The  amendment  also  provides  that  any  excess  in  price  paid 
by  the  purchasing  country  or  international  organization  over  the  price 
paid  by  the  United  States  to  the  supplier  is  to  be  credited  to  the  sepa¬ 
rate  fund  account  provided  for  in  section  508  of  the  act,  which  relates 
to  reimbursements.  _ 

If  the  amount  is  less  than  the  price  to  be  paid  by  the  United  States fl 
to  the  supplier,  funds  available  under  the  act  for  financing  military 
sales  will  bear  the  difference,  except  when  continued  production  of  the 
item  sold  is  to  the  advantage  of  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces.  In  the  latter 
case,  the  difference  will  be  borne  by  the  military  department  concerned. 

The  purpose  of  both  of  the  above  amendments  is  to  make  it  possible 
for  both  the  United  States  and  the  purchasing  country  or  international 
organization  to  know  the  price  to  be  paid  for  defense  articles  or  services 
from  defense  stocks  at  the  time  the  sales  agreement  is  signed. 

REIMBURSEMENTS 

_  Section  508,  which  relates  to  reimbursements,  is  amended  by  the 
bill  (sec.  201(e))  so  that  all  income  from  military  sales  will  be  deposited 
in  a  separate  fund  account,  which  will  be  subject  to  Government¬ 
wide  regulations  relating  to  revolving  funds  and  which  will  be  available 
solely  for  financing  further  military  sales  and  guaranties,  including 
overhead  costs.  Such  income  is  now  credited  to  a  separate  military 
sales  account  which  is  a  subaccount  of  the  military  assistance  appro- 
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priation.  The  income  to  be  deposited  to  the  new  account  will  in¬ 
clude  receipts  from  the  disposition  of  evidences  of  indebtedness  as 
well  as  charges  (including  fees  and  premiums)  or  interest  collected. 

The  military  sales  program  now  amounts  to  substantially  more 
than  $1  billion  a  year  and  is  a  major  credit  factor  in  the  U.S.  balance 
of  payments.  These  amendments  will  simplify  its  administration 
by  permitting  the  use  of  all  items  of  principal  and  income  accruing 
to  the  program  for  financing  sales  and  guaranties.  The  present 
provisions  of  section  508  authorize  the  reuse  of  principal  repayments 
only  for  this  purpose. 

EXCHANGES  AND  GUARANTIES 

Section  201(f)  of  the  bill  amends  section  509(b)  of  the  act,  which 
relates  to  the  administration  of  military  assistance  guaranties,  so 
that  one  U.S.  Government  agency  does  not  have  to  pay  to  another 
U.S.  Government  agency  the  fees  and  premiums  charged  in  connection 
with  the  issuance  of  guaranty  contracts.  The  main  purpose  is  to 
make  it  possible  for  the  Defense  Department  not  to  charge  the  Export- 
Import  Bank  a  fee  on  contracts  which  are  guaranteed  both  by  the 
Department  and  the  Bank  and  on  which  the  Bank  collects  an  adequate 
fee  from  the  beneficiary  of  the  guaranty. 

MILITARY  ASSISTANCE  SPECIAL  AUTHORITY 

The  bill  (sec.  201(g))  extends  for  2  more  years  (through  the  fiscal 
years  1966  and  1967)  the  special  authority  contained  in  section  510 
of  the  act,  which  permits  the  President  to  furnish  defense  articles 
from  Defense  Department  stocks,  as  well  as  defense  services,  for 
military  assistance  purposes  without  charge  to  the  current  military 
assistance  appropriation  when  he  determines  that  it  is  vital  to  the 
security  of  the  United  States  to  do  so.  The  value  of  such  defense 
articles  and  services  is  limited  to  $300  million  a  year,  and  prompt 
notice  of  any  action  taken  pursuant  to  this  authority  is  to  be  given  to 
appropriate  committees  of  the  Congress. 

MILITARY  ASSISTANCE  TO  AFRICA 

The  bill  (sec.  201  (h))  amends  section  512  of  the  act,  which  relates 
to  restrictions  on  military  aid  to  Africa,  to  permit  such  assistance 
to  be  furnished  not  only  for  internal  security  requirements  (which  is 
authorized  under  present  law)  but  also  for  “civic  action  requirements” 
in  accordance  with  the  new  provisions  of  section  505(b)  (see  above). 
The  $25  million  ceiling  on  grants  of  defense  articles  to  African  coun¬ 
tries  is  continued  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967. 

Part  III 

CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
RETENTION  AND  USE  OF  ITEMS  AND  FUNDS 

Section  301(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  605  of  the  act,  relating  to 
retention  and  use  of  items,  as  follows: 

First  it  changes  the  section  heading  to  read  “Retention  and  Use  of 
Certain  Items  and  Funds.” 
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Secondly,  it  adds  two  new  subsections  which  provide  that  funds 
realized  by  the  United  States  as  the  result  of  the  failure  of  certain 
transactions  to  conform  to  law  or  AID  regulations,  or  from  the  disposal 
of  certain  defense  articles  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Treasury  as 
miscellaneous  receipts. 

Under  current  law,  for  example,  refunds  received  by  the  economic 
aid  program  may  be  reused  (i.e.,  reprogramed)  only  for  the  foreign 
country  making  the  refund  even  though  the  refund  was  made  as  a 
result  of  that  country’s  failure  to  comply  with  AID  regulations  or 
agreements. 

In  the  committee’s  opinion,  such  funds  or  refunds  should  not  be 
reused  or  reprogramed  without  prior  authorization  from  the  Congress. 
The  committee  believes,  therefore,  that  the  provision  which  requires 
them  to  be  deposited  into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts  is 
appropriate. 


CERTIFICATION  FOR  ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 

Section  301(b)  of  the  bill  amends  section  611(a)  of  the  act,  relating 
to  completion  of  plans  and  cost  estimates,  as  recommended  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office.  Under  section  611(a)  no  agreement  or 
grant  constituting  an  obligation  of  the  U.S.  Government  in  excess  of 
$100,000  shall  be  made  for  any  economic  assistance  until  certain 
requirements  are  met.  The  GAO  amendment  adds  the  requirement 
that  within  6  months  prior  to  the  making  of  such  agreement  or  grant 
the  chief  of  the  economic  assistance  mission  in  the  recipient  country 
must  certify  that  the  country  has  the  capability  to  utilize  the  assistance 
effectively.  If  the  certification  cannot  be  made,  the  assistance  may 
be  furnished  only  upon  specific  advance  approval  by  the  Secretary  of 
State,  an  Under  Secretary,  or  an  Assistant  Secretary.  This  amend¬ 
ment  is  analagous  to  section  513  of  the  act,  relating  to  the  certification 
requirement  for  furnishing  military  assistance,  which  was  approved 
by  the  committee  in  1964. 

USE  OF  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES 

Section  301(c)  of  the  bill  amends  section  612  of  the  act,  which 
relates  to  the  use  of  foreign  currencies,  by  redesignating  subsection 
(c)  as  subsection  (b).  The  latter  was  redesignated  as  section  104(t) 
of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 
by  section  2  of  Public  Law  88-638. 

The  committee  adopted  two  amendments  relating  to  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  which  were  proposed  by  the  General  Accounting  Office.  One 
amendment  (sec.  301(c)  of  the  bill)  contains  substitute  language  for 
the  second  paragraph  of  redesignated  section  612(b)  of  the  act.  It 
provides  that  all  appropriate  steps  shall  be  taken  to  assure  that,  to 
the  maximum  extent  possible,  U.S. -owned  currencies  are  utilized  in¬ 
stead  of  dollars,  and  that  no  dollar  funds  shall  be  spent  for  goods  and 
services  when  foreign  currencies  are  available  unless  the  administrative 
official  approving  the  voucher  certifies  as  to  the  reason  for  the  use  of 
dollars  in  each  case.  The  amendment  applies  to  all  U.S. -owned 
currencies.  Under  present  law,  only  foreign  currencies  which  are 
determined  to  be  excess  to  U.S.  needs  are  required  to  be  utilized  in 
lieu  of  dollars. 
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The  other  amendment  (sec.  301(d)  of  the  bill)  proposed  by  the 
GAO  changes  the  heading  of  section  613  to  read  "Accounting,  Valua¬ 
tion,  Reporting,  and  Administration  of  Foreign  Currencies,”  and 
adds  a  new  subsection  (d)  which  deals  with  interest  rates  on  deposits 
of  foreign  currencies.  It  provides  that  in  cases  where  assistance  is 
furnished  on  a  basis  which  will  result  in  the  accrual  of  foreign  currency 
proceeds  to  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
issue  regulations  requiring  that  the  agreements  governing  the  furnish¬ 
ing  of  such  assistance  include  provisions  for  the  receipt  of  interest 
income  on  the  foreign  currencies  deposited  in  authorized  depositaries 
at  a  rate  "not  less  favorable  than  the  highest  interest  rate  lawfully 
obtainable  from  the  recipient  country  or  agencies  thereof  in  the 
respective  countries.”  Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  amendment, 
the  Secretary  of  State  may  waive  the  interest  income  requirement  if 
he  determines  it  not  to  be  in  the  national  interest  and  promptly 
reports  such  determination  to  the  Congress. 

ACT-OF-STATE  DOCTRINE 

The  bill  (sec.  301  (e))  amends  in  two  respects  the  provision  in  existing 
law  (sec.  620(e)(2)  of  the  act)  that  no  court  in  the  United  States 
shall  decline  on  the  ground  of  the  act-of-state  doctrine  to  make  a 
determination  on  the  merits  or  to  apply  principles  of  international  law 
in  a  case  in  which  an  act  of  a  foreign  state  is  alleged  to  be  contrary 
to  international  law. 

The  existing  law  applies  to  cases  pending  at  the  time  of  its  enact¬ 
ment  or  brought  since  then  in  which  "a  claim  of  title  or  other  right” 
is  asserted  based  upon  a  confiscation  or  other  taking  after  January  1, 
1959,  by  an  act  of  a  foreign  state  in  violation  of  the  principles  of  in¬ 
ternational  law.  The  bill  amends  this  so  that  it  will  apply  only  to 
cases  in  which  "a  claim  of  title  or  other  right  to  property”  is  asserted. 
The  same  change  is  made  in  the  proviso  in  existing  law  which  exempts 
cases  with  respect  to  such  claims  acquired  pursuant  to  an  irrevocable 
letter  of  credit  of  not  more  than  180  days  issued  in  good  faith  prior  to 
the  time  of  the  confiscation. 

The  words  "to  property”  have  been  inserted  to  make  it  clear  that 
the  law  does  not  prevent  banks,  insurance  companies,  and  other 
financial  institutions  from  using  the  act  of  state  doctrine  as  a  defense 
to  multiple  liability  upon  any  contract  or  deposit  or  insurance  policy 
in  any  case  where  such  liability  has  been  taken  over  or  expropriated 
by  a  foreign  state.  In  such  cases,  it  is  not  intended  to  affect  any 
defense  previously  available  to  such  institutions. 

The  bill  also  strikes  out  the  provision  in  existing  law  limiting  its 
application  to  cases  begun  prior  to  January  1,  1966.  The  effect  is 
to  make  section  620(e)(2)  permanent  law. 

This  paragraph  (e)(2)  refers  to  "the  principles  of  international  law, 
including  the  principles  of  compensation  and  the  other  standards  set 
out  in  this  subsection.”  This  reference  is  to  the  provisions  of  section 
620(e)(1)  which  define  the  obligations  of  international  law  to  include 
"speedy  compensation  *  *  *  in  convertible  foreign  exchange  equiva¬ 
lent  to  the  full  value”  of  the  property  affected. 
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INVESTMENT  GUARANTY  AGREEMENTS 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  620(1)  of  the  act,  no  assistance 
shall  be  provided  after  December  31,  1965,  to  the  government  of  any 
less  developed  country  which  has  failed  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  the  President  to  institute  an  investment  guaranty  program 
against  inconvertibility  and  expropriation  or  confiscation.  The  cutoff 
date  is  changed  (sec.  301(e)(2))  to  June  30,  1967. 

Considerable  progress  has  been  made  in  concluding  investment 
guaranty  agreements  in  the  past  few  years,  and  at  the  present  time 
such  agreements  are  in  force  with  63  less  developed  countries.  More¬ 
over,  negotiations  are  now  being  conducted  with  several  governments 
and  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  additional  investment  guaranty 
agreements  will  be  concluded  in  the  future.  Such  being  the  case, 
the  committee  felt  that  a  December  31,  1965,  cutoff  would  be  pre¬ 
mature. 

CHAPTER  2— ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 
STATUTORY  OFFICERS 

The  bill  (sec.  302(a))  amends  section  624  of  the  act,  which  relates 
to  statutory  officers,  as  follows: 

It  amends  subsection  (b),  which  presently  authorizes  the  President 
to  fix  the  order  of  succession  among  the  Assistant  Administrators  of 
AID,  to  authorize  the  fixing  of  such  order  among  the  statutory  officers 
of  that  agency.  This  is  a  technical  change  necessitated  by  the 
amendments  to  section  624(a)  made  by  section  305(42)  of  the  Federal 
Executive  Salary  Act  of  1964  (title  III  of  the  Government  Employees 
Salary  Reform  Act  of  1964,  Public  Law  88-426). 

It  also  amends  subsection  (d)  by  striking  out  all  references  to 
Public  Law  86-735  and  substituting  the  short  title  of  that  law,  “the 
Latin  American  Development  Act,  as  amended.” 

EMPLOYMENT  OF  PERSONNEL 

Section  302(b)  of  the  bill  amends  section  625(d)  of  the  act,  which 
relates  to  employment  of  personnel,  by  increasing  from  20  to  30  the 
number  of  persons  who  may  be  appointed  to  the  Foreign  Service 
Reserve  and  who  may  initially  be  assigned  for  duty  within  the  United 
States  for  not  more  than  2  years  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  them  for 
overseas  duty.  This  will  make  it  possible  for  a  few  more  officials  to 
have  the  benefit  of  experience  in  Washington  headquarters  before  going 
abroad,  but  it  will  not  remove  all  restrictions  on  the  domestic  employ¬ 
ment  of  Foreign  Service  Reserve  officers. 

The  bill  (sec.  302(c))  also  amends  section  626,  relating  to  experts, 
consultants,  and  retired  officers,  by  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as 
subsection  (c).  The  present  subsection  (c)  was  repealed  by  section 
402(a) (35)  of  the  Dual  Compensation  Act  (Public  Law  SS-448). 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  DETAILED  PERSONNEL 

Section  302(d)  of  the  bill  amends  section  630  of  the  act,  which 
relates  to  the  terms  of  detail  or  assignment  of  personnel,  by  providing 
that  when  detailing  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States  to 
a  foreign  government  or  international  organization  on  a  reimbursable 
or  advance  credit  basis,  the  President  may  require  the  foreign  govern- 
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meat  or  international  organization  to  pay  an  amount  equal  to  the 
cost  to  the  United  States  of  any  benefits  payable  to  the  employee  in 
respect  of  the  period  of  his  assignment  or  detail.  Under  the  current 
provisions  of  section  630  (pars.  (2)  and  (4)),  reimbursement  or  advance 
credits  are  made  only  for  “compensation,  travel  expenses,  and  allow¬ 
ances”  payable  to  the  officer  or  employee  assigned  or  detailed. 

ADMINISTRATION  OF  SMALL  PROGRAMS 

The  committee  approved  an  amendment  (sec.  302(e)  of  the  bill) 
to  section  631  of  the  act,  relating  to  missions  and  staffs  abroad, 
by  adding  a  new  subsection  (d)  which  provides  that  in  any  case  in 
which  the  assistance  programed  for  any  country  does  not  exceed  $1 
million  in  any  fiscal  year,  such  assistance  shall  be  administered  under 
the  direction  of  the  chief  of  the  U.S.  diplomatic  mission  by  the  principal 
economic  officer  in  the  mission  in  the  case  of  economic  assistance,  and 
by  the  senior  military  officer  of  the  mission  in  the  case  of  military 
(assistance. 

The  committee  is  concerned  with  preventing  the  proliferation  of 
personnel  serving  abroad  in  connection  with  U.S.  aid  programs,  and 
it  is  felt  that  this  amendment  will  at  least  have  the  effect  of  eliminating 
the  assignment  of  AID  or  military  assistance  administrative  personnel 
to  those  countries  where  the  programs  are  comparatively  small.  The 
committee  does  not  intend  the  amendment  to  interfere  with  the 
administration  of  certain  very  small  programs  from  Washington, 
with  the  practice  of  delegating  aid  functions  to  the  Ambassador,  nor 
with  the  administration  of  military  sales  programs. 

ADMINISTRATION  OF  MILITARY  SALES 

The  bill  (sec.  302(f))  amends  section  635(g)  of  the  act,  which  relates 
to  general  authorities,  to  extend  to  the  military  sales  program  the 
authorities  and  requirements  now  applicable  under  that  subsection 
to  loans.  The  most  important  of  these  authorities  is  the  authority  to 
dispose  of  evidences  of  indebtedness,  an  authority  which  will  improve 
the  administration  of  the  military  sales  and  guaranty  program. 
As  the  program  is  now  carried  out,  separate  agreements  are  concur¬ 
rently  negotiated  between  the  Defense  Department  and  the  foreign 
government,  between  the  financial  institution  and  the  foreign  govern¬ 
ment,  and  between  the  financial  institution  and  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment.  This  amendment  will  simplify  this  procedure  by  permitting 
the  Defense  Department  to  sell  the  notes  of  the  purchasing  government 
to  one  or  more  financial  institutions,  each  note  backed  by  a  U.S. 
Government  guaranty,  and  thereby  eliminate  the  need  for  separate 
loan  agreements  between  the  financial  institutions  and  the  foreign 
government. 

PROVISIONS  ON  USES  OF  FUNDS 

Section  302(g)  of  the  bill  makes  two  technical  changes  in  section 
636(f)  of  the  act  which  relates  to  provisions  on  uses  of  funds,  to  reflect 
changes  in  references  to  other  laws. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

The  bill  (sec.  302(h))  amends  section  637(a)  of  the  act  which  relates 
to  administrative  expenses,  to  provide  for  an  authorization  in  the 
amount  of  $55,240,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967. 
The  estimate  for  administrative  expenses  in  1966  is  $843,400  more  than 
in  1965,  primarily  because  of  increased  wage  and  salary  costs,  both  for 
Americans  and  foreign  nationals.  The  committee  notes  with  satis¬ 
faction  that  most  of  these  higher  costs  have  been  offset  by  personnel 
reductions  and  expresses  the  hope  that  the  trend  to  fewer  employees 
will  continue. 

FAMINE  AND  DISASTER  RELIEF 


Sections  302  (i)  and  (j)  of  the  bill  broaden  the  existing  exemption 
of  famine  and  disaster  relief  from  the  prohibitions  of  the  act. 

Under  existing  law,  the  President  may,  notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
hibitions  in  the  act  against  furnishing  assistance  to  a  certain  coun¬ 
try  or  the  government  of  that  country,  furnish  famine  and  disaster 
relief  to  the  people  of  that  country  provided  (i)  that  the  assistance 
is  not  furnished  through  the  government  of  the  country  concerned 
but  directly  by  the  United  States  or  through  voluntary  organizations, 
such  as  the  Red  Cross,  and  (ii)  that  the  assistance  does  not  confer 
a  long-term  economic  benefit  upon  the  country  but  meets  only  the 
immediate  requirements  of  the  disaster  victims  for  food,  medicine, 
and  temporary  shelter. 

The  amendment  approved  by  the  committee  (new  sec.  639  of  the 
act)  broadens  this  existing  authority  to  permit  the  United  States  to 
do  whatever  is  necessary  to  meet  the  needs  of  famine  or  natural  dis¬ 
aster  victims  during  the  initial  emergency  period,  including  dealing 
directly  with  the  government  or  furnishing  items  of  more  lasting 
benefit  to  the  country  than  food,  clothing,  and  temporary  shelter. 
According  to  the  executive  branch,  the  initial  emergency  period  would 
be  considered  as  being  no  longer  than  60  days  from  the  date  the 
natural  disaster  occurs. 

The  amendment  would  also  permit  the  United  States  to  meet  some 
of  the  short-run  rehabilitation  requirements  resulting  from  the  natural 
disaster  but  which  cannot  be  planned  for  or  completed  during  the 
immediate  emergency  period.  This  expanded  authority  would  be  used 
only  to  carry  out  programs  that  can  be  completed  within  90  days 
after  plans  have  been  drawn  up  and  fimds  made  available. 


MILITARY  SALES 

The  committee  approved  an  amendment  (sec.  302 (j)  of  the  bill) 
which  adds  a  new  section  640  to  the  act  as  follows : 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  part  II  of  this  Act,  no  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  sale,  ex¬ 
change,  or  the  guaranty  of  a  sale  of  defense  articles  or 
defense  services  to  any  friendly  country  or  international 
organization  if  the  President  shall  have  found,  pursuant  to 
section  503,  that  the  assisting  of  such  country  or  organiza¬ 
tions  will  strengthen  the  security  of  the  United  States  and 
promote  world  peace. 
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The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  exclude  military  sales  from 
the.  several  provisions  of  the  act  which  prohibit  assistance  under 
various  circumstances.  The  amendment  is  based  on  a  distinction 
between  “assistance”  and  “sales.”  There  are  entirely  different  con¬ 
siderations  of  national  policy  involved  in  aiding  a  country  and  selling 
it  military  equipment. 

CHAPTER  3— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

STATUTES  REPEALED 

The  bill  (sec.  303(a))  amends  section  642(a)(2)  of  the  act,  which 
relates  to  statutes  repealed,  in  the  following  ways : 

First,  it  repeals  section  143  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954 
which  relates  to  aid  to  Yugoslavia  but  is  now  obsolete,  having  been 
superseded  by  the  broader  provisions  of  section  620(f)  of  the  act. 

Second,  it  repeals  the  proviso  authorizing  the  continuation  under  the 
k  ct  of  certain  programs  authorized  by  sections  405  (a)  ,  (c),  (d),  and 
section  451(c)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954  until  enactment  of 
separate  legislation  relating  to  such  programs.  Enactment  of  separate 
legislation — the  Migration  and  Refugee  Assistance  Act  of  1962 — 
renders  this  savings  clause  obsolete. 

DEFINITIONS 

Section  303(b)  (of  the  bill)  amends  section  644  of  the  act,  which 
relates  to  definitions,  in  the  following  respects : 

First,  it  amends  the  definition  of  “excess  defense  articles”  (sec. 
644(g)  of  the  act)  to  make  clear  that  defense  articles  procured  in 
anticipation  of  military  assistance  or  sales  requirements  are  not  to  be 
taken  into  account  in  determining  the  quantity  of  defense  articles 
owned  by  the  U.S.  Government  that  are  in  excess  of  the  mobilization 
reserve. 

Second,  it  amends  the  definition  of  “value”  as  it  relates  to  nonexcess 
defense  articles  (sec.  644  (m)  (2)  of  the  act)  to  make  clear  that  the 
standard  price  establishing  the  “value”  of  such  articles  will  take 
account  of  any  authorized  reductions  in  prices  which  have  occurred 
up  until  the  time  the  articles  are  dropped  from  inventory  by  the 
supplying  agency. 

Third,  it  makes  it  clear  that  all  elements  of  the  pricing  formulas 
for  military  goods  apply  to  sales  as  well  as  assistance  programs. 

UNEXPENDED  BALANCES 

Section  303(c)  (of  the  bill)  makes  a  technical  amendment  to  section 
645  of  the  act,  which  relates  to  unexpended  balances,  by  striking  out 
“Public  Law  86-735”  and  substituting  the  short  title  of  the  act, 
“the  Latin  American  Development  Act,  as  amended.” 

SALE  OF  BUILDINGS  AND  GROUNDS 

Section  304  of  the  bill  broadens  the  provisions  of  section  9  of  the 
Foreign  Service  Buildings  Act  of  1926  by  authorizing  the  Secretary 
of  State,  when  he  finds  it  to  be  in  the  interest  of  the  Government, 
to  sell  buildings  and  grounds  acquired  for  use  in  carrying  out  activities 
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under  the  economic  assistance  program  in  foreign  countries,  and  to 
apply  the  proceeds  of  such  sales  to  the  acquisition  or  improvement  of 

other  properties.  . 

Under  present  law,  the  Secretary  of  State  is  authorized  to  sell 
only  such  buildings  and  grounds  acquired  “for  use  of  diplomatic  and 
consular  establishments”  in  foreign  countries.  Pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  9,  proceeds  of  such  sales  may  be  applied  toward 
the  purchase  and  construction,  furnishing,  and  preservation  of  other 
properties,  or  held  in  the  Foreign  Service  building  fund.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  is  required  to  report  all  such  transactions  annually  to  the  Congress 
with  the  budget  estimates  of  the  Department  of  State. 

Part  IV — Programs  for  Fiscal  Years  Beginning  After 

June  30,  1967 

The  bill  adds  a  new  part  IV  to  the  act  which  will,  the  committee 
believes,  lead  to  substantial  changes  and  improvements  in  the  scope 
and  nature  of  the  foreign  assistance  program. 

First,  in  the  new  section  701  it  is  provided  that  all  assistance  under 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  under  title  I  of 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (Public  Law  480),  or  any  extension  thereof,  shall  be  ter¬ 
minated  as  of  June  30,  1967.  The  purpose  is  to  make  possible  a 
completely  fresh  start  with  a  revamped  program  after  that  date. 

The  new  section  702  requests  the  President  to  submit  to  Congress 
by  July  1,  1966,  his  recommendations  and  legislative  proposals  for 
future  foreign  aid  programs  taking  into  account  principles  which  are 
set  forth  in  the  new  section  703.  The  committee  also  contemplates 
that  the  President  may  wish  to  take  account  of  the  recommendations 
of  the  Planning  Committee  referred  to  below  and  to  counsel  with  it. 

The  principles  of  section  703  are  that  assistance  should  be  divided 
into  four  distinct  categories: 

(1)  Assistance  intended  primarily  for  humanitarian  purposes, 
including  famine  relief  and  other  assistance  under  title  II  of  Public 
Law  480,  and  assistance  extended  through  worldwide  international 
organizations  (as  distinct  from  free  world  organizations).  This  would 
be  the  means  by  which  the  United  States  meets  its  obligations  as  a 
good  citizen  of  the  world — analogous  to  an  individual’s  contributions 
to  a  charity  drive. 

(2)  Development  assistance:  This  would  be  extended  “only  to 
countries  in  which  progress  is  being  made  toward  respect  for  the 
rule  of  law,  freedom  of  expression  and  of  the  press,  and  recognition  of 
the  importance  of  individual  freedom,  initiative,  and  private  enter¬ 
prise.”  It  would  also  be  extended  in  furtherance  of  sound  plans  for 
economic  and  social  growth  with  a  view  to  making  the  recipient 
countries  self-sufficient  as  soon  as  possible.  This  type  of  assistance 
would  be  aimed  directly  and  exclusively  at  economic  development  in 
countries  selected  according  to  the  criteria  stated.  Only  in  such 
countries  is  there  a  reasonable  possibility  that  economic  development 
can  be  brought  about  in  a  framework  compatible  with  U.S.  national 
interests. 

(3)  Political  or  contingency  assistance:  This  would  be  primarily 
to  advance  or  protect  the  mutual  interests  of  the  United  States  and 
a  limited  number  of  recipient  countries  or  areas.  This  recognizes 
that,  on  occasion,  a  power  with  the  worldwide  interests  of  the  United 
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States  has  to  engage  in  aid  for  purely  political  reasons,  narrowly 
defined. 

(4)  Military  assistance:  This  would  be  furnished  to  serve  the  mili¬ 
tary  defense  of  the  United  States  as  recommended  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Further  principles  to  be  taken  into  account  in  proposals  for  any 
future  aid  program  are  that,  except  for  humanitarian  assistance, 
aid  should  be  extended  to  no  more  than  50  countries;  and  that  adminis¬ 
tration  of  nonmilitary  assistance  should  be  unified,  insofar  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  under  a  single  agency.  Finals,  it  is  provided  that  any 
future  foreign  aid  proposals  should  include  recommendations  as  to 
the  extent  to  which  assistance  should  be  furnished  mul til ater ally  or 
bilaterally  and  the  extent  to  which  it  should  be  extended  on  a  pro¬ 
gram  or  a  project  basis. 

The  new  section  704  creates  a  Foreign  Aid  Planning  Committee  to 
advise  and  assist  the  President  upon  his  request  and  to  make  its  own 
independent  studies  and  investigations  with  a  view  to  submitting 
recommendations  to  the  Congress. 

The  committee  is  to  consist  of  12  members — four  to  be  appointed 
by  the  President,  four  members  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  to  be  appointed  by  the  Vice  President,  and  four  members 
of  the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  to  be  appointed  by  the 
Speaker.  The  committee  is  given  the  usual  authority  to  provide 
itself  with  a  staff,  to  hold  hearings,  and  to  subpena  witnesses  and 
documents.  Departments  and  agencies  of  the  Government  are  di¬ 
rected  to  furnish  the  committee,  upon  its  request,  such  information 
or  other  assistance  as  may  be  necessary.  Not  to  exceed  an  aggre¬ 
gate  of  $400,000  of  foreign  aid  appropriations  is  to  be  made  available 
to  the  committee  to  carry  on  its  work.  The  committee’s  final  report 
is  due  January  3,  1967. 

The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  intends  for  the  principles  enun¬ 
ciated  in  these  new  sections  of  the  bill  with  respect  to  any  future 
foreign  aid  programs  to  be  interpreted  by  the  President  and  by  the 
Foreign  Aid  Planning  Committee  as  broad  guidelines.  They  are 
not  meant  to  be  all-inclusive  or  as  limitations  on  any  recommenda¬ 
tions  or  on  any  studies  which  the  Foreign  Aid  Planning  Committee 
may  feel  desirable.  Among  other  things,  the  committee  should 
address  itself  to  the  question  of  loan  terms,  and  to  the  question  of 
separating  economic  and  military  assistance. 

The  Foreign  Aid  Planning  Committee  is  specifically  authorized  to 
submit  interim  reports  prior  to  the  date  of  its  final  report.  It  will 
have  available  in  July  1966  the  President’s  recommendations  to  the 
Congress,  and  it  will  take  these  into  account  in  framing  its  own  recom¬ 
mendations  for  final  submission  6  months  later. 

The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  believes  that  out  of  the  guide¬ 
lines  which  the  bill  provides  and  out  of  the  studies  which  it  author¬ 
izes,  there  can  be  developed  a  foreign-aid  program  which  is  sharper 
in  focus  and  clearer  in  purpose  than  the  miscellany  of  activities  pres¬ 
ently  lumped  under  the  heading  of  “foreign  aid.”  The  committee 
also  believes  that  the  number  of  countries  receiving  assistance  of  one 
kind  or  another  should  be  reduced.  It  recognizes  that  progress  has 
been  made  in  this  direction  in  recent  years,  but  further  reductions  are 
called  for.  The  figure  of  50  countries,  which  is  mentioned  in  the 
guidelines  in  the  bill,  is  to  be  compared  with  82  countries  for  which 
military  or  economic  aid  is  programed  under  the  Foreign  Assistance 
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Act.  The  figure  of  50  is  admittedly  arbitrary  and  may  be  adjusted 
upward  or  downward  depending  on  the  recommendations  of  the 
President  and  of  the  Foreign  Aid  Planning  Committee.  Some 
limitation  on  the  number  of  aid-recipient  countries,  however,  should 
have  at  least  two  salutary  effects:  (1)  It  should  induce  the  executive 
branch  to  adopt  more  stringent  priorities  and  to  reconsider  its  present 
tendency  to  view  an  "AID  presence”  in  a  developing  country  as  ipso 
facto  desirable;  and  (2)  it  should  make  aid,  where  extended,  more 
meaningful. 


6.  MINORITY  VIEWS  OF  MR.  MORSE 


I  did  not  vote  for  the  bill  in  committee  because  I  do  not  consider 
that  it  embodies  a  worthwhile  aid  program  for  the  2  years  of  aid  which 
it  authorizes.  Once  again,  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  has 
found  the  program  in  its  existing  form  to  be  unsatisfactory.  Its 
report  states  that: 

The  committee  this  year  approached  the  foreign  aid  bill 
with  something  close  to  a  consensus  on  three  basic  points: 
first,  that  some  kind  of  foreign  assistance  program  is 
essential  to  the  national  interest  of  the  United  States; 
second,  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  profound  dissatis¬ 
faction  with  the  program  conducted  under  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended;  and  third,  that  the 
Congress  has  a  clear  duty  to  perform  hi  providing  policy 
guidance  in  the  field  of  foreign  relations  including  the  aid 
program. 

But  even  as  it  expressed  its  “profound  dissatisfaction,”  the  com¬ 
mittee  once  again  declined  to  do  anything  of  consequence  to  improve 
the  program  for  the  2  years  covered  by  the  bill.  The  most  it  could 
bring  itself  to  do  was  to  terminate  the  program  at  the  end  of  that  time 
and  call  for  a  Foreign  Aid  Planning  Committee  to  be  set  up  in  the 
meantime  to  recommend  a  new  program. 

Part  IV  of  this  bill  is  a  revision  of  an  amendment  I  first  offered  2 
years  ago.  At  that  time,  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  said  of 
it  in  its  1963  report: 

In  fact,  the  committee  gave  serious  consideration  to  an 
amendment  that  would  have  terminated  the  program  in  its 
present  form  June  30,  1965,  so  that  both  the  Congress  and  the 
administration  could  consider  a  major  reorganization  and 
reorientation  of  the  program  prior  to  that  date.  The  com¬ 
mittee  refrained  from  adopting  this  amendment  in  the 
expectation,  which  it  hopes  will  not  prove  unjustified,  that 
the  administration  will  submit  a  fiscal  year  1965  program  to 
Congress  which  has  been  revamped  in  major  respects. 

Since  no  revamped  program  has  been  received  in  2  years,  I  do  not 
see  how  the  committee  can  conscionably  recommend  another  2  years 
of  the  existing  one. 

The  2-year  authorization  dovetails  with  the  timetable  of  the 
Planning  Committee,  which  will  make  interim  reports  and  a  final 
report  by  January  3,  1967.  I  concurred  in  it  for  that  reason.  But 
establishment  of  the  Planning  Committee  does  not  relieve  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  or  the  Congress  from  their  duty  to  alter  the 
program  in  this  bill,  for  those  2  years. 
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RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  AID  PROGRAM  RESTS  WITH  CONGRESS 

For  too  long,  the  committee,  and  the  Congress  as  a  whole,  have 
failed  in  their  duty  to  establish  clear  policy  guidelines  for  the  extension 
of  American  foreign  aid  to  other  nations.  This  is  not  an  area  of 
foreign  policy  that  the  Constitution  assigns  to  the  President.  If  it 
were,  legislation  would  be  unnecessary. 

As  it  is,  only  Congress  is  authorized  to  appropriate  money,  and 
that  only  in  pursuance  of  law.  And  only  Congress  is  authorized 
“to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  imposts,  and  excises,  to  pay  the 
debts  and  provide  for  the  common  defense  and  general  welfare  of 
the  United  States.”  It  is  only  under  this  provision  of  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  that  foreign  aid  is  possible  at  all. 

The  recommendations  of  a  President  are  as  desirable  in  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  a  foreign  aid  program  as  they  are  in  the  enactment  of  an 
antipoverty  program  or  a  flood  control  project.  But  there  is  noj 
constitutional  basis  for  the  general  use  of  administrative  discretion? 
which  has  rendered  the  aid  program  the  flabby  and  unproductive  one 
it  is  today. 

The  freehanded  extension  of  aid  in  the  last  15  years  has  greatly 
weakened  it  in  all  its  various  purposes.  It  was  the  conditioning  by 
the  United  States  that  led  the  United  Arab  Republic’s  delegate  to 
announce  to  the  United  Nations  last  December:  “It  [foreign  aid]  is 
a  right  to  which  the  developing  countries  are  entitled.” 

So  long  as  our  administrative  officials  regard  aid  as  a  means  of 
American  ingress  all  over  the  world,  receiving  countries  will  continue 
to  be  encouraged  to  think  it  comes  with  diplomatic  recognition  and 
requires  nothing  more  from  them  than  their  existence. 

This  lack  of  standards,  and  the  delegation  of  its  duties  and  func¬ 
tions,  are  the  fault  of  Congress.  Hence,  the  failure  of  foreign  aid  to 
return  to  the  American  people  any  results  commensurate  with  their 
expenditure  is  also  the  fault  of  Congress. 

The  foreign  aid  program  has  operated  as  though  through  a  ministry' 
changing  when  its  chief  executive  falls,  but  otherwise  carrying  out  its 
activities  free  from  legislative  direction.  Some  authorities  prefer  that 
system  for  the  United  States,  but  that  is  not  the  system  established  by  | 
the  Constitution  and  I  do  not  believe  we  should  allow  ourselves  to* 
drift  into  it  by  the  voluntary  relinquishment  of  its  powers  on  the 
part  of  Congress. 

THE  2-YEAR  AUTHORIZATION 

While  I  voted  with  a  large  majority  of  the  committee  members  to 
authorize  a  2-year  extension  of  the  foreign  aid  program,  I  am  com¬ 
pelled  to  make  my  position  on  this  question  completely  clear.  The 
sole  reason  why  I  went  along  with  this  extension,  even  while  voting 
against  final  passage,  hinges  upon  committee  acceptance  of  my  amend¬ 
ment  which  is  carried  in  part  IV  of  the  bill,  and  which  dictates  an  end 
to  the  program  as  presently  constituted  in  1967.  I  accept  the  com¬ 
mittee  consensus  that  there  would  be  considerable  confusion  and 
technical  difficulties  if  my  cutoff  amendment  became  law,  and  if  the 
subsequent  special  committee  and  the  administration  at  the  same  time 
were  working  on  two  possibly  very  different  approaches  to  the  foreign 
aid  problem. 
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Thus,  I  agreed  to  vote  for  a  2-year  authorization — although  not  for 
the  bill  as  a  whole — with  the  understanding  that  this  agreement 
depends  on  part  IV  of  the  bill  becoming  law. 

At  the  same  time  I  do  not  believe — and  I  know  the  majority  of 
committee  members  agree  with  me — that  we  can  relinquish  in  any 
way  our  duty  to  check  into  the  foreign  aid  situation  each  and  every 
year,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  an  administration  bill  is  referred 
to  us.  In  the  first  place,  this  duty  of  legislative  oversight  is  inescapably 
imposed  upon  us  by  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1946,  as  well  as  by  all 
historical  precedent.  Secondly,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  either  the 
committee  or  a  single  member  of  it  from  seeking  out  the  facts  on 
foreign  aid  at  any  point  during  any  year,  and  making  the  resulting 
information  available  to  the  Senate  and  to  the  public.  In  the  third 
place,  I  would  contemplate  a  situation  in  which  the  Foreign  Aid 
Planning  Committee  established  by  my  cutoff  amendment  would 
make  interim  reports  on  its  findings,  whether  formal  or  informal  in 
character.  I  would  further  expect  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  to  consider  such  data  closely  and  to  press  for  any  necessary 
changes  that  might  be  made  by  the  AID  Agency.  Should  the  latter 
not  comply  on  a  voluntary  basis,  it  must  be  understood  that  there 
would  be  no  inhibition  against  this  committee  introducing  legislation 
to  give  mandatoiy  effect  to  the  Planning  Committee’s  recommenda¬ 
tions.  In  sum,  no  one  should  be  under  any  illusion  that  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  by  agreeing  to  a  2-year  extension  of  the  program 
is  thereby  giving  up  even  the  slightest  bit  of  jurisdiction  over  the 
operation  of  the  program. 

Finally,  I  want  to  reemphasize  my  understanding  that  the  2-year 
authorization  and  the  cutoff  amendment  are  indissolubly  linked. 
There  should  be,  if  there  is  not,  fierce  determination  on  the  part  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  to  contest  any  effort  to  scuttle  my 
amendment  while  trying  to  preserve  the  2-year  authorization. 

THE  THREAT  OF  MULTILATERALISM 

The  bill  reported  by  the  committee  majority  contains  two  provisions, 
described  as  major  ones  in  the  report,  designed  to  promote  a  shift  in 
U.S.  foreign  aid  programs  from  a  bilateral  to  a  multilateral  basis.  A 
new  proviso  is  inserted  in  the  act’s  statement  of  policy  which  puts  the 
Congress  on  record  as  urging  “*  *  *  that  the  United  States  and  other 
free  world  nations  place  an  increasing  portion  of  their  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  on  a  multilateral  basis.  *  *  *”  Section  205  of  the  act  is  then 
broadened  to  give  the  President  authority  to  take  as  much  as  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  program  funds  authorized  for  development  lending  and  to 
turn  them  over  to  the  International  Development  Association  (IDA), 
the  World  Bank,  and  the  International  Finance  Corporation.  Only 
the  vigilance  of  committee  members  prevented  an  attempt  to  include 
in  this  giveaway  all  multilateral  financial  institutions,  not  merely 
those  now  in  existence,  but  those  yet  to  be  organized. 

These  are  indeed  major  provisions — and  dangerous  ones  to  boot. 
To  the  credit  of  the  backers  of  this  initiative,  there  is  no  effort  to  mask 
the  meaning  of  the  shift;  their  reasoning  is  made  painfuly  clear. 
Most  important,  it  is  openly  stated  that  a  successful  move  toward 
multilateral  aid  would  permit  avoidance  of  the  new  criteria  and  regu¬ 
lations  now  governing  bilateral  U.S.  assistance. 
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For  example,  it  would  entirely  evade  the  extremely  valuable 
Hickenlooper  amendment,  which  has  helped  so  much  to  inhibit,  if  not 
prevent,  expropriation  of  U.S.  property  in  countries  aided  by  our 
bilateral  program.  This  is  a  particularly  important  example,  for  it 
highlights  the  fact  that  what  criteria  there  are  in  the  act  resulted  from 
efforts  by  the  Congress  to  provide  strong  guidance,  rather  than  from 
bureaucratic  fiddling  with  minor  administrative  restraints,  as  the 
promoters  of  multilateralism  implicitly  seem  to  claim. 

Again,  by  leaving  it  entirely  up  to  the  President  to  determine  the 
means  by  which  funds  would-be  given  to  multilateral  organizations, 
there  is  an  in-built  power  to  undermine  the  bipartisan  Lausche-Mundt 
effort  to  encourage  financial  responsibility  and  competence  in  the  less 
developed  countries  by  insisting  on  more  businesslike  loan  terms. 
The  IDA  lends  for  a  half-century  and  virtually  dispenses  with  interest 
rates.  In  other  words,  IDA  loans  are  the  “softest”  now  available  to 
borrowers  in  the  underdeveloped  world.  And  make  no  mistake  about 
this  point:  it  is  the  IDA  which  would  receive  the  funds  under  these 
committee  amendments  to  the  act.  World  Bank  loans  are  made  on 
far  “harder”  terms  than  those  which  govern  our  bilateral  lending, 
and  the  Bank  under  these  provisions  would  scarcely  seek  new  funds — 
which  it  apparently  does  not  now  require  from  us.  Indeed,  the  Bank 
recently  arranged  to  turn  over  to  the  IDA  a  portion  of  its  annual  net 
profits.  As  for  the  International  Finance  Corporation,  it  has  had 
difficulty  over  the  years  in  even  employing  the  relatively  modest 
sums  which  it  has  available.  Thus  it  is  evident  that  we  are  really 
dealing  with  the  soft-loan  IDA  in  this  context.  And  this  is  an  institu¬ 
tion  which  so  far  has  devoted  more  than  half  its  resources  to  just  two 
countries,  India  and  Pakistan;  these  are  also  ones  which  receive  a 
heavy  share  of  our  bilateral  foreign  aid,  amounting  to  billions  of 
dollars  over  recent  years. 

I  am  not  opposed  to  providing  limited  funds  to  the  multilateral 
financial  institutions  under  firm  guidelines  which  encourage  business¬ 
like  terms.  But  the  requirements  of  these  many  institutions  are 
becoming  insatiable.  At  the  beginning  of  last  year  the  Congress 
provided  authority  for  a  $312  million  increase  in  the  U.S.  contribution 
to  IDA  over  a  3-year  period;  yet  there  is  now  information  that  most 
of  this  authority  has  been  used  for  loan  commitments  and  that  a  new 
increase  will  be  sought  in  the  near  future.  Also,  early  in  1964  the 
Congress  authorized  new  backing  for  the  Inter-American  Bank  of 
close  to  half  a  billion  dollars ;  yet  one  of  the  first  bills  we  approved  this 
year  authorized  another  $750  million  for  that  Bank  over  a  3-year 
period.  In  addition,  pending  before  the  committee  right  now  is  a  bill 
to  expand  our  quota  in  the  International  Monetary  Fund  by  $1 
billion — one-quarter  of  this  sum  to  be  made  available  from  the  stocks 
of  gold  which  have  been  steadily  slipping  away  from  us. 

Other  bilateral  aid  limitations  to  be  avoided  by  this  section  are 
procurement  source  limitations  designed  to  protect  the  U.S.  balance  of 
payments;  the  requirement  for  detailed  plans  and  cost  estimates,  50-50 
shipping;  the  restrictions  on  aid  to  Cuba,  Poland,  Yugoslavia,  and 
other  Communist  countries;  on  aid  to  countries  shipping  goods  into 
Cuba;  on  aid  for  enterprises  abroad  that  will  export  back  into  the 
United  States  in  competition  with  our  own  enterprises;  on  aid  to 
countries  preparing  for  aggression  against  other  U.S.  aid  recipients; 
on  aid  to  Indonesia;  on  aid  to  countries  having  no  investment  guaran¬ 
tee  agreement;  and  on  aid  to  economically  developed  countries. 
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OTHER  UNSOUND  PREMISES  OF  MULTILATERALISM 

What  other  reasons  do  the  multilateralists  advance  in  support  of 
this  shift?  Their  greatest  emphasis  is  given  to  the  questionable  point 
that  aid  from  a  multinational  organization  does  not  result  in  resent¬ 
ment  and  hostility  among  the  people  assisted,  which  outcome  has 
been  so  frequently  the  case  with  bilateral  foreign  aid.  Now  this  is  a 
fascinating  admission  about  the  record  of  our  current  aid  program  by 
those  who  are  entirely  prepared  to  approve  2  more  years  at  the  same 
old  stand.  I  submit  that  there  is  no  inescapable  correlation  between 
loaning  money  to  a  country  and  breeding  resentment  in  the  process. 
On  the  contrary,  the  connection  between  the  two  depends  on  the 
individual  circumstances,  on  the  kinds  of  assistance,  and  on  the  ways 
in  which  the  overall  transaction  is  handled.  It  seems  overwhelmingly 
obvious  that  many  basic  flaws  underlie  our  foreign  aid  program  as  it 
is  presently  formulated  and  administered  if  it  brings  such  untoward 
results. 

Where  have  resentment,  backbiting,  and  mischiefmaking  been 
most  prevalent?  Precisely  in  those  countries — such  as  Indonesia, 
the  United  Arab  Republic,  Pakistan,  and  Ghana  (not  an  exclusive 
list,  by  any  means) — which  the  United  States  should  have  been 
extremely  chary  of  assisting  in  the  first  place.  Those  four  countries 
from  1946  through  fiscal  year  1964  received  about  $4y2  billion  in 
economic  aid  and  agricultural  surpluses,  excluding  long-term  Exim 
Bank  loans  and  military  assistance.  The  executive  branch  of  our 
Government  would  have  an  impossible  task  if  it  tried  to  document 
just  what  the  American  people  have  received  in  benefits  from  their 
generosity  in  these  instances.  Only  now  is  the  U.S.  Government 
reconsidering  its  actions,  despite  all  the  warnings  from  the  Congress 
in  recent  years. 

Too  late,  but  at  last  we  are  stemming  the  flow  of  largesse  in  such 
areas.  However,  the  international  financial  agencies  operate  under 
criteria  which  do  not  permit  the  political  judgments  and  policy 
adjustments  we  are  able  to  make  unilaterally;  on  the  contrary,  they 
are  virtually  compelled  by  their  charters  to  consider  economic  factors 
alone.  In  these  circumstances,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  such 
financial  institutions  from  using  our  contributions  to  help  countries 
which  are  taking  actions  directed  against  our  national  interests. 
For  example,  the  IMF  is  considering  sending  a  team  to  Ghana  to 
help  straighten  out  the  internal  economic  mess  created  by  the  most 
irresponsible  and  brutal  dictatorship  in  tropical  Africa.  Yet  it  is 
all  too  evident  that  no  basic  change  can  take  place  in  Ghana  under 
its  present  regime. 

One  other  main  point  in  favor  of  their  thesis  is  put  forward  by  the 
multilateralists;  namely,  the  premise  that  the  capacity  to  make  in¬ 
creased  U.S.  contributions  will  act  as  a  lever  to  get  the  other  industri¬ 
alized  free  world  nations  to  contribute  more  funds  to  the  international 
agencies.  Even  if  the  premise  were  correct,  and  I  am  extremely 
dubious,  the  policy  is  not  an  appealing  one.  If  the  other  developed 
nations  wish  to  shirk  their  responsibilities,  as  we  seem  to  interpret 
them,  then  the  United  States  should  resist  rather  than  welcome  the 
role  of  “father  knows  best.”  Much  of  the  anti-Americanism  found 
among  our  closest  allies  is  attributable  to  just  this  kind  of  self- 
righteousness.  It  is  entirely  possible  that  our  allies  have  very  good 
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reasons  for  not  wishing  to  make  larger  contributions  to  the  multilateral 
agencies. 

There  is  one  other  vital  factor,  however,  which  seems  to  have  been 
totally  ignored  by  those  who  support  a  steady  movement  of  our  foreign 
aid  efforts  into  the  multilateral  category.  On  the  question  of  the 
balance-of-payments  impact  of  the  program  as  a  whole  we  are  con¬ 
stantly  being  reassured  by  the  high  percentage  of  our  references,  to 
“tied  loans.”  Yet  it  does  not  appear  to  have  occurred  to  the  executive 
and  legislative  advocates  of  the  multilateral  approach  that  nothing 
could  be  more  conducive  to  untying  our  loans  than  such  a  policy. 

By  my  computation  as  much  as  $300  million  of  our  development 
lending  could  be  freed  of  payments  restraint  by  use  of  the  20-percent 
transfer  authority. 

Above  all,  these  two  committee  amendments  to  the  basic  act  should 
be  stricken  from  the  bill  because  they  pose  the  clearest  possible  threat 
to  control  over  our  foreign  aid  program  by  the  Congress  and,  by 
extension,  the  American  people.  It  is  true  that  the  United  States  * 
has  representatives  who  exercise  our  voting  power — a  less  than  full 
equivalent  to  our  contributions — in  the  multilateral  financial  institu¬ 
tions.  However,  the  only  meaningful  congressional  contact  with 
those  representatives  comes  when  they  appear  to  urge  new  U.S. 
contributions  to  such  institutions;  we  may  offer  all  the  views  we  wish 
on  such  occasions,  but  there  is  no  way  to  compel  acceptance  of  any 
advice.  Once  the  money  is  voted,  it  is  turned  over  to  the  multilateral 
institutions  and  their  use  of  the  funds  is  not  subject  to  congressional 
control.  The  same  is  true  for  the  criteria  and  regulations  established 
by  those  agencies.  Only  general  guidelines  are  approved  in  their 
articles  of  agreement;  and,  once  accepted,  these  provide  great  flexi¬ 
bility.  The  Congress  is  powerless  to  change  the  situation  except 
through  somehow  stimulating  an  agreement  for  amendments  among 
a  great  majority  of  the  member  countries.  In  practice,  this  means 
a  total  lack  of  congressional  direction. 

In  these  circumstances,  multilateralism  in  the  context  of  our  foreign 
aid  program  forgoes  the  right  and  duty  of  the  Congress  to  participate 
in  the  formulation  and  administration  of  a  vital  tool  of  our  Nation’s 
foreign  policy. 

INFLATED  MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 

As  in  the  past  years  the  military  assistance  element  in  the  foreign 
aid  program  is  unjustifiably  large  and  scattered  in  character.  This 
year,  even  more  than  in  the  past,  the  military  aid  component  appears 
to  be  based  on  an  outmoded  and  ineffective  policy  framework.  It 
adds  insult  to  injury  for  the  Congress  to  be  asked  to  authorize  $115 
million  more  for  fiscal  year  1966  than  the  $1,055  billion  appropriated 
in  the  cmrent  fiscal  year.  Even  the  Clay  Committee  Report  of 
1963,  which  did  not  seriously  contest  the  overall  policy  governing 
military  aid,  but  protested  the  number  of  countries  involved,  made  it 
clear  that  by  this  stage  we  should  be  contemplating  a  program  of  no 
more  than  $1  billion  for  military  assistance. 

We  can  derive  no  comfort  from  the  constantly  repeated  assertion 
that  72  percent  of  the  military  aid  funds  are  concentrated  in  11  so- 
called  “forward  defense  countries”:  Greece,  Turkey,  Iran,  Pakistan, 
India,  Thailand,  Laos,  Vietnam,  Philippines,  Taiwan,  and  Korea. 
These  countries  described  in  the  unclassified  summary  presentation 
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book  as  bordering  on  the  Soviet  Union  and  Communist  China — 
erroneously  in  the  case  of  three  of  them — are,  it  is  true,  most  exposed 
to  the  possibility  of  Soviet  or  Communist  Chinese  aggression.  On 
the  other  hand,  even  if  one  believes,  as  I  do  not,  that  our  past  heavy 
infusions  of  military  assistance  could  help  these  countries  to  defend 
themselves  for  more  than  a  few  days  without  massive  U.S.  interven¬ 
tion,  the  problem  is  that  most  of  these  counrties  do  not  appear  to  share 
that  view  of  the  situation.  On  the  contrary,  at  least  four  of  them  are 
far  more  interested  in  concentrating  their  troops  in  a  position  to 
fight  each  other,  rather  than  to  repel  any  fancied  Communist  invasion. 
In  the  case  of  the  two  island  nations  concerned,  there  scarcely  can  be 
any  question  but  that  their  security  depends  almost  entirely  on  Ameri¬ 
can  air  and  sea  power  in  the  Pacific,  and  not  on  large  numbers  of 
ground  forces. 

Each  year,  we  are  told  that  indigenous  armies  are  cheaper  to  “field” 
than  an  equivalent  number  of  U.S.  troops  and  they  will  be  on  hand 
l  to  help  us  fight  any  war  in  their  area.  This  comforting  theory  has  been 
'  voiced  in  special  connection  with  the  Far  East.  But  right  now  we  are 
fighting  a  war  in  the  Far  East,  and  where  are  the  troops  from  South 
Korea,  Thailand,  the  Philippines,  Pakistan,  and  Taiwan  that  our 
taxpayers  have  been  supporting  all  these  years? 

The  time  is  long  overdue  for  us  to  confront  the  premise  that  the 
policy  framework  for  our  military  aid  program  depends  very  largely 
on  an  obsolescent  theory  developed  a  dozen  years  ago.  The  hallmark 
of  this  theory  was  a  severe  case  of  “pactitis.”  Because  NATO  was 
a  real  success  and  totally  valid  at  a  time  of  great  peril  for  Western 
Europe,  it  was  decided  that  the  success  should  be  emulated  in  every 
area  that  might  be  threatened  by  the  then  monolithic  Sino-Soviet 
bloc.  Thus  we  had  the  creation  of  SEATO  and  CENTO — or  the 
northern  tier,  as  it  was  often  called — -and  in  our  period  of  fondest 
enthusiasm  even  thought  of  creating  a  southern  tier  which  would 
make  everything  tidy  if  not  sensible. 

Now  we  go  on  today  as  if  nothing  had  really  changed  in  the  last 
decade.  We  do  so  despite  the  evidence  of  change  on  every  side. 
The  Sino-Soviet  bloc  has  split  into  two  competing  powers,  whose  only 
prospect  of  renewed  cohesion  probably  stems  from  the  pressure  exerted 
|  by  the  United  States  on  southeast  Asia.  The  SEATO  alliance  has 
been  proved  virtually  useless  in  the  context  of  the  undeclared  war  in 
southeast  Asia,  and  may  be  deserted  by  France  at  the  first  politically 
opportune  moment.  CENTO  long  ago  lost  its  Baghdad  headquarters 
through  the  withdrawal  of  Iraq;  it  now  finds  that  its  eastern  anchor, 
Pakistan,  is  busily  making  friendly  gestures  toward  Red  China  while 
indulging  its  apparent  true  vocation  of  warlike  maneuvers  on  the 
borders  of  India.  The  latter,  which  has  steadfastly  refused  to  p’ay 
the  alliance  game,  is  diverted  from  the  necessary  task  of  guarding  its 
borders  against  Chinese  incursions  by  the  threatening  posture  of  the 
U.S. -equipped  Pakistani  Army. 

One  would  think  that,  with  all  the  transformation  which  has 
occurred  in  Asia,  the  Pentagon  might  be  inhibited  from  coming  to  the 
Congress  with  the  selfsame  story  which  it  has  advanced  unchanged  for 
these  many  years.  Such  is  not  the  case,  however,  Those  of  us  who 
have  been  on  the  committee  for  some  time  can  recite  the  Defense 
Department’s  testimony  from  memory  before  the  hearings  on  foreign 
aid  even  begin. 
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“obsolescence”  theory  will  lead  to  permanent  military  aid 

Another  argument  we  have  heard  with  wearying  frequency  in  this 
regard  concerns  the  purported  need  for  us  to  replace  obsolete  equip¬ 
ment  with  up-to-date  weapons  in  these  forward  defense  countries. 
This  is  the  case,  even  though  there  is  growing  evidence  that  the  more 
modern  American  equipment  being  used  in  Vietnam  is  not  suited  to 
the  nature  of  the  conflict  there.  For  example,  we  seem  to  be  finding 
that  propeller-driven  aircraft  are  far  more  useful  than  modern  jets; 
indeed,  it  may  not  be  too  farfetched  to  envisage  us  buying  back  some 
of  the  “obsolete”  equipment  which  we  furnished  to  the  forward 
defense  countries.  In  any  event,  if  our  policy  dictates  that  we  must 
constantly  keep  replacing  obsolete  equipment  in  every  country  re¬ 
ceiving  large  amounts  of  military  aid,  then  we  can  anticipate  the 
likelihood  of  our  being  forced  to  conduct  such  a  program  in  the  year 
2000 — if  the  world  reaches  that  year  intact.  In  the  name  of  sanity, 
that  policy  should  be  promptly  overhauled  except  for  certain  specific  ^ 
limited  applications. 

The  reason  for  this  great  emphasis  on  such  countries  as  Greece, 
Turkey,  Pakistan,  Taiwan,  and  Korea  comes  from  two  themes  pre¬ 
sented  by  the  executive  branch.  In  the  first  place,  we  are  told  that 
the  military  aid  funds  for  southeast  Asia  in  the  bill  not  only  cannot 
be  curtailed,  but  should  be  subject  to  constant  increase.  As  I  note 
elsewhere  in  these  remarks,  the  full  cost  of  our  undeclared  war  in 
Vietnam  should  be  broken  out  of  the  foreign  assistance  bill  and 
justified  in  a  separate  authorization  which  calls  things  by  their  right 
names.  As  matters  stand,  the  argument  afforded  by  the  urgent 
situation  in  Vietnam  is  used  by  the  Pentagon  on  every  occasion  to 
resist  any  cuts  whatsoever  in  the  military  aid  component. 

SECRET  MILITARY  AGREEMENTS  MUST  STOP 

In  the  second  place,  the  Defense  Department  blocked  out  another 
large  portion  of  the  military  aid  program  as  being  vitally  needed  to  ful¬ 
fill  existing  firm  commitments  about  which  neither  Congress  nor  the 
public  had  heard.  Some  of  the  known  commitments  have  to  do  with 
rental  (to  use  a  euphemism)  for  base  rights,  and  with  NATO  infra-  4 
structure  and  equipment  for  a  few  NATO  countries.  But  there  is  ^ 
another  area  in  which  commitments  have  been  made  on  as  long  as  a 
5-year  basis  without  any  prior  notification  of  the  Congress. 

These  agreements  cannot  be  described  here  because  of  the  blanket 
of  secrecy  which  surrounds  them.  But  the  American  people  and  their 
representatives  are  placed  in  an  intolerable  position  when,  without 
warning,  they  are  suddenly  faced  with  a  demand  that  they  should 
rubberstamp  the  Pentagon’s  arrangements  or  face  the  alternative  of 
having  the  United  States  revoke  its  commitments.  I  am  one  such 
representative  who  deeply  resents  and  protests  such  actions  by  the 
Department  of  Defense.  At  the  same  time,  I  see  no  feasible  way  of 
reversing  such  actions  on  any  abrupt  basis.  It  is  this  sort  of  problem 
which  my  amendment  to  cut  off  the  present  foreign  aid  program  in 
1967  is  designed  to  overcome;  fair  warning  is  given  here  that  all  such 
secret  agreements  undertaken  without  the  knowledge  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  will  be  ended  along  with  the  rest  of  the  program. 

Despite  the  fact  that  less  than  half  the  requested  military  aid  pro¬ 
gram  is  devoted  to  areas  other  than  Vietnam  and  the  firm  commit- 
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merits  which  the  Pentagon  has  secretly  negotiated,  there  is  still  a  great 
deal  of  scope  for  vitally  needed  surgery  on  military  assistance.  If,  by 
now,  we  had  carried  out  a  searching  reappraisal  of  our  policy  toward 
most  of  the  forward  defense  countries,  we  might  be  in  a  position  to  cut 
as  much  as  $400  million  from  the  requested  military  program.  Even 
without  such  a  reappraisal  and  a  reformulation  of  policy  I  firmly 
believe  we  can  reduce  military  aid  by  $200  million  without  jeopardizing 
U.S.  security  interests  anywhere. 

As  matters  stand,  it  more  often  than  not  appears  that  the  United 
States  is  giving  military  aid  funds  to  authoritarian  governments  to 
hold  down  free  peoples  among  the  less  developed  countries.  Or  else 
it  seems  that  we  are  acting  in  such  a  way  as  to  irritate  an  already  tense 
situation.  A  case  in  point  is  the  apparently  pending  arrangement 
whereby  the  United  States  may  provide  Jordan  with  M-4S  tanks  in 
order  supposedly  to  balance  German  military  equipment  going  to 
Israel.  The  argument  in  this  instance  that  Jordan  might  easily  obtain 
such  equipment  elsewhere  is  one  which  is  not  in  the  least  acceptable. 

UNITED  STATES  BECOMING  WORLD  PEDDLER  OF  ARMAMENTS 

In  this  latter  connection,  I  have  serious  misgivings  about  the  sales 
program  which  the  Defense  Department  conducts  under  the  basic  act, 
and  which  is  further  promoted  by  provisions  in  the  current  bill.  The 
interconnection  between  our  aid  programs  and  our  military  sales,  and 
the  Pentagon’s  enthusiasm  for  unloading  something  like  a  billion 
dollars’  worth  of  material  under  such  sales,  are  matters  which  I  find 
extremely  disturbing.  The  new  trend  toward  computerized  effi¬ 
ciency  in  the  Pentagon  is  an  improvement  over  the  old  chaos;  but  the 
prospect  of  my  country  flooding  the  world  with  surplus  military  equip¬ 
ment  is  not  one  in  which  I  can  take  any  pride.  This  issue  should  be 
tackled  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

GAO  REPORTS  CONTINUE  CRITICAL 

Again  this  year,  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  has  received  a 
series  of  reports  from  the  General  Accounting  Office  of  wasted  foreign 
aid  funds.  Although  there  was  a  time  when  reports  dealing  with 
economic  assistance  were  available  for  public  scrutiny,  this  year  they, 
along  with  reports  on  military  aid,  are  kept  from  the  eyes  of  the  public. 

However,  notification  sent  to  each  committee  member  by  the  staff 
indicates  the  nature  of  each  report,  and  the  notices  received  this  year 
are  as  follows : 

U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

April  22,  1965. 

To:  All  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

From:  Carl  Marcy. 

The  chairman  has  received  a  confidential  report  from  the 
Comptroller  General  which  is  critical  of  certain  aspects  of  the 
U.S.  economic  assistance  program  in  the  Philippines. 

An  unclassified  paragraph  which  appears  in  the  report  is  set 
forth  below. 
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“MATTER  FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF  THE  CONGRESS 

“AID  did  not  explain  why  it  has  continued  to  include  in  its 
appropriation  requests  large  amounts  for  development  loans 
to  the  Philippines  when  that  Agency  had  abundant  evidence 
to  indicate  that  such  loans  would  not  materialize  and  when 
the  executive  branch  has  repeatedly  asserted  that  appropria¬ 
tions  being  sought  from  the  Congress  for  the  economic 
assistance  program  represent  minimum  requirements  com¬ 
puted  on  a  realistic  basis.  In  view  of  the  likelihood,  that 
AID  will  continue  its  past  practice  of  including  unrealistically 
high  amounts  for  development  loans  in  its  budget  requests 
for  the  Philippines,  we  believe  that  the  Congress  may  want 
to  scrutinize,  with  particular  care,  the  economic  assistance 

Kram  for  the  Philippines  proposed  for  fiscal  year  1966  in 
of  the  findings  contained  in  this  report.” 

"A  copy  of  the  report  is  available  in  the  committee  offices 
(S-116  in  the  Capitol)  for  members  who  wish  to  examine  it. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

March  80,  1965. 

To:  All  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
From:  Carl  Marcy. 

The  chairman  has  received  a  secret  report  from  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  which  is  critical  of  the  military  assistance 
program  in  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines. 

A  copy  of  the  report  is  available  in  the  committee’s  Capitol 
office  (S-116)  for  any  member  of  the  committee  who  wishes 
to  examine  it. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

March  84,  1965. 

To:  All  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
From:  Carl  Marcy. 

The  committee  has  received  a  conhdential  report  from  the 
General  Accounting  Office  entitled  “Waste  of  Funds  in  Con¬ 
struction  of  Shahabad  Depot  in  Iran  under  the  Military 
Assistance  Program.”  Pertinent  paragraphs  from  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General’s  letter  of  transmittal  are  set  forth  below. 

“In  our  review  [covering  the  period  1956-63]  of  the 
Shahabad  Depot  project,  a  military  depot  constructed  for  the 
Iranian  armed  forces  under  the  military  assistance  program 
for  Iran,  we  found  that  military  assistance  program  funds 
of  $8.4  million  were  for  the  most  part  wasted  in  construction 
of  the  depot.  The  depot  has  had  only  negligible  use  since  its 
completion  in  January  1960,  and  present  plans  call  for  dis¬ 
mantling  and  relocating  many  of  its  storage  facilities.  We 
believe  that  the  facts  available  when  construction  was  started 
in  1958  indicated  clearly  that  the  depot  was  not  needed  or 
wanted  by  the  Iranian  Army. 
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“U.S.  officials  responsible  for  the  military  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  for  Iran  proceeded  with  the  construction  of  the  depot 
despite  prior  knowledge  of  a  changed  Iranian  defense  concept 
which  had  obviated  the  primary  strategic  need  for  the  depot 
in  the  initially  selected  Shahabad  area  and  despite  the 
withdrawal  of  Iraq  from  the  Baghdad  Pact  in  1958,  after  which 
Iranian  Army  officials  had  questioned  the  wisdom  of  proceed¬ 
ing  with  the  construction  and  had  expressed  concern  over 
the  location  of  the  depot  in  proximity  to  the  border  of  an 
unfriendly  country. 

“We  believe  further  that  in  1958  the  U.S.  Military  Assist¬ 
ance  Advisory  Group  in  Iran  was  concerned  primarily  with 
justifying  continuing  with  the  project — which  was  in  the 
very  early  stages  of  construction  at  that  time — rather  than 
with  considering  the  actual  need  for  and  intended  use  of  the 
Shahabad  Depot  or  the  waste  of  military  assistance  program 
funds  inherent  in  continuing  with  the  project.  The  project 
could  have  been  canceled  in  1958,  and  we  believe  that  not 
more  than  $500,000  would  have  been  unrecoverable  costs  thus 
saving  almost  $8  million. 

“We  advised  the  Secretary  of  Defense  of  our  opinion  that 
management  shortcomings  had  existed  throughout  the 
history  of  the  construction  of  the  Shahabad  Depot  from  the 
inception  of  its  planning,  through  the  ensuing  programing 
and  construction  phases,  to  its  completion. 

“We  proposed  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  institute 
procedures  to  require  that  continuing  reevaluation  and 
necessary  revision  of  all  planned,  programed,  and  initiated 
military  assistance  program  construction  projects  in  foreign 
countries  be  made  to  assure  that  each  project  is  justified, 
consistent  with  the  extent  to  which  the  recipient  country 
is  capable  and  willing  to  effectively  maintain  and  use  the 
facility  after  completion,  and  the  extent  to  which  the  project 
effectively  furthers  the  U.S.  objectives  in  the  recipient 
country.  We  proposed  also  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
institute  procedures  to  require  that  such  responsive  manage¬ 
ment  actions  be  taken  by  responsible  military  assistance 
advisory  groups,  as  well  as  by  their  higher  and/or  unified 
commands,  as  are  dictated  by  changing  international  and 
national  political  situations  affecting  the  recipient  countries. 

“The  Department  of  Defense  stated  that  it  agreed  with 
the  facts  in  our  report,  but  that  it  did  not  concur  with  our 
conclusion.  The  Department  advised  us,  nevertheless, 
that  new  procedures  had  been  instituted  to  require  that 
continuing  reevaluation  and  necessary  revision  be  made  of 
each  planned,  programed,  and  initiated  military  assistance 
program  construction  project. 

“In  view  of  the  action  taken  by  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  in  establishing  new  operating  procedures  for  military 
assistance  program  construction  projects,  we  are  not  making 
any  recommendations  at  this  time.  We  intend  to  evaluate 
the  implementation  of  these  new  procedures  as  part  of  our 
continuing  review  of  the  military  assistance  program. 
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“We  are  reporting  this  matter  to  the  Congress  because  of 
the  significant  waste  of  military  assistance  program  funds 
disclosed  by  our  review.” 

The  report  is  available  in  the  committee  offices  for  members 
who  wish  to  examine  it. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

March  5,  1965. 

To:  All  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
From:  Carl  Marcy. 

The  committee  has  received  a  classified  report  from  the 
Comptroller  General  which  states  that  the  Agency  for  Inter¬ 
national  Development  and  the  Department  of  State  did  not 
exercise  controls  to  insure  that  dollar  grants  made  to  Iran  in 
1961  would  be  used  to  import  commodities  from  the  United 
States,  and  as  a  result  Iran  procured  $12.5  million  of  wheat 
and  wheat  flour  from  Australia  at  a  time  when  the  United 
States  had  large  stocks  of  surplus  wheat  available  for  dis¬ 
posal. 

The  report  is  available  in  the  committee  offices  for  any 
member  who  wishes  to  examine  it. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

February  26,  1965. 

To:  All  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

From:  Carl  Marcy. 

The  chairman  has  received  a  lengthy  (117  pages)  classified  report 
from  the  Comptroller  General  which  is  highly  critical  of  the  U.S. 
military  and  economic  assistance  programs  in  Thailand. 

A  copy  of  the  report  is  available  in  the  offices  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  for  any  member  who  wishes  to  examine  it. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

February  8,  1965. 

To:  All  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
From:  Carl  Marcy. 

The  committee  has  received  a  report  from  the  Comptroller 
General  which  criticizes  Department  of  Defense  officials  for 
not  giving  adequate  consideration  to  the  utilization  of  avail¬ 
able  reserve  fleet  destroyer  escorts  in  lieu  of  furnishing  two 
new  patrol  frigates  to  Iran  under  the  military  assistance  pro¬ 
gram.  According  to  the  report,  the  two  new  frigates  were 
constructed  at  a  cost  of  about  $7.4  million,  while  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Iranian  Navy  could  have  been  met  by  using 
available  reserve  fleet  destroyer  escorts  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  about  $3.8  million  for  their  activation,  overhaul,  and 
modernization,  resulting  in  a  savings  of  $3.6  million.  The 
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Comptroller  General  concludes  that  the  reason  adequate 
consideration  was  not  given  to  the  use  of  reserve  fleet  de¬ 
stroyer  escorts  was  because  responsible  officials  were  reluc¬ 
tant  to  request  the  congressional  approval  required  for  their 
transfer  to  a  foreign  nation  and  because  cost  data  used  in 
evaluating  the  advantages  of  furnishing  new  patrol  frigates 
was  unrealistic. 

In  commenting  on  the  GAO  report,  the  Department  of 
Defense  stated  that,  according  to  the  latest  available  U.S. 
Navy  data,  the  current  cost  of  activation,  overhaul,  and 
modernization  of  a  reserve  fleet  destroyer  escort  is  $2.8  mil¬ 
lion  plus  $700,000  for  air  conditioning  and  spare  parts.  These 
data,  the  Department  of  Defense  asserted,  indicate  that  the 
comparable  figures  should  be  $7.4  million  for  two  new  patrol 
frigates  and  $7  million  for  furnishing  two  reserve  fleet  de¬ 
stroyer  escorts.  In  addition,  Defense  said  the  Navy  Depart¬ 
ment  had  expressed  the  view  that  it  was  a  more  satisfactory 
longrun  investment  to  provide  new  patrol  frigates  to  Iran 
than  it  would  be  to  use  destroyer  escorts  from  the  reserve 
fleet  with  shorter  remaining  economic  life  expectancies. 

A  copy  of  the  Comptroller  General’s  report  is  available  in 
the  committee  offices. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 

October  1,  1964- 

Memorandum  to:  Members  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee. 

From:  Pat  M.  Holt. 

Attached  is  a  copy  of  a  report  to  the  Congress  (No.  B- 
146943,  September  1964)  from  the  Comptroller  General 
entitled  “Summary  of  Deficiencies  Related  to  the  Inade¬ 
quate  Administration  of  Military  Budget  Support  Funds 
Provided  to  Certain  Countries  Under  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Program.” 

VIETNAM  AID  SHOULD  BE  AUTHORIZED  SEPARATELY 

Our  military  activities  in  Vietnam  and  our  national  interests  in 
Vietnam  and  Laos  have  burgeoned  far  beyond  the  intents  and  purposes 
of  a  foreign  aid,  and  should  be  authorized  in  separate  legislation. 

It  was  an  aid  program  unchecked  and  unsupervised  by  Congress 
that  drew  us  into  an  undeclared  war  in  that  part  of  the  world,  but  the 
war  has  reached  the  stage  where  it  should  no  longer  be  lumped  in 
with  foreign  aid. 

Moreover,  the  proposal  for  an  “open-end”  authorization  for  Vietnam 
is  a  very  bad  precedent  to  put  into  a  foreign  aid  bill.  It  represents 
the  kind  of  authorization  that  will  be  sought  for  other  areas  if  Congress 
approves  this  one,  and  will  mark  a  further  renunciation  of  congres¬ 
sional  control  over  a  legislative  program. 
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SUMMARY 

Because  the  authorization  continues  for  2  years  aid  programs  for 
an  excessive  number  of  countries,  because  it  increases  military  aid  to 
countries  where  it  will  do  American  interests  more  harm  than  good, 
and  because  it  promotes  an  increase  in  funds  for  international  lending 
agencies  sight  unseen  by  Congress,  I  believe  at  least  half  a  billion 
dollars  should  be  cut  from  this  bill  for  each  of  the  2  years. 

Wayne  Morse. 


7.  CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 


In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing  law 
in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1961,  AS  AMENDED 

PART  I 

Chapter  1 — Policy 

Sec.  101.  Short  Title. —  *  *  *  [Repealed — 1963] 

Sec.  102.  Statement  of  Policy. — It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  peace  depends  on  wider  recognition  of  the  dignity  and  inter¬ 
dependence  of  men,  and  survival  of  free  institutions  in  the  United 
States  can  best  be  assured  in  a  worldwide  atmosphere  of  freedom. 

To  this  end,  the  United  States  has  in  the  past  provided  assistance 
to  help  strengthen  the  forces  of  freedom  by  aiding  peoples  of  less 
developed  friendly  countries  of  the  world  to  develop  their  resources 
and  improve  their  living  standards,  to  realize  their  aspirations  for 
justice,  education,  dignity,  and  respect  as  individual  human  beings, 
and  to  establish  responsible  governments. 

The  Congress  declares  it  to  be  a  primary  necessity,  opportunity, 
and  responsibility  of  the  United  States,  and  consistent  with  its 
traditions  and  ideals,  to  renew  the  spirit  which  lay  behind  these  past 
efforts,  and  to  help  make  a  historic  demonstration  that  economic 
growth  and  political  democracy  can  go  hand  in  hand  to  the  end  that 
an  enlarged  community  of  free,  stable,  and  self-reliant  countries  can 
reduce  world  tensions  and  insecurity. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  strengthen  friendly  foreign 
countries  by  encouraging  the  development  of  their  free  economic 
institutions  and  productive  capabilities,  and  by  minimizing  or  eliminat¬ 
ing  barriers  to  the  flow  of  private  investment  capital. 

It,  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  institution  of  full  investment 
guaranty  programs  under  title  III  of  chapter  2  of  this  part  with  all 
receipient  countries  would  be  regarded  as  a  significant  measure  of 
self-help  by  such  countries  improving  the  climate  for  private  in¬ 
vestment  both  domestic  and  foreign. 

In  addition,  the  Congress  declares  that  it  is  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  to  support  the  principles  of  increased  economic  cooperation 
and  trade  among  countries,  freedom  of  the  press,  information,  and 
religion,  freedom  of  navigation  in  international  waterways,  and 
recognition  of  the  right  of  all  private  persons  to  travel  and  pursue 
their  lawful  activities  without  discrimination  as  to  race  or  religion. 
The  Congress  further  declares  that  any  distinction  made  by  foreign 
nations  between  American  citizens  because  of  race,  color,  or  religion 
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in  the  granting  of,  or  the  exercise  of,  personal  or  other  rights  available 
to  American  citizens  is  repugnant  to  our  principles.  In  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  all  parts  of  this  Act  these  principles  shall  be  supported  in 
such  a  way  in  our  relations  with  countries  friendly  to  the  United 
States  which  are  in  controversy  with  each  other  as  to  promote  an 
adjudication  of  the  issues  involved  by  means  of  international  law 
procedures  available  to  the  parties. 

Accordingly,  the  Congress  hereby  affirms  it  to  be  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  to  make  assistance  available,  upon  request,  under  this 
part  in  scope  and  on  a  basis  of  long-range  continuity  essential  to  the 
creation  of  an  environment  in  which  the  energies  of  the  peoples  of  the 
world  can  be  devoted  to  constructive  purposes,  free  of  pressure  and 
erosion  by  the  adversaries  of  freedom.  [It  is  the  sense  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  assistance  under  this  part  should  be  complemented  by  the 
furnishing  under  any  other  Act  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
and  by  disposal  of  excess  property  under  this  and  other  Acts.]  It  is 
the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  in  furnishing  assistance  under  this  part 
excess  personal  property  shall  he  utilized  wherever  practicable  in  lieu  oj 
the  procurement  oj  new  items  jor  United  States-assisted  projects  and 
programs.  It  is  the  further  sense  oj  the  Congress  that  assistance  under 
this  part  shall  be  complemented  by  the  furnishing  under  any  other  Act  oj 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  by  disposal  oj  excess  personal 
property  under  this  and  other  Acts. 

Also,  the  Congress  reaffirms  its  conviction  that  the  peace  of  the 
world  and  the  security  of  the  United  States  are  endangered  so  long 
as  international  communism  continues  to  attempt  to  bring  under 
Communist  domination  peoples  now  free  and  independent  and  to 
keep  under  domination  peoples  once  free  but  now  subject  to  such 
domination.  It  is,  therefore,  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to 
continue  to  make  available  to  other  free  countries  and  peoples,  upon 
request,  assistance  of  such  nature  and  in  such  amounts  as  the  United 
States  deems  advisable  and  as  may  be  effectively  used  by  free  coun¬ 
tries  and  peoples  to  help  them  maintain  their  freedom.  Assistance 
shall  be  based  upon  sound  plans  and  programs;  be  directed  toward 
the  social  as  well  as  economic  aspects  of  economic  development;  be 
responsive  to  the  efforts  of  the  recipient  countries  to  mobilize  then- 
own  resources  and  help  themselves;  be  cognizant  of  the  external  and 
internal  pressures  which  hamper  their  growth;  and  shall  emphasize 
long-range  development  assistance  as  the  primary  instrument  of  such 
growth. 

It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  the  administration  of  these  funds 
great  attention  and  consideration  should  be  given  to  those  countries 
which  share  the  view  of  the  United  States  on  the  world  crisis  and  which 
do  not,  as  a  result  of  United  States  assistance,  divert  then-  own  eco¬ 
nomic  resources  to  military  propaganda  efforts,  supported  by  the 
Soviet  Union  or  Communist  China,  and  directed  against  the  United 
States  or  against  other  countries  receiving  aid  under  this  Act. 

The  Congress  further  declares  that  in  the  administration  of  pro¬ 
grams  of  assistance  under  this  Act,  the  highest  practicable  emphasis 
should  be  given  to:  programs  providing  for  loans  or  loan  guarantees 
for  use  by  institutions  and  organizations  in  making  repayable  low- 
interest-rate  loans  to  individuals  in  friendly  foreign  countries  for  the 
purchase  of  small  farms,  the  purchase  of  homes,  the  establishment, 
equipment  and  strengthening  of  small  independent  business  concerns, 
purchase  of  tools  or  equipment  needed  by  individuals  for  carrying  on 
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an  occupation  or  a  trade  or  financing  the  opportunity  for  individuals 
to  obtain  practical  education  in  vocational  and  occupational  skills,  and 
to  those  programs  of  technical  assistance  and  development  which  will 
assist  in  carrying  out  and  in  preparing  a  favorable  environment  for 
such  programs.  While  recognizing  that  special  requirements  differ¬ 
ing  development  needs  and  political  conditions  in  various  assisted 
countries  will  affect  the  priority  of  such  programs  and  of  each  coun¬ 
try’s  relative  ability  to  implement  them,  it  is  further  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  each  such  assisted  country  should  be  encouraged  to  give 
adequate  recognition  to  such  needs  of  the  people  in  the  preparation 
of  national  development  programs. 

The  Congress  reaffirms  its  belief  in  the  importance  of  regional  or¬ 
ganizations  of  free  peoples  for  mutual  assistance,  such  as  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization,  the  Organization  for  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  and  Development,  the  European  Economic  Community, 
the  Organization  of  American  States,  the  Colombo  Plan,  the  South 
East  Asia  Treaty  Organization,  the  Central  Treaty  Organization,  and 
others,  and  expresses  its  hope  that  such  organizations  may  be  strength¬ 
ened  and  broadened,  and  their  programs  of  self-help  and  mutual 
cooperation  may  be  made  more  effective  in  the  protection  of  the  inde¬ 
pendence  and  security  of  free  people,  and  in  the  development  of  their 
economic  and  social  well-being,  and  the  safeguarding  of  then-  basic 
rights  and  liberties. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that,  in  the  administration  of  programs 
of  assistance  under  chapter  2  of  this  part,  every  possible  precaution 
should  be  taken  to  assure  that  such  assistance  is  not  diverted  to  short¬ 
term  emergency  purposes  (such  as  budgetary  purposes,  balance-of- 
payments  purposes,  or  military  purposes)  or  any  other  purpose  not 
essential  to  the  long-range  economic  development  of  recipient 
coun  tries. 

The  Congress  m-ges  that  all  other  countries  (including  private 
enterprise  within  such  countries)  able  to  contribute  join  in  a  common 
undertaking  to  meet  the  goals  stated  in  this  part.  In  particular,  the 
Congress  urges  that  other  industrialized  free-world  countries  increase 
their  contributions  and  improve  the  forms  and  terms  of  their  assistance 
so  that  the  burden  of  the  common  undertaking,  which  is  for  the  benefit 
of  all,  shall  be  equitably  borne  by  all.  Congress  further  urges  that  the 
United  States  and  other  free  world  nations  place  an  increasing  portion  of 
their  assistance  programs  on  a  multilateral  basis  and  that  the  United 
States  continue  its  efforts  to  improve  coordination  among  programs  of 
assistance  carried  out  on  a  bilateral  basis  by  free-world  nations.  It  is  the 
sense  of  Congress  that,  where  feasible,  the  United  States  Government 
invite  friendly  nations  to  join  in  missions  to  consult  with  countries 
which  are  recipients  of  assistance  under  this  part  on  the  possibilities  for 
joint  action  to  assure  the  effective  development  of  plans  for  the 
economic  development  of  such  recipient  countries  in  the  effective  use 
of  assistance  provided  them;  and  that  the  President  may  request  the 
assistance  of  international  financial  institutions  in  bringing  about  the 
establishment  of  such  missions. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance  authorized  by  this  Act 
should  be  extended  to  or  withheld  from  the  government  of  South 
Vietnam,  in  the  discretion  of  the  President,  to  further  the  objectives  of 
victory  in  the  war  against  communism  and  the  return  to  their 
homeland  of  Americans  involved  in  that  struggle. 
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It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance  under  this  or  any  other  Act 
to  any  foreign  country  which  hereafter  permits,  or  fails  to  take  adequate 
measures  to  prevent,  the  damage  or  destruction  by  mob  action  of  United 
States  property  within  such  country,  should  be  terminated  and  should  not 
be  resumed  until  the  President  determines  that  appropriate  measures  have 
been  taken  by  such  country  to  prevent  a  recurrence  thereof. 

Chapter  2 — Development  Assistance 

TITLE  I — DEVELOPMENT  LOAN  FUND 

******* 

Sec.  202.  Authorization.— (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  President  for  the  purposes  of  this  title  $1,200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  1962,  $1,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1963, 
$925,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  and  $1,500,000,000  for  each  of 
the  next  two  succeeding  fiscal  years,  which  sums  shall  remain  available 
until  expended:  Provided,  That  any  unappropriated  portion  of  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  such  fiscal  year  may 
be  appropriated  in  any  subsequent  fiscal  year  [during  the  above 
period]  in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  such  subsequent  fiscal  year:  Provided  further,  That,  in 
order  to  effectuate  the  purposes  and  provisions  of  sections  102,  201, 
601,  and  602  of  this  Act,  not  less  than  50  per  centum  of  the  funds 
appropriated  pursuant  to  this  subsection  for  the  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1965,  [and  June  30,  1966]  June  30,  1966,  and  June  30,  1967, 
respectively,  shall  be  available  for  loans  made  to  encourage  economic 
development  through  private  enterprise. 

(b)  Whenever  the  President  determines  that  it  is  important  to  the 
advancement  of  United  States  interests  and  necessary  in  order  to 
further  the  purposes  of  this  title,  and  in  recognition  of  the  need  for 
reasonable  advance  assurances  in  the  interest  of  orderly  and  effective 
execution  of  long-term  plans  and  programs  of  development  assistance, 
he  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  committing,  under  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  this  title,  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  under 
this  title,  subject  only  to  the  annual  appropriation  of  such  funds. 

(c)  Upon  conclusion  of  each  such  agreement  involving  funds  to  be 
appropriated,  the  President  shall  notify  the  Foreign  Relations  and 
Appropriations  Committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  provisions  of  such  agreement,  includ¬ 
ing  the  amounts  of  funds  involved  and  undertakings  of  the  parties 
thereto. 

(d)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  part,  the  United  States 
dollar  assets  of  the  corporate  entity  known  as  the  Development  Loan 
Fund  which  remain  unobligated  and  not  committed  for  loans  repay¬ 
able  in  foreign  currencies  on  the  date  prior  to  the  abolition  of  such 
Fund  shall  be  available  for  use  for  purposes  of  this  title. 

******* 

[Sec.  205.  Use  of  the  Facilities  of  the  International  Devel¬ 
opment  Association. — If  the  President  determines  that  it  would  more 
effectively  serve  the  purposes  of  this  title  and  the  policy  contained  in 
section  619  (pertaining  to  newly  independent  countries),  he  may,  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  title,  lend  not  to  exceed  10  per 
centum  of  the  funds  made  available  for  this  title  to  the  International 
Development  Association  for  use  pursuant  to  the  International  De- 
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velopment  Association  Act  (Public  Law  86-565,  74  Stat.  293)  and  the 
articles  of  agreement  of  the  Association.] 

Sec.  205. —  Use  of  International  Lending  Organizations. — In 
order  to  serve  the  purposes  of  this  title  and  the  policy  contained  in  section 
619,  the  President,  after  consideration  of  the  extent  of  additional  participa¬ 
tion  by  other  countries,  may  make  available,  in  addition  to  any  other 
funds  available  for  such  purposes,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he 
determines,  not  to  exceed  20  per  centum  of  the  funds  made  available  for  this 
title  to  the  International  Development  Association,  the  International  Bank 
for  Reconstruction  and  Development,  or  the  International  Finance  Corpo¬ 
ration  for  use  pursuant  to  the  laws  governing  United  States  participation 
in  such  institutions,  if  any,  and  the  governing  statutes  thereof  and  without 
regard  to  section  201  or  any  other  requirements  of  this  or  any  other  Act. 

TITLE  II - TECHNICAL  COOPERATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  GRANTS 

Sec.  212.  Authorization. — There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  President  [for  use  beginning  in  the  fiscal  year 
1965]  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  211  not  to  exceed 
[$215,000,000  which]  $ 210,000,000  for  use  beginning  in  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1966  and  1967,  which  sums  shall  remain  available  until 
expended. 

Sec.  213.  Atoms  for  Peace. — *  *  *  [Repealed — 1962] 

Sec.  214. — American  Schools  and  Hospitals  Abroad. — (a)  The 
President  is  authorized  to  furnish  assistance,  on  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  may  specify,  to  schools  and  libraries  outside  the  United 
States  founded  or  sponsored  by  United  States  citizens  and  serving  as 
study  and  demonstration  centers  for  ideas  and  practices  of  the  United 
States. 

(b)  The  President  is  authorized,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951  (22  U.S.C.  1611 
et  seq.),  to  furnish  assistance,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he 
may  specify,  to  hospitals  outside  the  United  States  founded  or  spon¬ 
sored  by  United  States  citizens  and  serving  as  centers  for  medical 
treatment,  education,  and  research. 

(c)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  [for  the  fiscal  year  1965,  $18,000,000, 
to]  $7,000,000  for  use  beginning  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and 
1967,  which  sums  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 

Note. — Section  103(b)(1)  of  the  bill  provides  that  subsection  (b)  of  section  214 
“is  hereby  repealed,  effective  July  1,  1966.” 

TITLE  III - INVESTMENT  GUARANTIES 

Sec.  221.  General  Authority. — (a)  In  order  to  facilitate  and  in¬ 
crease  the  participation  of  private  enterprise  in  furthering  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  economic  resources  and  productive  capacities  of  less 
developed  friendly  countries  and  areas,  the  President  is  authorized  to 
issue  guaranties  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  of  invest¬ 
ments  in  connection  with  projects,  including  expansion,  moderniza¬ 
tion,  or  development  of  existing  enterprises,  in  any  friendly  country  or 
area  with  the  government  of  which  the  President  has  agreed  to  insti- 
titute  the  guaranty  program.  The  guaranty  program  authorized  by 
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this  title  shall  be  administered  under  broad  criteria,  and  each  project 
shall  be  approved  by  the  President. 

(b)  [The  President  may  issue  guranties  to  United  States  citizens,  or 
corporations,  partnerships  or  other  associations  created  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  or  of  any  State  or  territory  and  substantially 
beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  as  well  as  any  wholly- 
owned  (determined  without  regard  to  any  shares,  in  aggregate  less 
than  5  per  centum  of  the  total  of  issued  and  subscribed  share  capital, 
required  by  law  to  be  held  by  persons  other,  than  the  parent  corpora¬ 
tion)  foreign  subsidiary  of  any  such  corporation — 3  The  President  may 
issue  guaranties  to  eligible  United  States  investors — 

(1)  assuring  protection  in  whole  or  in  part  against  any  or  all  of 
the  following  risks : 

(A)  inability  to  convert  into  United  States  dollars  other 
currencies,  or  credits  in  such  currencies,  received  as  earnings 
or  profits  from  the  approved  project,  as  repayment  or  return 
of  the  investment  therein,  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  as  compensa¬ 
tion  for  the  sale  or  disposition  of  all  or  any  part  thereof. 

(B)  loss  of  investment,  in  whole  or  in  part,  in  the  approved 
project  due  to  expropriation  or  confiscation  by  action  of  a 
foreign  government,  and 

(C)  loss  due  to  war,  revolution,  or  insurrection : 

Provided,  That  the  total  face  amount  of  the  guaranties  issued  un¬ 
der  this  paragraph  (1)  outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not 
exceed  [$2,500,000,0003  $ 5,000,000,000 ;  and 

(2)  where  the  President  determines  such  action  to  be  important 
to  the  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  title,  assuring  against 
loss  of  any  loan  investment  for  housing  projects  with  appropriate 
participation  by  the  private  investor  in  the  loan  risk  and  in 
accordance  with  the  foreign  and  financial  policies  of  the  United 
States,  or  assuring  against  loss  of  not  to  exceed  75  per  centum  of 
any  other  investment  due  to  such  risks  as  the  President  may 
determined,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  President 
may  determine:  Provided,  That  guaranties  issued  under  this 
paragraph  (2)  shall  emphasize  economic  development  projects 
furthering  social  progress  and  the  development  of  small  independ¬ 
ent  business  enterprises  [and  no  such  guaranty  in  the  case  of  a 
loan  shall  exceed  $25,000,000  and  no  other  such  guaranty  shall 
exceed  $10,000,0003  :  Provided  farther,  That  no  payment  may 
be  made  under  this  paragraph  (2)  for  any  loss  arising  out  of  fraud 
or  misconduct  for  which  the  investor  is  responsible:  Provided 
farther,  That  the  total  face  amount  of  the  guaranties  issued  under 
this  paragraph  (2)  outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not  exceed 
$300,000,000:  Provided  farther,  That  this  authority  shall  continue 
until  June  30,  [1966J  1968. 

(c)  No  guaranty  shall  exceed  the  dollar  value,  as  of  the  date  of  the 
investment,  of  the  investment  made  in  the  project  with  the  approval 
of  the  President  plus  [actual3  earnings  or  profits  actually  received  on 
said  investment  to  the  extent  provided  by  such  guaranty,  nor  shall 
any  guaranty  extend  beyond  twenty  years  from  the  date  of  issuance. 

(d)  The  President  shall  make  suitable  arrangements  for  protecting 
the  interests  of  the  United  States  Government  in  connection  with 
any  guaranty  issued  under  section  221(b),  including  arrangements 
with  respect  to  the  ownership,  use,  and  disposition  of  the  currency 
credits,  assets,  or  investment  on  account  of  which  payment  under 
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such  guaranty  is  to  be  made,  and  any  right,  title,  claim,  or  cause  of 
action  existing  in  connection  therewith. 

Sec.  222.  General  Provisions. — (a)  A  fee  shall  be  charged  for 
each  guaranty  in  an  amount  to  be  determined  by  the  President.  In 
the  event  the  fee  to  be  charged  for  a  type  of  guaranty  authorized  under 
sections  221(b)  and  224  is  reduced,  fees  to  be  paid  under  existing  con¬ 
tracts  for  the  same  type  of  guaranty  may  be  similarly  reduced. 

(b)  All  fees  collected  in  connection  with  guaranties  issued  under 
sections  221(b)  and  224,  under  section  202(b)  and  413(b)(4)  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  under  section  111(b)(3) 
of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (22  U.S.C. 
1509(b)(3))  (exclusive  of  fees  for  informational  media  guaranties 
heretofore  or  hereafter  issued  pursuant  to  section  1011  of  the  United 
States  Information  and  Educational  Exchange  Act  of  1948,  as  amended 
(22  U.S.C.  1442)  and  section  111(b)(3)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended),  shall  be  available  for  meeting  management 
and  custodial  costs  incurred  with  respect  to  currencies  or  other  assets 
acquired  under  guaranties  made  pursuant  to  sections  221(b)  and  224 
of  this  part,  sections  202(b)  and  413(b)(4)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act 
of  1954,  as  amended,  and  section  111(b)(3)  of  the  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (exclusive  of  informational  media  guar¬ 
anties),  and  to  pay  the  costs  of  investigating  and  adjusting  ( including 
costs  of  arbitration )  claims  under  such  guaranties,  and  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  in  discharge  of  liabilities  under  guaranties  made  pursuant 
to  such  sections,  until  such  time  as  all  such  property  has  been  disposed 
of  and  all  such  liabilities  have  been  discharged  or  have  expired,  or  until 
all  such  fees  have  been  expended  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  section. 

(c)  In  computing  the  total  face  amount  of  guaranties  outstanding 
at  any  one  time  for  purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  221(b),  the 
President  shall  include  the  face  amounts  of  outstanding  guaranties 
therefore  issued  pursuant  to  such  paragraph,  sections  202(b)  and 
413(b)(4)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  section 
111(b)(3)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  but 
shall  exclude  informational  media  guaranties. 

(d)  Any  payments  made  to  discharge  liabilities  under  guaranties 
issued  under  sections  221(b)  and  224  of  this  part,  sections  202(b)  and 
413(b)(4)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  section 
111(b)(3)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  informational  media  guaranties),  shall  be  paid  first  out  of 
fees  referred  to  in  section  222  (b)  as  long  as  such  fees  are  available,  and 
thereafter  shall  be  paid  out  of  funds,  if  any,  realized  from  the  sale  of 
currencies  or  other  assets  acquired  in  connection  with  any  payments 
made  to  discharge  liabilities  under  such  guaranties  as  long  as  such 
funds  are  available,  and  thereafter  shall  be  paid  out  of  funds  hereto¬ 
fore  appropriated  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  liabilities  under  the 
aforementioned  guaranties,  and  thereafter  out  of  funds  realized  from 
the  sale  of  notes  issued  under  section  413(b)(4)(F)  of  the  Mutual 
Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  section  111(c)(2)  of  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  and  finally  out  of  funds 
hereafter  made  available  pursuant  to  section  222  (f) . 

(e)  All  guaranties  issued  prior  to  July  1,  1956,  all  guaranties  issued 
under  sections  202(b)  and  413(b)(4)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  and  all  guaranties  heretofore  or  hereafter  issued 
pursuant  to  this  title  shall  be  considered  contingent  obligations  backed 
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by  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States 
of  America.  Funds  heretofore  obligated  under  the  aforementioned 
guaranties  (exclusive  of  informational  media  guaranties)  together 
with  the  other  funds  made  available  for  the  purposes  of  this  title  shall 
constitute  a  single  reserve  for  the  payment  of  claims  in  accordance 
with  section  222(d)  of  this  part. 

(f)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President 
such  amount,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  from  time  to  time  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

(g)  In  making  a  determination  to  issue  a  guaranty  under  section 
22 1(b),  the  President  shall  consider  the  possible  adverse  effect  of  the 
dollar  investment  under  such  guaranty  upon  the  balance  of  payments 
of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  223.  Definitions. — As  used  in  this  title — 

(a)  the  term  “investment”  includes  any  contribution  of  capital 
commodities,  services,  patents,  processes,  or  techniques  in  the  form 
of  (1)  a  loan  or  loans  to  an  approved  project,  (2)  the  purchase  of  a 
share  of  ownership  in  any  such  project,  (3)  participation  in  royalties, 
earnings,  or  profits  of  any  such  project,  and  (4)  the  furnishing  of 
capital  commodities  and  related  services  pursuant  to  a  contract 
providing  for  payment  in  whole  or  in  part  after  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  the  guaranty  of  such  investment  is  made;  [and] 

(b)  the  term  “expropriation”  includes  but  is  not  limited  to  any 
abrogation,  repudiation,  or  impairment  by  a  foreign  government 
of  its  own  contract  with  an  investor,  where  such  abrogation,  repudia¬ 
tion,  or  impairment  is  not  caused  by  the  investor’s  own  fault  or 
misconduct,  and  materially  adversely  affects  the  continued  operation 
of  the  project[.];  and 

(c)  the  term  11  eligible  United  States  investors'’  means  United  States 
citizens,  or  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations  created 
under  the  laws  o  f  the  United  States  or  any  State  or  territory  and  substan¬ 
tially  beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  as  well  as  foreign 
corporations,  partnerships ,  or  other  associations  wholly  owned  by  one  or 
more  such  United  States  citizens,  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other 
associations:  Provided,  That  the  eligibility  of  a  foreign  corporation  shall 
be  determined  without  regard  to  any  shares,  in  aggregate  less  than  5  per 
centum  of  the  total  of  issued  and  subscribed  share  cap>ital,  required  by 
law  to  be  held  by  persons  other  than  the  United  States  owners. 

[Sec.  224.  Housing  Projects  in  Latin  American  Countries. — 
(a)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  in  order  to  stimulate  private 
homeownership  and  assist  in  the  development  of  stable  economies, 
the  authority  conferred  by  this  title  should  be  utilized  for  the  purpose 
of  assisting  in  the  development  in  the  American  Republics  of  self- 
liquidating  pilot  housing  projects  designed  to  provide  experience  in 
rapidly  developing  countries  by  participating  with  such  countries  in 
guaranteeing  private  United  States  capital  available  for  investment  in 
Latin  American  countries  for  the  purposes  set  forth  herein. 

(b)  In  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  set  forth  in  subsection  (a), 
the  President  is  authorized  to  issue  guaranties  assuring  against  the 
risks  of  loss  specified  in  paragraph  221(b)(2)  of  investments  made  by 
United  States  citizens,  or  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associa¬ 
tions  created  under  the  law  of  the  United  States  of  of  any  State  or 
territory  and  substantially  beneficially  owned  by  United  States 
citizens  in  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  projects  in  Latin 
America  of  types  similar  to  those  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing 
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Administration  and  suitable  for  conditions  in  Latin  America.  The 
total  face  amount  of  guaranties  issued  under  this  section  outstanding 
at  any  one  time  shall  not  exceed  $250,000,000.] 

Sec.  22j.  Housing  Projects  in  Latin  American  Countries. — 
(a)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  order  to  stimulate  'private  home- 
ownership  and  assist  in  the  development  of  stable  economies  in  Latin 
America ,  the  authority  conferred  by  this  section  should  be  utilized’  for 
the  purpose  of  assisting  in  the  development  in  the  American  Republics 
of  self-liquidating  pilot  housing  projects,  the  development  of  institutions 
engaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs,  the  construction  of  homes 
for  lower  income  persons  and  families,  the  increased  mobilization  of 
savings  and  the  improvement  of  housing  conditions  in  Latin  America. 

(6)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a),  the  President  is  author¬ 
ized  to  issue  guaranties,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  shall  determine, 
to  eligible  United  States  investors  as  defined  in  section  223  assuring  against 
loss  of  loan  investments  made  by  such  investors  in — 

(1)  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  projects  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  of  types  similar  to  those  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing  Admin¬ 
istration  and  suitable  for  conditions  in  Latin  America; 

( 2 )  credit  institutions  in  Latin  America  engaged  directly  or  indi¬ 
rectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages; 

(3)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  for  lower  income  families 
and  persons,  which  projects  shall  be  constructed  in  accordance  with 
maximum  unit  costs  established  by  the  President  for  families  and 
persons  whose  incomes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent; 

(4)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  which  will  promote  the 
development  of  institutions  important  to  the  success  of  the  Alliance 
for  Progress;  or 

(5)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  25  per  centum  or  more  of 
the  aggregate  of  the  mortgage  financing  for  which  is  made  available 
from  sources  within  Latin  America  and  has  not  derived  from  sources 
outside  Latin  America,  which  projects  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  have  a  unit  cost  of  not  more  than  $6,500. 

( c )  The  total  face  amount  of  guaranties  issued  under  this  section  out¬ 
standing  at  any  one  time  shall  not  exceed  $350,000,000:  Provided,  That 
no  payment  may  be  made  under  this  section  for  any  loss  arising  out  of 
fraud  or  misconduct  for  which  the  investor  is  responsible:  Provided  further, 
That  this  authority  shall  continue  until  June  SO,  1968. 

******* 

TITLE  IV — SURVEYS  OF  INVESTMENT  OPPORTUNITIES 
******* 

Sec.  232.  Authorization. — There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  President  for  use  beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  1965  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title  not  to  exceed  $2,100,000,  and  for 
use  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1967  to  carry  out  such  purposes  not  to  exceed 
$ 2,100,000 ,  which  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 

******* 

TITLE  VI - ALLIANCE  FOR  PROGRESS 

******* 

Sec.  252.  Authorization. — There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  President  for  the  purposes  of  this  title,  in  addition  to 
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other  funds  available  for  such  purposes,  for  use  beginning  in  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1963,  1965,  [and]  1966,  and  1967,  not  to  exceed 
$600,000,000  for  each  such  fiscal  year,  and  for  use  beginning  in  the 
fiscal  year  1964,  not  to  exceed  $525,000,000,  which  sums  are  authorized 
to  remain  available  until  expended  and  which  except  for  not  to  exceed 
$100,000,000  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1963  and  [1964  and]  1964, 
$85,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1965,  and  $70,000,000  in  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1966  and  1967  of  the  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section 
for  use  beginning  in  each  such  fiscal  year,  shall  be  available  only  for 
loans  payable  as  to  principal  and  interest  in  United  States  dollars. 
In  presenting  requests  to  the  Congress  for  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  for  fiscal  years  1964  through  1966  to  carry  out  other  programs 
under  this  Act,  the  President  shall  also  present  the  program  proposed 
to  be  carried  out  from  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  contained  in  this  section  for  the  respective  fiscal  year.  In  order 
to  effectuate  the  purposes  and  provisions  of  sections  102,  251,  601, 
and  602  of  this  Act,  not  less  than  50  per  centum  of  the  loan  funds 
appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June 
30,  1965  [and  June  30,  1966],  June  80,  1966,  and  June  80,  1967, 
respectively,  shall  be  available  for  loans  made  to  encourage  economic 
development  through  private  enterprise. 

Chapter  3 — International  Organizations  and  Programs 

Sec.  301.  General  Authority. — (a)  When  he  determines  it  to  be 
in  the  national  interest,  the  President  is  authorized  to  make  voluntary 
contributions  on  a  grant  basis  to  international  organizations  and  to 
programs  administered  by  such  organizations  on  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  he  may  determine,  in  order  to  further  the  purposes  of  this  part. 

(b)  Contributions  to  the  United  Nations  Expanded  Program  of 
Technical  Assistance  and  the  United  Nations  Special  Fund  for  the 
calendar  years  succeeding  1961  may  not  exceed  forty  per  centum  of 
the  total  amount  contributed  for  such  purpose  (including  assessed 
and  audited  local  costs)  for  each  year. 

(c)  In  determining  whether  or  not  to  continue  furnishing  assistance 
for  Palestine  refugees  in  the  Near  East  through  contributions  to  the 
United  Nations  Relief  and  Works  Agency  for  Palestine  Refugees  in 
the  Near  East,  the  President  shall  take  into  account  (1)  whether 
Israel  and  the  Arab  host  governments  are  taking  steps  toward  the 
resettlement  and  repatriation  of  such  refugees,  and  (2)  the  extent 
and  success  of  efforts  by  the  Agency  and  the  Arab  host  governments 
to  rectify  the  Palestine  refugee  relief  rolls. 

(d)  Contributions  to  the  International  Secretariat  for  Volunteer  Services 
for  the  calendar  year  1966  or  any  subsequent  year  shall  not  exceed  28  per 
centum  of  the  total  amount  contributed  to  such  organization  for  such  year. 

Sec.  302.  Authorization. — -There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  President  for  use,  in  addition  to  funds  available  under 
any  other  Act  for  such  purposes,  [for  the  fiscal  year  1965]  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
chapter  not  to  exceed  [$134,272,400]  $146,455,000.  [None  of  the 
funds  available  to  carry  out  this  chapter  shall  be  contributed  to  any 
international  organization  or  to  any  foreign  government  or  agency 
thereof  to  pay  the  costs  of  developing  or  operating  any  volunteer 
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program  of  such  organization,  government,  or  agency  relating  to  the 
selection,  training,  and  programing  of  volunteer  manpower. ] 

******* 

Chapter  4 — Supporting  Assistance 

Sec.  401.  General  Authority. — The  President  is  authorized  to 
furnish  assistance  to  friendly  countries,  organizations,  and  bodies 
eligible  to  receive  assistance  under  this  part  on  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  may  determine,  in  order  to  support  or  promote  economic 
or  political  stability. 

Sec.  402.  Authorization. — There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  President  for  use  beginning  [in  the  fiscal  year  1965]  in 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
chapter  not  to  exceed  [$405,000,000,  which]  $350,000,000  in  each 
such  fiscal  year,  which  sums  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 
Of  the  funds  made  available  for  the  fiscal  year  1965  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  chapter,  not  less  than  $200,000,000  shall  be  available 
solely  for  use  in  Vietnam,  unless  the  President  determines  otherwise 
and  promptly  reports  such  determination  to  the  Committees  on  Foreign 
Relations  and  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

Chapter  5 — Contingency  Fund 

Sec.  451.  Contingency  Fund. — (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  the  President  [for  the  fiscal  year  1965  not  to  exceed 
$150,000,000]  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  not  to  exceed 
$50,000,000  in  each  such  fiscal  year  for  use  by  the  President  for  assist¬ 
ance  authorized  by  part  I  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  applicable 
to  the  furnishing  of  such  assistance  when  he  determines  such  use  to 
be  important  to  the  national  interest. 

(b)  The  President  shall  provide  quarterly  reports  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  Plouse  of  Representatives  on  the  pro¬ 
graming  and  the  obligation  of  funds  under  this  section. 

PART  II 

Chapter  2 — Military  Assistance 

Sec.  503.  General  Authority. — The  President  is  authorized  to 
furnish  military  assistance  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  may 
determine,  to  any  friendly  country  or  international  organization,  the 
assisting  of  which  the  President  finds  will  strengthen  the  security  of 
the  United  States  and  promote  world  peace  and  which  is  otherwise 
eligible  to  receive  such  assistance,  by— 

(a)  acquiring  from  any  source  and  providing  (by  loan,  lease, 
sale,  exchange,  grant,  or  any  other  means)  any  defense  article 
or  defense  service; 

(b)  making  financial  contributions  to  multilateral  programs 
for  the  acquisition  or  construction  of  facilities  [in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries]  for  collective  defense; 
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(c)  providing  financial  assistance  for  expenses  incident  to  par¬ 
ticipation  by  the  United  States  Government  in  regional  or  col¬ 
lective  defense  organizations; 

(d)  assigning  or  detailing  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States  and  other  personnel  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
to  perform  duties  of  a  noncombatant  nature,  including  those 
related  to  training  or  advice;  and 

(e)  guarantying,  insuring,  coinsuring,  and  reinsuring  any  indi¬ 
vidual,  corporation,  partnership,  or  other  association  doing 
business  in  the  United  States  against  political  and  credit  risks 
of  nonpayment  arising  in  connection  with  credit  sales  financed 
by  such  individual,  corporation,  partnership  or  other  association 
for  defense  articles  and  defense  services  procured  in  the  United 
States  by  such  friendly  country  or  international  organization. 

Sec.  504.  Authorization. — (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  President  for  use  beginning  [in  fiscal  year  1965] 
in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  part,  not  to  exceed  [$1,055,000,000,  which]  $1 ,710,000,000  in 
each  such  fiscal  year,  which  sums  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 
Of  the  funds  made  available  for  the  fiscal  year  1965  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  part,  not  less  than  $200,000,000  shall  be  available 
solely  for  use  in  Vietnam,  unless  the  President  determines  otherwise 
and  promptly  reports  such  determination  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  and  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

(b)  In  order  to  make  sure  that  a  dollar  spent  on  military  assistance 
to  foreign  countries  is  as  necessary  as  a  dollar  spent  for  the  United 
States  military  establishment,  the  President  shall  establish  procedures 
for  programming  and  budgeting  so  that  programs  of  military  assist¬ 
ance  come  into  direct  competition  for  financial  support  with  other 
activities  and  programs  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Sec.  505.  Utilization  of  Assistance. — (a)  Military  assistance  to 
any  country  shall  be  furnished  solely  for  internal  security,  for  legiti¬ 
mate  self-defense,  to  permit  the  recipient  country  to  participate  in 
regional  or  collective  arrangements  or  measures  consistent  with  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations,  or  otherwise  to  permit  the  recipient 
country  to  participate  in  collective  measures  requested  by  the  United 
Nations  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  or  restoring  international 
peace  and  security  [:],  or  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  foreign  military 
forces  (or  the  voluntary  efforts  of  personnel  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States )  to  construct  public  works  and  to  engage  in  other  activities 
helpful  to  the  economic  and  social  development  of  friendly  countries.  It 
is  tbe  sense  of  the  Congress  that,  insofar  as  practicable,  such  foreign 
military  forces  should  not  be  maintained  or  established  solely  for  civic 
action  activities  and  that  such  civic  action  activities  not  significantly 
detract  from  the  capability  of  the  military  forces  to  perform  their  military 
missions  and  be  coordinated  with  and  form  part  of  the  total  economic  and 
social  development  effort.  [ Provided ,  That,  except] 

(b)  Except  (1)  to  the  extent  necessary  to  fulfill  prior  commitments 
[or  (2)],  or  (3)  for  civic  action  assistance,  or  (3)  to  the  extent  that  the 
President  finds,  with  respect  to  any  Latin  American  country,  that 
the  furnishing  of  military  assistance  under  this  Act  is  necessary  to 
safeguard  the  security  of  the  United  States  or  to  safeguard  the  security 
of  a  country  associated  with  the  United  States  in  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  against  overthrow  of  a  duly  constituted  government,  and  so 
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informs  the  Congress,  no  further  military  assistance  under  any  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to  any  Latin  American  country. 

[(b)  To  the  extent  feasible  and  consistent  with  the  other  purposes 
of  this  part,  the  use  of  military  forces  in  less  developed  friendly 
countries  in  the  construction  of  public  works  and  other  activities 
helpful  to  economic  development  shall  be  encouraged.] 

******* 

Sec.  507.  Sales. — -(a)  The  President  may  furnish  defense  articles 
from  the  stocks  of  the  Department  of  Defense  and  defense  services  to 
any  friendly  country  or  international  organization,  without  reim¬ 
bursement  from  funds  made  available  for  use  under  this  part,  if  such 
country  or  international  organization  agrees  to  pay  not  less  than  the 
value  thereof  in  United  States  dollars.  Payment  shall  be  made  in 
advance  or,  as  determined  by  the  President  to  be  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  United  States,  within  a  reasonable  period  not  to  exceed  three 
years  after  the  delivery  of  the  defense  articles,  or  the  provision  of  the 
defense  services.  Notwithstanding  the  -provisions  of  section  6. id (m)  (2) , 
nonexcess  defense  articles  may  be  sold  under  this  subsection  at  the  standard 
price  in  effect  at  the  time  such  articles  are  offered  for  sale  to  the  purchasing 
country  or  international  organization.  For  the  purposes  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  the  value  of  excess  defense  articles  shall  be  not  less  than 

(1)  the  value  specified  in  section  644(m)(l)  plus  the  scrap  value  or 

(2)  the  market  value,  if  ascertainable,  whichever  is  the  greater. 

(b)  The  President  may,  without  requirement  for  charge  to  any 
appropriation  or  contract  authorization  otherwise  provided,  enter  into 
contracts  for  the  procurement  of  defense  articles  or  defense  services  for 
sale  to  any  friendly  country  or  international  organization  if  such  coun¬ 
try  or  international  organization  provides  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  with  a  dependable  undertaki  g  (1)  to  pay  the  full  amount  of 
such  contract  which  will  assure  the  United  States  Government  against 
any  loss  on  the  contract,  and  (2)  to  make  funds  available  in  such 
amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  be  required  to  meet  the  payments 
required  by  the  contract,  and  any  damages  and  costs  that  may  accrue 
from  the  cancellation  of  such  contract,  in  advance  of  the  time  such 
payments,  damages,  or  costs  are  due:  Provided,  That  the  President 
may,  when  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  national  interest,  accept  a 
dependable  undertaking  to  make  full  payment  within  one  hundred  and 
twenty  days  after  delivery  of  the  defense  articles,  or  the  rendering  of 
the  defense  services,  and  appropriations  available  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  may  be  used  to  meet  the  payments  required  by  the  con¬ 
tracts  and  shall  be  reimbursed  by  the  amounts  subsequently  received 
from  the  country  or  international  organization [.]:  Provided  f  urther, 
That  the  President  may,  when  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  national  in¬ 
terest,  enter  into  sales  agreements  with  purchasing  countries  or  interna¬ 
tional  organizations  which  fix  prices  to  be  paid  by  the  purchasing  countries 
or  international  organizations  for  the  defense  articles  or  defense  services 
ordered.  Funds  available  under  this  part  for  financing  sales  shall  be  used 
to  reimburse  the  applicable  appropriations  in  the  amounts  required  by  the 
contracts  which  exceed  the  price  so  fixed,  except  that  such  reimbursement 
shall  not  be  required  upon  determination  by  the  President  that  the  con¬ 
tinued  production  of  the  defense  article  being  sold  is  advantageous  to  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States.  Payments  by  purchasing  countries  or 
international  organizations  which  exceed  the  ainounts  required  by  such 
contracts  shall  be  credited  to  the  account  established  under  section  508. 
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No  sales  of  unclassified  defense  articles  shall  be  made  to  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  any  economically  developed  nation  under  the  provisions  of 
this  subsection  unless  such  articles  are  not  generally  available  for 
purchase  by  such  nations  from  commercial  sources  in  the  United 
States:  Provided ,  however ,  That  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  waive 
the  provisions  of  this  sentence  when  he  determines  that  the  waiver  of 
such  provisions  is  in  the  national  interest. 

Sec.  508.  Reimbursements. — Whenever  funds  made  available  for 
use  under  this  part  have  been  or  are  used  to  furnish  military  assistance 
on  cash  or  credit  terms,  United  States  dollar  repayments,  including 
dollar  proceeds  derived  from  the  sale  of  foreign  currency  repayments 
to  any  agency  or  program  of  the  United  States  Government,  receipts 
received  from  the  disposition  of  evidences  of  indebtedness  and  charges 
(including  fees  and  premiums )  or  interest  collected  shall  be  credited  to 
[the  current  applicable  appropriation]  a  separate  fund  account,  and 
shall  be  available  until  expended  solely  for  the  purpose  of  [furnishing 
further  military  assistance  on  cash  or  credit  terms]  financing  sales 
and  guaranties,  including  the  overhead  costs  thereof,  and,  notwithstanding 
any  provision  of  law  relating  to  receipts  and  credits  accruing  to  the 
United  States  Government,  repayments  in  foreign  currency  may  be 
used  to  carry  out  this  part. 

Sec.  509.  Exchanges  and  Guaranties.— (a)  Defense  articles  or 
defense  services  transferred  to  the  United  States  Government  by  a 
country  or  international  organization  as  payment  for  assistance  fur¬ 
nished  under  this  part  may  be  used  to  carry  out  this  part,  or  may  be 
disposed  of  or  transferred  to  any  agency  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  for  stockpiling  or  other  purposes.  If  such  disposal  or  transfer 
is  made  subject  to  reimbursement,  the  funds  so  received  shall  be 
credited  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  funding  the  cost  of 
the  assistance  furnished  or  to  any  appropriation,  fund,  or  account 
currently  available  for  the  same  general  purpose. 

(b)  In  issuing  guaranties,  insurance,  coinsurance,  and  reinsurance, 
the  President  may  enter  into  contracts  with  exporters,  insurance 
companies,  financial  insitutions,  or  others,  or  groups  thereof,  and 
where  appropriate  may  employ  any  of  the  same  to  act  as  agent  in 
the  issuance  and  servicing  of  such  guaranties,  insurance,  coinsurance, 
and  reinsurance,  and  the  adjustment  of  claims  arising  thereunder. 
Fees  and  premiums  shall  be  charged  in  connection  with  contracts  of 
guaranty,  insurance,  coinsurance,  and  reinsurance  ( excluding  contracts 
with  any  agency  of  the  United  States  Government) .  Obligations  shall 
be  recorded  against  the  funds  available  for  credit  sales  under  this  part 
in  an  amount  not  less  than  25  per  centum  of  the  contractual  liability 
related  to  any  guaranty,  insurance,  coinsurance,  and  reinsurance 
issued  pursuant  to  this  part  and  the  funds  so  obligated  together  with 
fees  and  premiums  shall  constitute  a  single  reserve  for  the  payment  of 
claims  under  such  contracts.  Any  guaranties,  insurance,  coinsurance, 
and  reinsurance  issued  pursuant  to  this  part  shall  be  considered 
contingent  obligations  backed  by  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the 
United  States  of  America. 

Sec.  510.  Special  Authority. — (a)  During  the  fiscal  [year  1965] 
years  1966  and  1967 ,  the  President  may,  if  he  determines  it  to  be  vital 
to  the  security  of  the  United  States,  order  defense  articles  from  the 
stocks  of  the  Department  of  Defense  and  defense  services  for  the 
purposes  of  part  II,  subject  to  subsequent  reimbursement  therefor 
from  subsequent  appropriations  available  for  military  assistance. 
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The  value  of  such  orders  under  this  subsection  [in  the  fiscal  year  19653 
in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  shall  not  exceed  $300,000,000. 
Prompt  notice  of  action  taken  under  this  subsection  shall  be  given  to 
the  Committees  on  Foreign  Relations,  Appropriations,  and  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives. 

(b)  The  Department  of  Defense  is  authorized  to  incur,  in  applicable 
appropriations,  obligations  in  anticipation  of  reimbursements  in 
amounts  equivalent  to  the  value  of  such  orders  under  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section.  Appropriations  to  the  President  of  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  reimburse  the  applicable  appropriation,  fund,  or  ac¬ 
count  for  such  orders  are  hereby  authorized. 

Sec.  512.  Restrictions  on  Military  Aid  to  Africa. — No  military 
assistance  shall  be  furnished  on  a  grant  basis  to  any  country  in  Africa, 
except  for  internal  security  requirements  or  for  [programs  described 
in  section  505(b)  of  this  chapter]  civic  action  requirements,  unless  the 
\  President  determines  otherwise  and  promptly  reports  such  determi- 
/  nation  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  The  value  of  grant  pro¬ 
grams  of  defense  articles  for  African  countries  [in  fiscal  year  1965] 
for  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967,  pursuant  to  any  authority  contained 
in  this  part  other  than  section  507,  shall  not  exceed  $25,000,000  in 
each  such  fiscal  year. 


PART  III 


Chapter  1. — General  Provisions 


Sec.  604.  Procurement. — -(a)  Funds  made  available  under  this 
Act  may  be  used  for  procurement  outside  the  United  States  only  if 
the  President  determines  that  such  procurement  will  not  result  in 
adverse  effects  upon  the  economy  of  the  United  States  or  the  industrial 
mobilization  base,  with  special  reference  to  any  areas  of  labor  surplus 
or  to  the  net  position  of  the  United  States  in  its  balance  of  payments 
with  the  rest  of  the  world,  which  outweigh  the  economic  or  other 
^advantages  to  the  United  States  of  less  costly  procurement  outside 
'the  United  States,  and  only  if  the  price  of  any  commodity  procured 
in  bulk  is  lower  than  the  market  price  prevailing  in  the  United  States 
at  the  time  of  procurement,  adjusted  for  differences  in  the  cost  of 
transportation  to  destination,  quality,  and  terms  of  payment. 

(b)  No  funds  made  available  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  the 
purchase  in  bulk  of  any  commodities  at  prices  higher  than  ( 1 )  the 
market  price  prevailing  in  the  United  States  at  the  time  of  purchase, 
adjusted  for  differences  in  the  cost  of  transportation  to  destination 
quality,  and  terms  of  payment. 

(c)  In  providing  for  the  procurement  of  any  surplus  agricultural 
commodity  for  transfer  by  grant  under  this  Act  to  any  recipient 
country  in  accordance  with  its  requirements,  the  President  shall, 
insofar  as  practicable  and  when  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  authorize  the  procurement  of  such  surplus  agricultural 
commodity  only  within  the  United  States  except  to  the  extent  that 
such  surplus  agricultural  commodity  is  not  available  in  the  United 
States  in  sufficient  quantities  to  supply  emergency  requirements  of 
recipients  under  this  Act. 
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(cl)  In  providing  assistance  in  the  procurement  of  commodities  in 
the  United  States,  United  States  dollars  shall  be  made  available  for 
marine  insurance  on  such  commodities  where  such  insurance  is  placed 
on  a  competive  basis  in  accordance  with  normal  trade  practice  pre¬ 
vailing  prior  to  the  outbreak  of  World  War  II:  Provided,  That  in 
the  event  a  participating  country,  by  statute,  decree,  rule,  or  regula¬ 
tion,  discriminates  against  any  marine  insurance  company  authorized 
to  do  business  in  any  State  of  the  United  States,  then  commodities 
purchased  with  funds  provided  hereunder  and  destined  for  such 
country  shall  be  insured  in  the  United  States  against  marine  risk 
with  a  company  or  companies  authorized  to  do  a  marine  insurance 
business  in  any  State  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  605.  Retention  and  Use  of  IItems]  Certain  Items  and 
Funds. — (a)  Any  commodities  and  defense  articles  procured  to  carry 
out  this  Act  shall  be  retained  by,  or  upon  reimbursement,  transferred  to, 
and  for  the  use  of,  such  agency  of  the  United  States  Government  as  the 
President  may  determine  in  lieu  of  being  disposed  of  to  a  foreign  a 
country  or  international  organization,  whenever  in  the  judgment  of  the  f 
President  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  be  served  thereby, 
or  whenever  such  retention  is  called  for  by  concurrent  resolution.  Any 
commodities  or  defense  articles  so  retained  may  be  disposed  of  without 
regard  to  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the  disposal  of  property  owned 
by  the  United  States  Government,  when  necessary  to  prevent  spoilage 
or  wastage  of  such  commodities  or  defense  articles  or  to  conserve  the 
usefulness  thereof.  Funds  realized  from  any  disposal  or  transfer  shall 
revert  to  the  respective  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  pro¬ 
cure  such  commodities  or  defense  articles  or  to  the  appropriation, 
fund,  or  account  currently  available  for  the  same  general  purpose. 

(b)  Whenever  commodities  are  transferred  to  the  United  States 
Government  as  repayment  of  assistance  under  this  Act,  such  com¬ 
modities  may  be  used  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  and  within  the 
limitations  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Funds  realized  as  a  result  of  any  failure  o  f  a  transaction  financed 

under  authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act  to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  this 
Act,  or  to  applicable  r  ules  and  regu  lations  of  the  United  States  Government, 
or  to  the  terms  of  any  agreement  or  contract  entered  into  under  authority  of 
part  I  of  this  Act,  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  m 
receipts.  % 

(d)  Funds  realized  by  the  United  States  Government  from  the  sale, 
transfer,  or  disposal  of  defense  articles  returned  to  the  United  States 
Government  by  a  recipient  country  or  international  organization  as  no 
longer  needed  for  the  purpose  for  which  furnished  shall  be  deposited  into  the 
Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

******* 

Sec.  611.  Completion  of  Plans  and  Costs  Estimates. — (a)  No 
agreement  or  grant  which  constitutes  an  obligation  of  the  United 
States  Government  in  excess  of  $100,000  under  section  1311  of  the 
Supplemental  Appropriation  Act,  1955,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  200), 
shall  be  made  for  any  assistance  authorized  under  titles  I,  II,  and  VI 
of  chapter  2  and  chapter  4  of  part  I — 

(1)  if  such  agreement  or  grant  requires  substantive  technical 
or  financial  planning,  until  engineering,  financial,  and  other  plans 
necessary  to  carry  out  such  assistance,  and  a  reasonably  firm 
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estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  United  States  Government  of  pro¬ 
viding  such  assistance,  have  been  completed;  and 

(2)  if  such  agreement  or  grant  requires  legislative  action  within 
the  recipient  country,  unless  such  legislative  action  may  reason¬ 
ably  be  anticipated  to  be  completed  in  time  to  permit  the  orderly 
accomplishment  of  the  purposes  of  such  agreement  or  grant  £.]; 
and 

C 3 )  unless  the  chief  of  the  economic  assistance  mission  in  the 
recipient  country  has  certified  in  writing  within  six  months  prior  to 
the  making  of  such  agreement  or  grant  that  the  recipient  country  has 
the  capability  to  utilize  effectively  such  assistance.  In  the  event  that 
such  a  certification  cannot  be  made,  the  assistance  may  be  furnished 
only  upon  specific  advance  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  State  (or, 
upon  appropriate  delegation  of  authority,  by  an  Under  Secretary 
or  Assistant  Secretary  of  State).  The  Secretary  of  State,  or  his 
delegate,  shall  make  a  complete  report  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
.  of  Representatives  and  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  of  each  such  determi¬ 
nation  and  approval  and  the  reasons  therefor. 

(b)  Plans  required  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  for  any  water 
or  related  land  resource  construction  project  or  program  shall  include 
a  computation  of  benefits  and  costs  made  insofar  as  practicable  in 
accordance  with  the  procedures  set  forth  in  the  Memorandum  of  the 
President  dated  May  15,  1962,  with  respect  to  such  computations. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  all  contracts  for  construc¬ 
tion  outside  the  United  States  made  in  connection  with  any  agreement 
or  grant  subject  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  made  on  a 
competitive  basis. 

(d)  Subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  assistance 
furnished  for  the  sole  purpose  of  preparation  of  engineering,  financial, 
and  other  plans. 

Sec.  612.  Use  of  Foreign  Currencies. — (a)  Except  as  otherwise 
provided  in  this  Act  and  other  Acts,  foreign  currencies  received  either 
(1)  as  a  result  of  the  furnishing  of  nonmilitary  assistance  under  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  or  any  Act  repealed 
thereby,  and  unobligated  on  the  date  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
.this  Act,  or  (2)  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of 
Jthe  furnishing  of  nonmilitary  assistance  under  the  Mutual  Security 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  or  any  Act  repealed  thereby,  or  (3)  as  a 
result  of  the  furnishing  of  assistance  under  part  I,  which  are  in  excess 
of  amounts  reserved  under  authority  of  section  105(d)  of  the  Mutual 
Education  and  Cultural  Exchange  Act  of  1961  or  any  other  Act 
relating  to  educational  and  cultural  exchanges,  may  be  sold  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  agencies  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  for  payment  of  their  obligations  outside  the  United  States,  and 
the  United  States  dollars  received  as  reimbursement  shall  be  deposited 
into  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury.  Foreign  currencies  so 
received  which  are  in  excess  of  the  amounts  so  reserved  and  of  the 
requirements  of  the  United  States  Government  in  payment  of  its 
obligations  outside  the  United  States,  as  such  requirements  may  be 
determined  from  time  to  time  by  the  President,  shall  be  available  for 
the  authorized  purposes  of  part  I  in  such  amounts  as  may  be  specified 
from  time  to  time  in  appropriation  Acts. 

[(c)]  (b)  Any  Act  of  the  Congress  making  appropriations  to  carry 
out  programs  under  this  or  any  other  Act  for  United  States  operations 
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abroad  is  hereby  authorized  to  provide  for  the  utilization  of  United 
States-owned  excess  foreign  currencies  to  carry  out  any  such  opera¬ 
tions  authorized  by  law. 

[The  President  shall  take  all  appropriate  steps  to  assure  that,  to 
the  maximum  extent  possible,  United  States-owned  excess  foreign 
currencies  are  utilized,  in  lieu  of  dollars.  As  used  in  this  subsection, 
the  term  “excess  foreign  currencies”  means  foreign  currencies  or 
credits  owned  by  or  owed  to  the  United  States  which  are,  under 
applicable  agreements  with  the  foreign  country  concerned,  available, 
for  the  use  of  the  United  States  Government  and  are  determined  by 
the  President  to  be  excess  to  the  normal  requirements  of  departments 
and  agencies  of  the  United  States  for  such  currencies  or  credits  and 
are  not  prohibited  from  use  under  this  subsection  by  an  agreement 
entered  into  with  the  foreign  country  concerned.] 

The  President  shall  take  all  appropriate  steps  to  assure  that,  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  United  States-owned  foreign  currencies  are 
utilized  in  lieu  of  dollars.  Dollar  funds  made  available  pursuant  to  this 
Act  shall  not  be  expended  for  goods  and  services  when  United  States-owned 
foreign  currencies  are  available  for  such  purposes  unless  the  administra¬ 
tive  official  approving  the  voucher  certifies  as  to  the  reason  for  the  use  of 
dollars  in  each  case. 

Sec.  613.  Accounting,  Valuation,  and  Reporting  and  Admin¬ 
istration  of  Foreign  Currencies. — (a)  Under  the  direction  of  the 
President,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  have  responsibility  for 
valuation  and  central  accounting  with  respect  to  foreign  credits  (in¬ 
cluding  currencies)  owed  to  or  owned  by  the  United  States.  In  order 
to  cany  out  such  responsibility  the  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations 
binding  upon  all  agencies  of  the  Government. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  have  sole  authority  to 
establish  for  all  foreign  currencies  or  credits  the  exchange  rates  at  which 
such  currencies  are  to  be  reported  by  all  agencies  of  the  Government. 

(c)  Each  agency  or  department  shall  report  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  an  inventory  as  of  June  30,  1961,  showing  the  amount  of  all 
foreign  currencies  acquired  without  payment  of  dollars  on  hand  of  each 
of  the  respective  countries,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
consolidate  these  reports  as  of  the  same  date  and  submit  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  this  consolidated  report  broken  down  by  agencies,  by  countries, 
by  units  of  foreign  currencies  and  their  dollar  equivalent.  Thereafter, 
semiannually,  similar  reports  are  to  be  submitted  by  the  agencies  to  the 
Treasury  Department  and  then  presented  to  the  Congress  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

{d)  In  cases  where  assistance  is  to  be  furnished  to  any  recipient  country 
in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  or  any  other  Act  on  a  basis  which  will 
result  in  the  accrual  of  foreign  currency  proceeds  to  the  United  States,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  issue  regulations  requiring  that  agree¬ 
ments,  in  respect  of  such  assistance,  include  provisions  for  the  receipt  of 
interest  income  on  the  foreign  currency  proceeds  deposited  in  authorized 
depositaries  at  a  rate  not  less  favorable  than  the  highest  interest  rate  law¬ 
fully  obtainable  from  the  recipient  country  or  agencies  thereof  in  the 
respective  countries:  Provided,  That  whenever  the  Secretary  of  State  de¬ 
termines  it  not  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  conclude  arrangments  for 
the  receipt  of  interest  income  he  may  waive  the  requirement  thereof:  Pro¬ 
vided  f  urther,  That  the  Secretary  of  State,  or  his  delegate,  shall  promptly 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  19  65  59 

make  a  complete  eport  to  the  Congress  on  each  such  determination  and  the 
reasons  therefor. 

*  ***** 

Sec.  619.  Asistance  to  Newly  Independent  Countries. — 
Assistance  unde  part  I  of  this  Act  to  newly  independent  countries 
shall,  to  the  mamium  extent  appropriate  in  the  circumstances  of  each 
case,  be  furnisbd  through  multilateral  organizations  or  in  accordance 
with  multilaten  plans,  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  with  due  regard 
to  self-help. 

Sec.  620.  Pohibitions  Against  Furnishing  Assistance  to 
Cuba  and  Certin  Other  Countries. — (a)(1)  No  assistance  shall  be 
furnished  under  lis  Act  to  the  present  government  of  Cuba;  nor  shall 
any  such  assist  nee  be  furnished  to  any  country  which  furnishes 
assistance  to  th  present  government  of  Cuba  unless  the  President 
determines  tha  :  such  assistance  is  in  the  national  interest  of  the 
United  States,  .s  an  additional  means  of  implementing  and  carrying 
into  effect  the  olicy  of  the  preceding  sentence,  the  President  is 
authorized  to  ee&blish  and  maintain  a  total  embargo  upon  all  trade 
between  the  Umed  States  and  Cuba. 

(2)  Except  a  may  be  deemed  necessary  by  the  President  in  the 
interest  of  the  hiited  States,  no  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under 
this  Act  to  any  rovernment  of  Cuba,  nor  shall  Cuba  be  entitled  to 
receive  any  quoa  authorizing  the  importation  of  Cuban  sugar  into 
the  United  State  or  to  receive  any  other  benefit  under  any  law  of  the 
United  States,  util  the  President  determines  that  such  government 
has  taken  appreciate  steps  according  to  international  law  standards 
to  return  to  Umed  States  citizens,  and  to  entities  not  less  than  50 
per  centum  benacally  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  or  to  provide 
equitable  composation  to  such  citizens  and  entities  for  property 
taken  from  such  itizens  and  entities  on  or  after  January  1,  1959,  by 
the  Government  f  Cuba. 

(3)  No  funds  athorized  to  be  made  available  under  this  Act  (except 
under  section  21)  shall  be  used  to  furnish  assistance  to  any  country 
which  has  failed  ;i>  take  appropriate  steps,  not  later  than  60  days  after 
the  date  of  enactnent  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1963 — 

(A)  to  prvent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  from  trans¬ 
porting  to  tuba  (other  than  to  United  States  installations  in 
Cuba) — 

(i)  air  items  of  economic  assistance, 

(ii)  ay  items  which  are,  for  the  purposes  of  title  I  of  the 
Mutuallefense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951,  as  amended, 
arms,  aimunition  and  implements  of  war,  atomic  energy 
material,  petroleum,  transportation  materials  of  strategic 
value,  o  items  of  primary  strategic  significance  used  in  the 
productin  of  arms,  ammunition,  and  implements  of  war,  or 

(iii)  ay  other  equipment,  materials,  or  commodities,  so 
long  as  tuba  is  governed  by  the  Castro  regime;  and 

(B)  to  preent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  from  trans¬ 
porting  any  quipment,  materials,  or  commodities  from  Cuba 
(other  than  fom  United  States  installations  in  Cuba)  so  long  as 
Cuba  is  govened  by  the  Castro  regime. 

(b)  No  assistace  shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act  to  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  any  coun’T  unless  the  President  determines  that  such  country 
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is  not  dominated  or  controlled  by  the  international  Communist  move¬ 
ment. 

(c)  No  assistance  shall  be  provided  under  this  Act  to  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  any  country  which  is  indebted  to  any  United  States  citizen 
or  person  for  goods  or  services  furnished  or  ordered  where  (i)  such 
citizen  or  person  has  exhausted  available  legal  remedies,  which  shall 
include  arbitration,  or  (ii)  the  debt  is  not  denied  or  contested  by  such 
government,  or  (iii)  such  indebtedness  arises  under  an  unconditional 
guaranty  of  payment  given  by  such  government,  or  any  predecessor 
government,  directly  or  indirectly,  through  any  controlled  entity: 
Provided,  That  the  President  does  not  find  such  action  contraiy  to  the 
national  security. 

(d)  No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  section  201  of  this  Act 
for  construction  or  operation  of  any  productive  enterprise  in  any 
country  where  such  enterprise  will  compete  with  United  States  enter¬ 
prise  unless  such  country  has  agreed  that  it  will  establish  appropriate 
procedures  to  prevent  the  exportation  for  use  or  consumption  hi  the 
United  States  of  more  than  twenty  per  centum  of  the  annual  produc¬ 
tion  of  such  facility  during  the  life  of  the  loan.  In  case  of  failure  to 
implement  such  agreement  by  the  other  contracting  party,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  authorized  to  establish  necessary  import  controls  to  effectuate 
the  agreement.  The  restrictions  imposed  by  or  pursuant  to  this  sub¬ 
section  may  be  waived  by  the  President  where  he  determines  that  such 
waiver  is  in  the  national  security  interest. 

(e)  (1)  The  President  shall  suspend  assistance  to  the  government 
of  any  country  to  which  assistance  is  provided  under  this  or  any  other 
Act  when  the  government  of  such  country  or  any  government  agency 
or  subdivision  within  such  country  on  or  after  January  1,  1962 — - 

(A)  has  nationalized  or  expropriated  or  seized  ownership  or 
control  of  property  owned  by  any  United  States  citizen  or  by  any 
corporation,  partnership,  or  association  not  less  than  50  per 
centum  beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  or 

(B)  has  taken  steps  to  repudiate  or  nullify  existing  contracts 
or  agreements  with  any  United  States  citizen  or  any  corporation, 
partnership,  or  association  not  less  than  50  per  centum  benefi¬ 
cially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  or 

(C)  has  imposed  or  enforced  discriminatory  taxes  or  other 
exactions,  or  restrictive  maintenance  or  operational  conditions, 
or  has  taken  other  actions,  which  have  the  effect  of  nationalizing, 
expropriating,  or  otherwise  seizing  ownership  or  control  of  prop¬ 
erty  so  owned, 

and  such  country,  government  agency,  or  government  subdivision 
fails  within  a  reasonable  time  (not  more  than  six  months  after  such 
action,  or,  in  the  event  of  a  referral  to  the  Foreign  Claims  Settlement 
Commission  of  the  United  States  within  such  period  as  provided  here¬ 
in,  not  more  than  twenty  days  after  the  report  of  the  Commission  is 
received)  to  take  appropriate  steps,  which  may  include  arbitration, 
to  discharge  its  obligations  under  international  law  toward  such 
citizen  or  entity,  including  speedy  compensation  for  such  property  in 
convertible  foreign  exchange,  equivalent  to  the  full  value  thereof,  as 
required  by  international  law,  or  fails  to  take  steps  designed  to  pro¬ 
vide  relief  from  such  taxes,  exactions,  or  conditions,  as  the  case  may 
be;  and  such  suspension  shall  continue  until  the  President  is  satisfied 
that  appropriate  steps  are  being  taken,  and  no  other  provision  of  this 
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Act  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  the  President  to  waive  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection. 

Upon  request  of  the  President  (within  seventy  days  after  such 
action  referred  to  in  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  or  (C)  of  paragraph  (1) 
of  this  subsection),  the  Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission  of  the 
United  States  (established  pursuant  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
of  1954,  68  Stat.  1279)  is  hereby  authorized  to  evaluate  expropriated 
property,  determining  the  full  value  of  any  property  nationalized, 
expropriated,  or  seized,  or  subject  to  discriminatory  or  other  actions 
as  aforesaid,  for  purposes  of  this  subsection  and  to  render  an  advisory 
report  to  the  President  within  ninety  days  after  such  request.  Unless 
authorized  by  the  President,  the  Commission  shall  not  publish  its 
advisory  report  except  to  the  citizen  or  entity  owning  such  property. 
There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amount,  to  remain 
available  until  expended,  as  may  be  necessary  from  time  to  time  to 
enable  the  Commission  to  carry  out  expeditiously  its  functions  under 
this  subsection. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  no  court  in  the 
United  States  shall  decline  on  the  ground  of  the  federal  act  of  state 
doctrine  to  make  a  determination  on  the  merits  giving  effect  to  the 
principles  of  international  law  in  a  case  in  which  a  claim  of  title  or 
other  right  to  property  is  asserted  by  any  part  including  a  foreign  state 
(or  a  party  claiming  through  such  state)  based  upon  (or  traced 
through)  a  confiscation  or  other  taking  after  January  1,  1959,  by  an 
act  of  that  state  in  violation  of  the  principles  of  international  law, 
including  the  principles  of  compensation  and  the  other  standards  set 
out  in  this  subsection:  Provided ,  That  this  subparagraph  shall  not  be 
applicable  (1)  in  any  case  in  which  an  act  of  a  foreign  state  is  not 
contrary  to  international  law  or  with  respect  to  a  claim  of  title  or 
other  right  to  property  acquired  pursuant  to  an  irrevocable  letter  of 
credit  of  not  more  than  180  days  duration  issued  in  good  faith  prior 
to  the  time  of  the  confiscation  or  other  taking,  or  (2)  in  any  case  with 
respect  to  which  the  President  determines  that  application  of  the  act 
of  state  doctrine  is  required  in  that  particular  case  by  the  foreign 
policy  interests  of  the  United  States  and  a  suggestion  to  this  effect  is 
filed  on  his  behalf  in  that  case  with  the  court  [,  or  (3)  in  any  case  in 
which  the  proceedings  are  commenced  after  January  1,  1966]. 

(f)  No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act,  as  amended, 
(except  section  214(b))  to  any  Communist  country.  This  restriction 
may  not  be  waived  pursuant  to  any  authority  contained  in  this  Act 
unless  the  President  finds  and  promptly  reports  to  Congress  that: 

(1)  such  assistance  is  vital  to  the  security  of  the  United  States; 

(2)  the  recipient  country  is  not  controlled  by  the  international  Com¬ 
munist  conspiracy;  and  (3)  such  assistance  will  further  promote  the 
independence  of  the  recipient  country  from  international  communism. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  phrase  “Communist  country” 
shall  include  specifically,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following  countries : 

Peoples  Republic  of  Albania, 

Peoples  Republic  of  Bulgaria, 

Peoples  Republic  of  China, 

Czechoslovak  Socialist  Republic, 

German  Democratic  Republic  (East  Germany), 

Estonia, 

Hungarian  Peoples  Republic, 

Lativia, 
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Lithuania, 

North  Korean  Peoples  Republic, 

North  Vietnam, 

Outer  Mongolia-Mongolian  Peoples  Republic, 

Polish  Peoples  Republic, 

Rumanian  Peoples  Republic, 

Tibet, 

Federal  Peoples  Republic  of  Yugoslavia, 

Cuba,  and 

Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics  (including  its  captive 
constituent  republics) . 

(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  no  monetary 
assistance  shall  be  made  available  under  this  Act  to  any  government  or 
political  subdivision  or  agency  of  such  government  which  will  be  used 
to  compensate  owners  for  expropriated  or  nationalized  property  and, 
upon  finding  by  the  President  that  such  assistance  has  been  used  by 
any  government  for  such  prupose,  no  further  assistance  under  this 
Act  shall  be  furnished  to  such  government  until  appropriate  reim¬ 
bursement  is  made  to  the  United  States  for  sums  so  diverted. 

(h)  The  President  shall  adopt  regulations  and  establish  procedures 
to  insure  that  United  States  foreign  aid  is  not  used  in  a  manner  which, 
contrary  to  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States,  promotes  or  assists 
the  foreign  aid  projects  or  activities  of  the  Communits-bloc  countries. 

(i)  No  assistance  shall  be  provided  under  this  or  any  other  Act,  and 
no  sales  shall  be  made  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  to  any  country  which  the  President  determines 
is  engaging  in  or  preparing  for  agressive  military  efforts  directed 
against — 

(1)  the  United  States, 

(2)  any  country  receiving  assistance  under  this  or  any  other 
Act,  or 

(3)  any  country  to  which  sales  are  made  under  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 

until  the  President  determines  that  such  military  efforts  or  prepara¬ 
tions  have  ceased  and  he  reports  to  the  Congress  that  he  has  received 
assurances  satisfactory  to  him  that  such  military  efforts  or  preparations 
will  not  be  renewed.  This  restriction  may  not  be  waived  pursuant 
to  any  authority  contained  in  this  Act. 

(j)  No  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to  Indonesia 
unless  the  President  determines  that  the  furnishing  of  such  assistance 
is  essential  to  the  national  interest  of  the  United  States.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  and  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  fully  and  currently  informed  of  any  assistance 
furnished  to  Indonesia  under  this  Act. 

(k)  Until  the  enactment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965  or 
other  general  legislation,  during  the  calendar  year  1965,  authorizing 
additional  appropriations  to  carry  out  programs  of  assistance  under 
this  Act,  no  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act  to  any  country 
for  construction  of  any  productive  enterprise  with  respect  to  which  the 
aggregate  value  of  such  assistance  to  be  furnished  by  the  United 
States  will  exceed  $100,000,000.  No  other  provision  of  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  to  authorize  the  President  to  waive  the  provisions 
of  this  subsection. 
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(l)  No  assistance  shall  be  provided  under  this  Act  after  [December 
31,  1965]  June  30,  1967,  to  the  government  of  any  less  developed 
country  which  has  failed  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  President 
to  institute  the  investment  guaranty  program  under  section  221(b)(1) 
of  this  Act,  providing  protection  against  the  specific  risks  of  incon¬ 
vertibility  under  subparagraph  (A),  and  expropriation  or  confiscation 
under  subparagraph  (B),  of  such  section  221(b)(1). 

(m)  No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  on  a  grant  basis  under  this  Act 
to  any  economically  developed  nation  capable  of  sustaining  its  own 
defense  burden  and  economic  growth,  except  (1)  to  fulfill  firm  com¬ 
mitments  made  prior  to  July  1,  1963,  or  (2)  additional  orientation  and 
training  expenses  under  part  II  hereof  during  each  fiscal  year  in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $500,000. 

Chapter  2 — Administrative  Provisions 
******* 

Sec.  624.  Statutory  Officer. — (a)  The  President  may  appoint, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  twelve  officers  in 
the  agency  primarily  responsible  for  administering  part  I,  *  *  * 
[Repealed — 1 964] 

(1)  *  *  *  [Repealed — 1964] 

(2)  *  *  *  [Repealed — 1964] 

(3)  *  *  *  [Repealed — 1964]  and  in  the  selection  of  one  of  such 
persons  due  consideration  shall  be  given  to  persons  qualified  as 
professional  engineers. 

(b)  Within  the  limitations  established  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  the  President  may  fix  the  rate  of  compensation,  and  may 
designate  the  title  of,  any  officer  appointed  pursuant  to  the  authority 
contained  in  that  subsection.  The  President  may  also  fix  the  order 
of  succession  among  the  officers  provided  for  in  [paragraph  (3)  of] 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  in  the  event  of  the  absence,  death, 
resignation,  or  disability  [of  the  officers  provided  for  in  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of  that  subsection]  oj  one  or  more  oj  said  officers. 

******* 

(d)(i)  *  *  * 

(2)  *  *  * 

(A)  He  shall  arrange  for,  direct  or  conduct  such  reviews, 
inspections  and  audits  of  programs  being  conducted  under  part  I 
of  this  Act  and  of  the  Peace  Corps,  and  programs  being  conducted 
by  United  States  Government  agencies  under  [Public  Law 
86-735]  the  Latin  American  Development  Act,  as  amended,  as  he 
considers  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  efficiency 
and  the  economy  of  their  administration,  their  consonance  with 
the  foreign  policy  of  the  United  States,  and  the  attainment  of 
their  objectives. 

******* 

(5)  For  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  carrying  out  his  duties  under  this 
Act,  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  shall  have  access  to 
all  records,  reports,  audits,  reviews,  documents,  papers,  recommenda¬ 
tions,  or  other  material  of  the  agencies  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  administering  part  I  or  II  of  this  Act,  and  [Public  Law  86-735], 
the  Latin  American  Development  Act,  as  amended,  the  Peace  Corps  or  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended.  All  agencies  of  the  United  States  Government  shall  coop¬ 
erate  with  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  and  shall  furnish 
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assistance  upon  request  to  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance,  in  aid  of  his  responsibilities. 

******* 

(7)  Expenses  of  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  with 
respect  to  programs  under  part  I  or  II  of  this  Act,  and  [ Public  Law 
86-8353  the  Latin  American  Development  Act,  as  amended  and  the 
Peace  Corps  shall  be  charged  to  the  appropriations  made  to  carry 
out  such  programs,  and  with  respect  to  programs  under  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
shall  be  charged  to  funds  available  under  the  authority  of  this  Act:  *  *  * 
Sec.  625.  Employment  of  Personnel. — - 

******* 

(d)  For  the  purpose  of  performing  functions  under  this  Act  outside 
the  United  States  the  President  may— 

(1)  employ  or  assign  persons,  or  authorize  the  employment  o^i-, 
assignment  of  officers  or  employees  by  agencies  of  the  Unitec" 
States  Government,  who  shall  receive  compensation  at  any  of 
the  rates  provided  for  the  Foreign  Service  Reserve  and  Stall  by 
the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  801 
et  seq.),  together  with  allowances,  and  benefits  thereunder;  and 
persons  so  employed  or  assigned  shall  be  entitled,  except  to  the 
extent  that  the  President  may  specify  otherwise  in  cases  in  which 
the  period  of  employment  or  assignment  exceeds  thirty  months, 
to  the  same  benefits  as  are  provided  by  section  528  of  that  Act 
for  persons  appointed  to  the  Foreign  Service  Reserve,  and  the 
provisions  of  section  1005  of  that  Act  shall  apply  in  the  case  of 
such  persons,  except  that  policymaking  officials  shall  not  be 
subject  to  that  part  of  section  1005  of  that  Act  which  prohibits 
political  tests;  and 

(2)  utilize  such  authority,  including  authority  to  appoint  and 
assign  personnel  for  the  duration  of  operations  under  this  Act, 
contained  in  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended,  as  the 
President  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  functions  under  this  Act; 
and  such  provisions  of  the  Foreign  Servic?  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 
as  the  President  deems  appropriate  shall  apply  to  personnel  ap-gl 
pointment  or  assigned  under  this  paragraph,  including  in  all  cases™ 
the  provisions  of  section  528  of  that  Act:  Provided ,  however,  That 
the  President  may  by  regulation  make  exceptions  to  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  section  528  in  cases  in  which  the  period  of  apoointment  or 
assignment  exceeds  thirty  months :  Provided,  further,  That  Foreign 
Service  Reserve  officers  appointed  or  assigned  pursuant  to  this 
paragraph  shall  receive  within-class  salary  increases  in  accordance 
with  such  regulations  as  the  President  may  prescribe.  Provided 
further,  That,  whenever  the  President  determines  it  to  be  impor¬ 
tant  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  President  may  initially 
assign  personnel  under  this  paragraph  for  duty  within  the  United 
States  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  two  years  for  the  purpose  of 
preparation  for  assignment  outside  the  United  States;  however, 
the  authority  contained  in  this  proviso  may  not  be  exercised  with 
respect  to  the  assignment  to  such  duty  of  more  than  ([twenty] 
thirty  persons  at  any  one  time. 

Sec.  .626.  Experts,  Consultants,  and  Retired  Officers. — 
(a)  Experts  and  consultants  or  organizations  thereof  may,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C. 
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55a),  be  employed  for  the  performance  of  functions  under  this  Act, 
and  individuals  so  employed  may  be  compensated  at  rates  not  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $100  per  diem,  and  while  away  from  their  homes  or  regular 
places  of  business,  they  may  be  paid  actual  travel  expenses  and  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  at  the  applicable  rate  prescribed  in  the 
standardized  Government  travel  regulations,  as  amended  from  time 
to  time.  Contracts  for  such  employment  with  such  organizations, 
employment  of  personnel  as  experts  and  consultants,  not  to  exceed 
ten  in  number,  contracts  for  such  employment  of  retired  military  per¬ 
sonnel  with  specialized  research  and  development  experience,  not  to 
exceed  ten  in  number,  and  contracts  for  such  employment  of  retired 
military  personnel  with  specialized  experience  of  a  broad  politico- 
military  nature,  not  to  exceed  five  in  number,  may  be  renewed 
annually. 

(b)  Service  of  an  individual  as  an  expert  or  consultant  under 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  not  be  considered  as  employment 
or  holding  of  office  or  position  bringing  such  individual  within  the 
provisions  of  section  13  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  2263),  section  872  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of 
1946,  as  amended,  or  any  other  law  limiting  the  reemployment  of 
retired  officers  or  employees  or  governing  the  simultaneous  receipt  of 
compensation  and  retired  pay  or  annuities,  subject  to  section  201  of 
the  Dual  Compensation  Act. 

[(d)  J(c)  Persons  of  outstanding  experience  and  ability  may  be 
employed  without  compensation  by  any  agency  of  the  United  States 
Government  for  the  performance  of  functions  under  this  Act  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  710(b)  of  the  Defense  Produc¬ 
tion  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  (50  U.S.C.  App.  2160(b)),  and  regula¬ 
tions  issued  thereunder. 

Sec.  630.  Terms  of  Detail  or  Assignment. — Details  or  assign¬ 
ments  may  be  made  under  section  627  or  628  of  this  Act  or  section 
408  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended— 

(1)  without  reimbursement  to  the  United  States  Government 
by  the  foreign  government  or  international  organization ; 

(2)  upon  agreement  by  the  foreign  government  or  international 
organization,  to  reimburse  the  United  States  Government  for 
compensation,  travel  expenses,  benefits  and  allowances,  or  any 
part  thereof,  payable  to  the  officer  or  employee  concerned  during 
the  period  of  assignment  or  detail;  and  such  reimbursements 
(including  foreign  currencies)  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion,  fund,  or  account  utilized  for  paying  such  compensation, 
travel  expenses,  or  allowances,  or  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or 
account  currently  available  for  such  purposes; 

(3)  upon  an  advance  of  funds,  property,  or  services  by  the 
foreign  government  or  international  organization  to  the  United 
States  Government  accepted  with  the  approval  of  the  President 
for  specified  uses  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act;  and 
funds  so  advanced  may  be  established  as  a  separate  fund  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  Government,  to  be  available  for 
the  specified  uses,  and  to  be  used  for  reimbursement  of  appro¬ 
priations  or  direct  expenditure  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  any  unexpended  balance  of  such  account  to  be  returned  to 
the  foreign  government  or  international  organization;  or 

(4)  subject  to  the  receipt  by  the  United  States  Government  of 
a  credit  to  be  applied  against  the  payment  by  the  United  States 
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Government  of  its  share  of  the  expenses  of  the  international 
organization  to  which  the  officer  or  employee  is  detailed  or 
assigned,  such  credit  to  be  based  upon  the  compensation,  travel 
expenses,  benefits  and  allowances,  or  any  part  thereof,  payable 
to  such  officer  or  employee  during  the  period  of  detail  or  assign¬ 
ment  in  accordance  with  section  629. 

Sec.  631.  Missions  and  Staffs  Abroad. — (a)  The  President  may 
maintain  special  missions  or  staff's  outside  the  United  States  in  such 
countries  and  for  such  periods  of  time  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  Act.  Each  such  special  mission  or  staff 
shall  be  under  the  direction  of  a  chief. 

(b)  The  chief  and  his  deputy  of  each  special  mission  or  staff  carrying- 
out  the  purposes  of  part  I  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President,  and 
may,  notwithstanding  any  other  law,  be  removed  by  the  President 
at  his  discretion.  Such  chief  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  (1)  in  cases 
approved  by  the  President,  the  same  compensation  and  allowances 
as  a  chief  of  mission,  class  3,  or  a  chief  of  mission,  class  4,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended,  or  (2) 
compensation  and  allowances  in  accordance  with  section  625(d),  as 
the  President  shall  determine  to  be  appropriate. 

(c)  The  President  may  appoint  any  United  States  citizen  who  is 
not  an  employee  of  the  United  States  Government  or  may  assign 
any  United  States  citizen  who  is  a  United  States  Government  employee 
to  serve  as  Chairman  of  the  Development  Assistance  Committee  or 
any  successor  committee  thereto  of  the  Organization  for  Economic 
Cooperation  and  Development  upon  election  thereto  by  members  of 
said  Committee,  and,  in  his  discretion,  may  terminate  such  appoint¬ 
ment  or  assignment,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 
Such  person  may  receive  such  compensation  and  allowances  as  are 
authorized  by  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended,  not  to 
exceed  those  authorized  for  a  chief  of  mission,  class  2,  within  the 
meaning  of  said  Act,  as  the  President  may  determine.  Such  person 
may  also,  in  the  President’s  discretion,  receive  any  other  benefits 
and  perquisites  available  under  this  Act  to  chiefs  of  special  missions 
or  staffs  outside  the  United  States  established  under  this  section. 

( d )  In  any  case  in  which  the  cost  of  assistance  programmed  for  any 
country  under  this  Act  for  any  hscal.  year  does  not  exceed  $1 ,000,000, 
such  assistance  shall  be  administered  in  such  country  under  the  direction 
of  the  Chief  of  the  United  States  Diplomatic  Mission  by  the  principal 
economic  officer  of  the  mission  in  the  case  of  assistance  under  part  I, 
and  by  the  senior  military  oificer  of  the  mission  in  the  case  of  assistance 
under  part  II. 

******* 

Sec.  635.  General  Authorities. — *  *  * 

(g)  In  making  loans  and  sales  under  this  Act,  the  President — 

(1)  may  issue  letters  of  credit  and  letters  of  commitment; 

(2)  may  collect  or  compromise  any  obligations  assigned  to,  or 
held  by,  any  legal  or  equitable  rights  accruing  to  him,  and,  as  he 
may  determine,  refer  any  such  obligations  or  rights  to  the 
Attorney  General  for  suit  or  collection; 

(3)  may  acquire  and  dispose  of,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  he  may  determine,  any  property,  including  any  instrument 
evidencing  indebtedness  or  ownership  (provided  that  equity 
securities  may  not  be  directly  purchased  although  such  securities 
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may  be  acquired  by  other  means  such  as  by  exercise  of  conversion 
rights  or  through  enforcement  of  liens  or  pledges  or  otherwise  to 
satisfy  a  previously  incurred  indebtedness),  and  guarantee  pay¬ 
ment  against  any  such  instrument ; 

(4)  may  determine  the  character  of,  and  necessity  for,  obliga¬ 
tions,  and  expenditures  of  funds  used  in  making  such  loans  and 
the  manner  in  which  they  shall  be  incurred,  allowed,  and  paid, 
subject  to  provisions  of  law  specifically  applicable  to  corporations 
of  the  United  States  Government ;  and 

(5)  shall  cause  to  be  maintained  an  integral  set  of  accounts 
which  shall  be  audited  by  the  General  Accounting  Office  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  principles  and  procedures  applicable  to  commercial 
corporate  transactions  as  provided  by  the  Government  Corpora¬ 
tion  Control  Act,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  841  et  seq.) 

******** 


Sec.  636.  Provisions  on  Uses  of  Funds. — 


(e)  Funds  available  under  this  Act  (other  than  title  I  of  chapter 
2  of  part  I)  may  be  used  to  pay  costs  of  training  United  States 
citizen  personnel  employed  or  assigned  pursuant  to  section 
625(d)(2)  (through  interchange  or  otherwise)  at  any  State  or 
local  unit  of  government,  public  or  private  nonprofit  institution, 
trade,  labor,  agricultural,  or  scientific  association  or  organization, 
or  commercial  firm;  ancl  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  84-918 
(7  U.S.C.  1881  et  seq.)  may  be  used  to  carry  out  the  foregoing 
authority  not  withstanding  that  interchange  of  personnel  may 
not  be  involved  or  that  the  training  may  not  take  place  at  the 
institutions  specified  in  that  Act.  Such  training  shall  not  be 
considered  employment  or  holding  of  office  under  [section  2  of 
the  Act  of  July  31,  1894,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  62)]  section  801 
of  the  Dual  Compensation  Act  ( 5  U.S.C.  8105),  and  any  payments 
or  contributions  in  connection  therewith  may,  as  deemed  appro¬ 
priate  by  the  head  of  the  agency  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  authorizing  such  training,  be  made  by  private  or  public 
sources  and  be  accepted  by  any  trainee,  or  may  be  accepted  by 
and  credited  to  the  current  applicable  appropriation  of  such 
agency:  Provided,  however,  That  any  such  payments  to  any 
employee  in  the  nature  of  compensation  shall  be  in  lieu,  or  in 
reduction,  of  compensation  received  from  the  United  States 
Government. 

(f)  Funds  made  available  under  section  212  may  be  used  for 
expenses  (other  than  those  provided  for  under  section  637(a)) 
to  assist  in  carrying  out  functions  under  title  I  of  chapter  2  of 
part  I,  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1691  et  seq.),  and  under  the 
[Act  to  provide  for  assistance  in  the  development  of  Latin 
America  and  in  the  reconstruction  of  Chile,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses]  Latin  American  Development  Act,  as  amended  (22  U.S.C. 
1942  et  seq.),  performed  by  the  agency  primarily  responsible  for 
administering  part  I. 


Sec.  637.  Administrative  Expenses. — (a)  There  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President  [for  the  fiscal  year  1965  not 
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to  exceed  $52,500,0003  for  necessary  administrative  expenses  of 
the  agency  primarily  responsible  for  administering  part  I,  $55,240,000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967 . 

(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts  as 
may  be  necessary  from  time  to  time  for  administrative  expenses  which 
are'incurred  for  functions  of  the  Department  of  State  under  this  Act 
and  unrepealed  provisions  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  or  for  normal  functions  of  the  Department  of  State  which 
relate  to  such  functions. 

Sec.  638.  Peace  Corps  Assistance. — No  provision  of  this  Act  shall 
be  construed  to  prohibit  assistance  to  any  country  pursuant  to  the 
Peace  Corps  Act,  as  amended;  the  Mutual  Educational  and  Cultural 
Exchange  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  or  the  Export-Import  Bank  Act 
of  1945,  as  amended.  jj[;  or  famine  or  disaster  relief,  including  such 
relief  through  voluntary  agencies,  under  title  II  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended. 3 

Sec.  639.  Famine  and  Disaster  Belief. — No  provision  of  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  assistance  to  any  country  for  relief  from 
famine  or  other  natural  disasters. 

Sec.  640.  Military  Sales. — Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  part  II 
of  this  Act,  no  provision  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  sale, 
exchange,  or  the  guaranty  of  a  sale,  of  defense  articles  or  defense  services 
to  any  friendly  country  or  international  organization  if  the  President 
shall  have  found,  pursuant  to  section  503,  that  the  assisting  of  such  country 
or  organization  will  strengthen  the  security  of  the  United  States  and 
promote  world  peace. 

Chapter  3 — Miscellaneous  Provisions 

Sec.  641.  Effective  Date  and  Identification  of  Programs. — 
This  Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  its  enactment.  Programs 
under  this  Act  shall  be  identified  appropriately  overseas  as  “American 
Aid”. 

Sec.  642.  Statutes  Repealed. — (a)  There  are  hereby  repealed — 

(1)  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered  7  of  1953; 

(2)  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (except 
sections  p43j  402,  408,  414,  417,  502(a),  502(b),  514,  523(d), 
and  536)  [:  Provided,  That  until  the  enactment  of  legislation 
authorizing  and  appropriating  funds  for  activities  heretofore 
carried  on  pursuant  to  sections  405(a),  405(c),  405(d),  and  451(c) 
of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  such  activities 
may  be  continued  with  funds  made  available  under  section  451(a) 
of  this  Act  3 ; 

(3)  section  12  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1955; 

(4)  sections  12,  13,  and  14  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1956; 

(5)  section  503  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1958; 

(6)  section  108  of  the  Mutual  Security  Appropriation  Act,. 
1959; 

(7)  section  501(a),  chapter  VI,  and  sections  702  and  703  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1959,  as  amended,  and 

(8)  section  604  and  chapter  VIII  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of 
1960. 

(b)  References  in  law  to  the  Acts,  or  provisions  of  such  Acts, 
repealed  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  hereafter  be  deemed  to 
be  references  to  this  Act  or  appropriate  provisions  of  this  Act. 
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(c)  The  repeal  of  the  Acts  listed  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
not  be  deemed  to  affect  amendments  contained  in  such  Acts  to  Acts  not 
named  in  that  subsection. 

******* 

Sec.  644.  Definitions. — As  used  in  this  Act — 

******* 

(g)  "Excess  defense  articles”  means  the  quantity  of  defense  articles 
owned  by  the  United  States  Government,  and  not  procured  in  antici¬ 
pation  of  military  assistance  or  sales  requirements,  or  pursuant  to  a 
military  assistance  or  sales  order,  which  is  in  excess  of  the  mobilization 
reserve  at  the  time  such  articles  are  dropped  from  inventory  by  the 
supplying  agency  for  delivery  to  countries  or  international  organiza¬ 
tions  [as  grant  assistance]  under  this  Act. 

******* 

(m)  “Value”  means — - 

(1)  with  respect  to  excess  defense  articles,  the  gross  cost  in¬ 
curred  by  the  United  States  Government  in  repairing,  rehabili¬ 
tating,  or  modifying  such  articles; 

(2)  with  respect  to  nonexcess  defense  articles  delivered  from 
inventory  to  countries  or  international  organizations  under  this 
Act,  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time  such  articles  are 
dropped  from  inventory  by  the  supplying  agency.  [Such  price 
shall  be  the  same  standard  price!  Such  standard  price  shall  be 
the  same  price  ( including  authorized  reduced  prices)  used  for  trans¬ 
fers  or  sales  of  such  articles  in  or  between  the  Armed  Forces  of 
the  United  States  Government,  or,  where  such  articles  are  not 
transferred  or  sold  in  or  between  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States,  the  gross  cost  to  the  United  States  Government  adjusted 
as  appropriate  for  condition  and  market  value;  and 

(3)  with  respect  to  nonexcess  defense  articles  delivered  from 
new  procurement  to  countries  or  international  organizations  under 
this  Act,  the  contract  of  production  costs  of  such  articles. 

Military  assistance  and  sales  programs  and  orders  shall  be  based  upon 
the  best  estimates  of  stock  status  and  prevailing  prices;  reimburse¬ 
ments  to  the  supplying  agency  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the  stock 
status  and  prices  determined  pursuant  to  this  section.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  may  prescribe  regulations  authorizing  reimbursements  to  the 
supplying  agency  based  on  negotiated  prices  for  aircraft,  vessels, 
plant  equipment,  and  such  other  major  items  as  he  may  specify:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  such  articles  are  not  excess  at  the  time  such  prices  are 
negotiated :  Provided  further,  That  such  prices  are  negotiated  at  the 
time  firm  orders  are  placed  with  the  supplying  agency  [by  the  military 
assistance  program]. 

Sec.  645.  Unexpended  Balances.- — Unexpended  balances  of 
funds  made  available  pursuant  to  this  Act,  the  Mutual  Security  Act 
of  1954,  as  amended  or  [Public  Law  86-735]  the  Latin  American 
Development  Act,  as  amended,  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  continued 
available  for  the  general  purposes  for  which  appropriated,  and  may  at 
any  time  be  consolidated,  and,  in  addition,  may  be  consolidated  with 
appropriations  made  available  for  the  same  general  purposes  under 
the  authority  of  this  Act. 
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PROGRAMS  FOR  FISCAL  YEARS  BEGINNING  AFTER  JUNE  SO,  1967 


Sec.  701.  Termination  of  Existing  Programs. — Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  no  assistance  shall  be  furnished  pursuant  to 
this  Act  or  pursuant  to  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  or  any  extension  thereof,  to  any 
country  or  area  ( or  enterprise  therein)  subsequent  to  June  30,  1967. 

Sec.  702.  Proposals  for  Future  Programs. — The  President  is 
requested  to  submit  to  the  Congress,  on  or  before  July  1,  1966,  his  recom¬ 
mendations,  including  legislative  proposals  designed  to  carry  out  such 
recommendations,  for  such  future  foreign  assistance  programs  as  may  be 
necessary  and  appropriate  in  the  national  interest  and  taking  into 
account  the  principles  set  forth  in  section  703. 

Sec.  70S.  Principles  To  Be  Taken  Into  Account  in  Proposals 
for  Future  Programs. — (a)  In  the  formulation  and  submission  to  the  #• 
Congress  of  proposals  for  foreign  assistance  for  fiscal  years  beginning  on  ” 
or  after  July  1,  1967,  such  proposals  should  include  and  be  divided  into 
the  following  separate  and  distinct  categories: 

(. 1 )  Assistance  intended  primarily  for  humanitarian  purposes, 
including  grants,  loans,  contributions,  or  other  aid  to  be  made 
available  for  relief  purposes  through  international  organizations 
or  relief  agencies,  or  otherwise,  famine  relief  and  other  assistance 
authorized  by  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  similar  relief  programs. 

(2)  Assistance  for  development  purposes  (A)  to  be  extended 
only  to  countries  in  which  progress  is  being  made  toward  respect 
for  the  rule  of  law,  freedom  of  expression  and  of  the  press,  and 
recognition  of  the  importance  of  individual  freedom,  initiative, 
and  private  enterprise;  and  ( B )  to  be  in  furtherance  of  sound  plans 
for  economic  and  social  growth  to  the  end  of  developing  the  resources 
of  the  recipient  countries  to  make  them  self-sufficient  at  the  earliest 
possible  date. 

(3)  Assistance  for  political  or  contingency  purposes,  to  be  ex¬ 
tended  to  a  limited  number  of  countries  or  areas,  primarily  for 
purposes  of  advancing  or  protecting  the  mutual  interests  of  them ' 
United  States  and  the  other  countries  or  areas  concerned,  such  as  ^ 
programs  relating  to  the  creation  of  special  relationships  with 
recipient  countries,  reinforcement  of  alliance-type  relationships,  or 

or  other  political  or  contingency  purposes. 

(. 4 )  Military  assistance  to  be  furnished  for  purposes  that  serve  the 
military  defense  of  the  United  States  as  recommended  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  State. 

( b )  The  proposals  referred  to  in  subsection  ( a )  should  also  provide 
that  after  June  30, 1967,  the  total  number  of  countries  receiving  assistance 
referred  to  in  paragraphs  (2),  (3),  and  (4),  of  subsection  (a)  should  not 
exceed  a  total  of  fifty. 

( c )  In  order  to  provide  for  better  coordination  of  all  programs  of 
United  States  assistance  to  foreign  countries,  and  for  more  efficient, 
economical,  and  effective  administration  of  such  programs,  the  proposals 
referred  to  in  paragraphs  ( 1 ),  (2),  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a)  should  also 
include  provisions  for  unification,  insofar  as  practicable,  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  such  programs  under  a  single  officer  or  agency. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 


71 


(d)  The  proposals  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  should  include  recom¬ 
mendations  as  to  ( 1 )  the  extent  to  which  assistance  should  be  furnished 
multilaterally  or  bilaterally  and  ( 2 )  the  extent  to  which  it  should  be 
extended  for  programs  or  for  specific  projects. 

Sec.  704.  Temporary  Planning  Committee  Established. — (a) 
There  is  hereby  created  a  Foreign  Aid  Planning  Committee  ( hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  “ Committee ”)  which  shall  consist  of  twelve  members  to 
be  selected  as  follows: 

{ 1 )  Four  members  to  be  appointed  by  the  President; 

(2)  Four  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
Senate,  to  be  designated  by  the  Vice  President; 

( 3 )  Four  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  to  be  designated  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives 

The  Committee  shall  select  a  Chairman  and  Vice  Chairman  from  among 
its  members. 

( b )  R  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Committee  ( 1 )  to  make  such  studies 
and  investigations  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  it  to  make  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  concerning  the  proposals 
referred  to  in  section  703(a),  and  (2)  to  provide  the  President,  or  such 
officer  or  agency  as  the  President  may  designate,  with  such  assistance 
as  the  President  or  such  officer  or  agency  may  reguest  in  the  formulation 
of  such  proposals. 

(c)  The  Committee  is  authorized  to  appoint  and  fix  the  compensation 
of  such  secretarial,  clerical,  and  other  staff  assistants  as  may  be  necessary 
to  enable  it  to  perform  its  functions,  and  to  procure,  without  regard  to 
the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
temporary  and  intermittent  services  to  the  same  extent  as  is  authorized 
for  the  departments  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (60  Stat. 
81 0;  5  U.S.  C.  55a ) ,  but  at  rates  not  to  exceed  $1 00  per  diem  for  individuals. 

(d)  Members  of  the  Committee  appointed  under  subsection  (a)(1)  who 
are  not  otherwise  employed  by  the  United  States  shall  be  paid  compensa¬ 
tion  at  the  rate  of  $100  per  diem  while  engaged  in  the  work  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  shall  be  reimbursed  for  travel  and  other  necessary  expenses 
incurred  while  so  engaged,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as 

\  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2)  for  persons  in  the  Government 
)  service  employed  intermittently. 

(e)  The  Committee  may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section,  hold  such  hearings  and  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and 
places,  administer  such  oaths,  and  require  by  subpena  or  otherwise  the 
attendance  and  testimony  of  such  witnesses  and  the  production  of  such 
books,  records,  correspondence,  memorandums,  papers,  and  documents 
as  the  Committee  may  deem  advisable.  Subpenas  may  be  issued  under 
the  signature  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee  and  may  be  served  by 
any  person  designated  by  the  Chairman.  The  provisions  of  sections  102 
to  104,  inclusive,  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (2  U.S.C.  192-194),  shall  apply 
in  the  case  of  any  failure  of  any  witness  to  comply  with  any  subpena  or  to 
testify  when  summoned  under  authority  of  this  subsection. 

(f)  Each  department  and  agency  of  the  Government  shall  furnish  to  the 
Committee,  upon  its  request,  such  information  or  other  assistance  as 
may  be  necessary  to  enable  it  to  carry  out  its  functions. 

(g)  The  Committee  shall  from  time  to  time  transmit  to  the  President, 
and  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  reports  of  its  activities,  including  its 
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recommendations,  and  shall  file  its  final  report  on  or  bejore  January  3, 
1967.  Upon  the  filing  of  its final  report,  the  Committee  shall  cease  to  exist. 

(h)  There  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Committee  out  of  sums  appro¬ 
priated  pursuant  to  this  Act  such  amounts,  not  to  exceed  an  aggregate  of 
$ 400,000 ,  as  the  Committee  deems  necessary  to  enable  it  to  carry  out  its 
functions. 

SECTION  9  OF  THE  FOREIGN  SERVICE  BUILDINGS  ACT, 

1926,  AS  AMENDED 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  of  State,  when  he  finds  it  to  be  in  the  interest 
of  the  Government,  is  authorized  to  sell  buildings  and  grounds  ac¬ 
quired  for  the  use  of  diplomatic  and  consular  establishments  in 
foreign  countries  or  for  use  in  carrying  out  activities  under  Part  I  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  in  foreign  countries, 
and  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law,  the  proceeds  of  a, 
such  sales  may  be  applied  toward  the  purchase  and  construction,^! 
furnishing,  and  preservation  of  other  properties,  or  held  in  the  Foreign 
Service  building  fund:  Provided,  however,  That  the  Secretary  of  State 
shall  report  all  such  transactions  annually  to  the  Congress  with  the 
Budget  estimates  of  the  Department  of  State. 

SECTION  143  OF  THE  MUTUAL  SECURITY  ACT  OF  1954,  AS 

AMENDED 

[Sec.  143.  Assistance  to  Yugoslavia. — In  furnishing  assistance 
to  Yugoslavia,  the  President  shall  continuously  assure  himself  (1) 
that  Yugoslavia  continues  to  maintain  its  independence,  (2)  that 
Yugoslavia  is  not  participating  in  any  policy  or  program  for  the 
Communist  conquest  of  the  world,  and  (3)  that  the  furnishing  of  such 
assistance  is  in  the  interest  of  the  national  security  of  the  United 
States.  The  President  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
and  the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  fully  and  constantly  informed  of 
any  assistance  furnished  to  Yugoslavia  under  this  Act.] 
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IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  28,1965 

Mr.  Fulbright,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  reported  the  fol¬ 
lowing  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  ordered  to  be  placed  on  the 
calendar 


A  BILL 

To  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

2  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Assistance  Act 

4  of  1965”. 

5  PART  I 

6  CHAPTER  1— POLICY 

7  Sec.  101.  Section  102  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
g  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  statement  of  policy, 
9  is  amended  as  follows: 

20  (a)  Strike  out  the  last  sentence  in  the  seventh  para- 

11  graph  and  substitute  the  following:  “It  is  the  sense  of  the 
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Congress  that  in  furnishing  assistance  under  this  part  excess 
personal  property  shall  be  utilized  wherever  practicable  in 
lieu  of  the  procurement  of  new  items  for  United  States-as- 
sisted  projects  and  programs.  It  is  the  further  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  assistance  under  this  part  shall  be  comple¬ 
mented  by  the  furnishing  under  any  other  Act  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  and  by  disposal  of  excess  personal 
property  under  this  and  other  Acts.” 

(b)  After  the  second  sentence  in  the  thirteenth  para¬ 
graph  insert  the  following:  “Congress  further  urges  that  the 
United  States  and  other  free  world  nations  place  an  increas¬ 
ing  portion  of  their  assistance  programs  on  a  multilateral 
basis  and  that  the  United  States  continue  its  efforts  to  im¬ 
prove  coordination  among  programs  of  assistance  carried  out 
on  a  bilateral  basis  by  free  world  nations.” 

\  k  •  ■.  t  *  $ » 

(c)  Add  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para¬ 
graph  : 

“It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance  under  this 
or  any  other  Act  to  any  foreign  country  which  hereafter  per¬ 
mits,  or  fails  to  take  adequate  measures  to  prevent,  the  dam- 

. 

age  or  destruction  by  mob  action  of  United  States  property 
within  such  country,  should  be  terminated  and  should  not  he 
resumed  until  the  President  determines  that  appropriate 
measures  have  been  taken  by  such  country  to  prevent  a  re¬ 
currence  thereof.” 
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1  CHAPTER  2— DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 

2  Title  I — Development  Loan  Eund 

3  Sec.  102.  Title  I  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 

4  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the 

5  Development  Loan  Fund,  is  amended  as  follows: 

6  (a)  Amend  section  202  (a) ,  which  relates  to  authori- 

7  zation,  as  follows: 

8  (1)  In  the  first  proviso,  strike  out  “during  the 

9  above  period”. 

10  (2)  In  the  second  proviso,  strike  out  “and  June 

11  30,  1966”  and  substitute  “June  30,  1966,  and  June  30, 

12  1967”. 

13  (b)  Amend  section  205,  which  relates  to  the  use  of  the 

14  facilities  of  the  International  Development  Association,  to 

15  read  as  follows: 

16  “Sec.  205.  Use  of  International  Lending  Orga- 

17  nizations. — In  order  to  serve  the  purposes  of  this  title  and 

18  the  policy  contained  in  section  619,  the  President,  after 

19  consideration  of  the  extent  of  additional  participation  by 

20  other  countries,  may  make  available,  in  addition  to  any  other 

21  funds  available  for  such  purposes,  on  such  terms  and  condi- 

22  tions  as  he  determines,  not  to  exceed  20  per  centum  of  the 

23  funds  made  available  for  this  title  to  the  International  Devel- 

24  opment  Association,  the  International  Bank  for  Beconstruc- 

25  tion  and  Development,  or  the  International  Finance  Corpo- 
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ration  for  use  pursuant  to  the  laws  governing  United  States 
participation  in  such  institutions,  if  any,  and  the  governing 
statutes  thereof  and  without  regard  to  section  201  or  any 
other  requirements  of  this  or  any  other  Act.” 

Title  II — Technical  Cooperation  and  Development 

Grants 

Sec.  103.  Title  II  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  techni¬ 
cal  cooperation  and  development  grants,  is  amended  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

(a)  Amend  section  212,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
as  follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  ‘Tor  use  beginning  in  the  fiscal 
year  1965”. 

(2)  Strike  out  “$215,000,000  which”  and  substi¬ 
tute  “$210,000,000  for  use  beginning  in  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1966  and  1967,  which  sums”. 

(b)  Amend  section  214,  which  relates  to  American 
schools  and  hospitals  abroad,  as  follows : 

(1)  Subsection  (b)  is  hereby  repealed  effective 
July  1,  1966. 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (c)  by  striking  out  “for 
the  fiscal  year  1965,  $18,000,000,  to”  and  substituting 
“$7,000,000  for  use  beginning  in  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1966  and  1967,  which  sums  shall”. 
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Title  III — Investment  Guaranties 
Sec.  104.  Title  III  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  invest¬ 
ment  guaranties,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  221  (b) ,  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  as  follows: 

(1)  Amend  the  introductory  clause  to  read  as 
follows : 

“The  President  may  issue  guaranties  to  eligible 
United  States  investors — 

(2)  In  paragraph  ( 1 ) ,  strike  out  “$2,500,000,000” 
and  substitute  “$5,000,000,000”. 

(3)  Amend  paragraph  (2)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  proviso,  strike  out  “,  and  no 
such  guaranty  in  the  case  of  a  loan  shall  exceed 
$25,000,000  and  no  other  such  guaranty  shall  ex¬ 
ceed  $10,000,000”. 

(B)  In  the  fourth  proviso,  strike  out  “1966” 
and  substitute  “1968”. 

(b)  Amend  section  221  (c) ,  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  by  striking  out  “actual  earnings  or  profits”  and 
substituting  “earnings  or  profits  actually  received”. 

(c)  Amend  section  222(b),  which  relates  to  general 
provisions,  by  inserting  after  “(exclusive  of  informational 
media  guaranties) ,”  the  words  “and  to  pay  the  costs  of 
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1  investigating  and  adjusting  (including  costs  of  arbitration) 

2  claims  under  sucli  guaranties,”. 

3  (d)  Amend  section  223,  which  relates  to  definitions,  as 

4  follows : 

5  (1)  In  subsection  (a) ,  strike  out  “and”  at  ,the  end 
thereof  and  in  subsection  (b)  strike  out  the  period  and 
substitute  and”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection  (c)  : 

“(c)  the  term  ‘eligible  United  States  investors’ 
means  United  States  citizens,  or  corporations,  partner- 

11  ships,  or  other  associations  created  under  the  laws  of  the 

12  United  States  or  any  State  or  territory  and  substantially 
beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  as  well  as 
foreign  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations 
wholly  owned  by  one  or  more  such  United  States  citi¬ 
zens,  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations: 
Provided,  That  the  eligibility  of  a  foreign  corporation 
shall  be  determined  without  regard  to  any  shares,  in 
aggregate  less  than  5  per  centum  of  ,the  total  of  issued 
and  subscribed  share  capital,  required  by  law  to  be  held 
by  persons  other  than  the  United  States  owners.” 

(e)  Amend  section  224,  which  relates  to  housing  proj- 

23  ects  in  Latin  American  countries,  to  read  as  follows: 

2d  “Sec.  224.  Housing  Projects  in  Latin  American 
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Countkies. —  (a)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  order  to 
stimulate  private  home  ownership  and  assist  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  stable  economies  in  Latin  America,  the  authority 
conferred  by  this  section  should  be  utilized  for  the  purpose 
of  assisting  in  the  development  in  the  American  Republics  of 
self-liquidating  pilot  housing  projects,  the  development  of 
institutions  engaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs,  the 
construction  of  homes  for  lower  income  persons  and  families, 
the  increased  mobilization  of  savings  and  the  improvement 
of  housing  conditions  in  Latin  America. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a) ,  the 
President  is  authorized  to  issue  guaranties,  on  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  shall  determine,  to  eligible  United 
States  investors  as  defined  in  section  223  assuring  against 
loss  of  loan  investments  made  by  such  investors  in — 

“(1)  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  proj¬ 
ects  in  Latin  America  of  types  similar  to  those  insured 
by  the  Federal  Housing  Administration  and  suitable  for 
conditions  in  Latin  America; 

“(2)  credit  institutions  in  Latin  America  engaged 
directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages ; 

“(3)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  for  lower 
income  families  and  persons,  which  projects  shall  be 
constructed  in  accordance  with  maximum  unit  costs 
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established  by  the  President  for  families  and  persons 
whose  incomes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the 
President ; 

“  (4)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  which  will 
promote  the  development  of  institutions  important  to 
the  success  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress ;  or 

“(5)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  25  per 
centum  or  more  of  the  aggregate  of  the  mortgage  financ¬ 
ing  for  which  is  made  available  from  sources  within 
Latin  America  and  has  not  derived  from  sources  outside 
Latin  America,  which  projects  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  have  a  unit  cost  of  not  more  than 
$6,500. 

“(c)  The  total  face  amount  of  guaranties  issued  under 
this  section  outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not  exceed 
$350,000,000:  Provided ,  That  no  payment  may  be  made 
under  this  section  for  any  loss  arising  out  of  fraud  or  miscon¬ 
duct  for  which  the  investor  is  responsible :  Provided  further, 
That  this  authority  shall  continue  until  June  30,  1968.” 

Title  IV — Surveys  of  Investment  Opportunities 
Sec.  105.  Section  232  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  surveys  of  investment 
opportunities,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  “$2,100,000,” 
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the  following:  “and  for  use  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1967  to 
carry  out  such  purposes  not  to  exceed  $2,100,000/’. 

Title  VI— Alliance  foe  Peogeess 
Sec.  106.  Section  252  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  Alliance  for  Progress, 
is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  In  the  first  sentence,  strike  out  “and  1966”  and 
substitute  “1966,  and  1967”;  strike  out  “1964  and”  and 
substitute  “1964,”;  and  after  “fiscal  year  1965”  insert  a 
comma  and  the  following:  “and  $70,000,000  in  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1966  and  1967”. 

(b)  In  the  third  sentence,  strike  out  “and  June  30, 
1966”  and  substitute  “,  June  30,  1966,  and  June  30,  1967”. 
CHAPTER  3— INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS 

AND  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  107.  Chapter  3  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  international 
organizations  and  programs,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  301,  which  relates  to  general  author¬ 
ity,  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(d)  Contributions  to  the  International  Secretariat  for 
Volunteer  Services  for  the  calendar  year  1966  or  any  subse- 
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quent  year  shall  not  exceed  28  per  centum  of  the  total  amount 
contributed  to  such  organization  for  such  year.” 

(b)  Amend  section  302,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
as  follows : 

(1)  Amend  the  first  sentence  by  striking  out  “for  the 
fiscal  year  1965”  and  substituting  “for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1966  and  1967”,  and  by  striking  out  “$134,272,400” 
and  substituting  “$146,455,000”. 

(2)  Strike  out  the  second  sentence. 

CHAPTER  4— SUPPORTING  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  108.  Section  402  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  supporting  assistance,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(a)  In  the  first  sentence,  strike  out  “in  the  fiscal 
year  1965”  and  substitute  “in  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1966  and  1967”. 

(b)  In  the  first  sentence,  strike  out  “$405,000,000, 
which”  and  substitute  “$350,000,000  in  each  such  fiscal 
year,  which  sums”. 

CHAPTER  5^CONTINGENCY  FUND 
Sec.  109.  Section  451  (a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  contingency 
fund,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “for  the  fiscal  year  1965 
not  to  exceed  $150,000,000”  and  substituting  “for  each 
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of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  not  to  exceed  $50,000,000 
in  each  such  fiscal  year”. 

PART  II 

CHAPTER  2— MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  201.  Chapter  2  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  military 
assistance,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  503(b),  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  by  striking  out  the  words  “in  foreign  countries”. 

(b)  Amend  section  504  (a) ,  which  relates  to  authoriza¬ 
tion,  by  striking  out  “in  fiscal  year  1965”  and  substituting 
“in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967”,  and  by  striking 
out  “$1,055,000,000,  which”  and  substituting  “$1,170,000,- 
000  in  each  such  fiscal  year,  which  sums”. 

(c)  Amend  section  505,  which  relates  to  utilization  of 
assistance,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a) ,  strike  out  the  colon  and  add  the 
following:  “,  or  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  foreign  military 
forces  (or  the  voluntary  efforts  of  personnel  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States)  to  construct  public  works  and 
to  engage  in  other  activities  helpful  to  the  economic  and 
social  development  of  friendly  countries.  It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that,  insofar  as  practicable,  such  foreign 
military  forces  should  not  be  maintained  or  established  solely 
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for  civic  action  activities  and  that  such  civic  action  activities 
not  significantly  detract  from  the  capability  of  the  military 
forces  to  perform  their  military  missions  and  he  coordinated 
with  and  form  part  of  the  total  economic  and  social  develop¬ 
ment  effort.” 

(2)  Strike  out  subsection  (b)  and  redesignate  the 
proviso  of  subsection  (a)  as  subsection  (b) . 

(3)  In  redesignated  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “Pro¬ 
vided,  That  except”  and  substitute  ‘‘Except”;  strike  out 
“or  (2)  ”  and  substitute  “,  or  (2)  for  civic  action  assistance, 
or  (3)”. 

(d)  Amend  section  507,  which  relates  to  sales,  as 
follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  insert  the  following  new  sen¬ 
tence  between  the  second  and  third  sentences:  “Notwith¬ 
standing  the  provisions  of  section  644  (m)  (2),  nonexcess 
defense  articles  may  be  sold  imder  this  subsection  at  the 
standard  price  in  effect  at  the  tune  such  articles  are  offered 
for  sale  to  the  purchasing  country  or  international  organi¬ 
zation.” 

(2)  In  subsection  (b) ,  strike  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  the  first  proviso,  substitute  a  colon  and  add  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “Provided  further,  That  the  President  may,  when  he 
determines  it  to  be  in  the  national  interest,  enter  into  sales 
agreements  with  purchasing  countries  or  international  organi- 
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zations  which  fix  prices  to  be  paid  by  the  purchasing  coun¬ 
tries  or  international  organizations  for  the  defense  articles  or 
defense  sendees  ordered.  Funds  available  under  this  part 
for  financing  sales  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable 
appropriations  in  the  amounts  required  by  the  contracts  which 
exceed  the  price  so  fixed,  except  that  such  reimbursement 
shall  not  be  required  upon  determination  by  the  President 
that  the  continued  production  of  the  defense  article  being 
sold  is  advantageous  to  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States.  Payments  by  purchasing  countries  or  international 
organizations  which  exceed  the  amounts  required  by  such  con¬ 
tracts  shall  he  credited  to  the  account  established  under 
section  508.” 

(e)  Amend  section  508,  which  relates  to  reimburse¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

(1)  After  “this  part”  the  first  time  it  appears,  insert 
“have  been  or”. 

(2)  After  “United  States  Government,”  the  first  time  it 
appears,  insert  “receipts  received  from  the  disposition  of  evi¬ 
dences  of  indebtedness  and  charges  (including  fees  and 
premiums)  or  interest  collected”. 

(3)  Strike  out  “the  current  applicable  appropriation” 
and  substitute  “a  separate  fund  account”. 

(4)  Strike  oat  “furnishing  further  military  assistance  on 
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cash  or  credit  terms”  and  substitute  “financing  sales  and 
guaranties,  including  the  overhead  costs  thereof”. 

(f)  Amend  section  509  (b) ,  which  relates  to  exchanges 
and  guaranties,  by  inserting  “  (excluding  contracts  with  any 
agency  of  the  United  States  Government)  ”  in  the  second 
sentence  between  the  last  word  thereof  and  the  period. 

(g)  Amend  section  510  (a) ,  which  relates  to  special  au¬ 
thority,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  the  first  sentence  strike  out  “fiscal  j^ear  1965” 
and  substitute  “fiscal  years  1966  and  1967”. 

(2)  In  the  second  sentence,  strike  out  “in  the  fiscal  year 
1965”  and  substitute  “in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and 
1967”. 

(h)  Amend  section  512,  which  relates  to  restrictions  on 
military  aid  to  Africa,  as  follows : 

(1)  Strike  out  “programs  described  in  section  505(b) 
of  this  chapter”  and  substitute  “civic  action  requirements”. 

(2)  Strike  out  “in  fiscal  year  1965”  and  substitute  “for 
the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967”. 

(3)  After  “$25,000,000”  insert  “in  each  such  fiscal 
year”. 
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1  PART  III 

2  CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

3  Sec.  301.  Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 

4  ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  general  pro- 

5  visions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

6  (a)  Amend  section  605,  which  relates  to  retention  and 

7  use  of  items,  as  follows: 

8  (1)  In  the  section  heading  strike  out  “Items” 

9  and  substitute  “Certain  Items  and  Funds”. 

10  (2)  Add  the  following  new  subsections: 

11  “(c)  Funds  realized  as  a  result  of  any  failure  of  a 

12  transaction  financed  under  authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act  to 

13  conform  to  the  requirements  of  this  Act,  or  to  applicable 

14  rales  and  regulations  of  the  United  States  Government,  or  to 

15  the  terms  of  any  agreement  or  contract  entered  into  under 

16  authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act,  shall  be  deposited  into  the 

17  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

18  “  (d)  Funds  realized  by  the  United  States  Government 

19  from  the  sale,  transfer,  or  disposal  of  defense  articles  returned 

20  to  the  United  States  Government  by  a  recipient  country  or 

21  international  organization  as  no  longer  needed  for  the  pur- 
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pose  for  which  furnished  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Treasury 
as  miscellaneous  receipts.” 

(b)  Amend  section  611  (a),  which  relates  to  comple¬ 
tion  of  plans  and  cost  estimates,  as  follows : 

(1)  Strike  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2) 
and  substitute  a  semicolon  and  the  word  “and”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  paragraph  (3)  : 

“  (3)  unless  the  chief  of  the  economic  assistance  mission 
in  the  recipient  country  has  certified  in  writing  within  six 
months  prior  to  the  making  of  such  agreement  or  grant  that 
the  recipient  country  has  the  capability  to  utilize  effectively 
such  assistance.  In  the  event  that  such  a  certification  cannot 
be  made,  the  assistance  may  be  furnished  only  upon  specific 
advance  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  State  (or,  upon  appro¬ 
priate  delegation  of  authority,  by  an  Under  Secretary  or 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State) .  The  Secretary  of  State,  or 
his  delegate,  shall  make  a  complete  report  to  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  to  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  of  each  such  determination  and  approval  and  the 
reasons  therefor.” 

(c)  Amend  section  612,  which  relates  to  use  of  foreign 
currencies,  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsection 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


17 


(b) ,  and  by  striking  out  the  second  paragraph  of  such  sub¬ 
section  and  substituting  the  following : 

“The  President  shall  take  all  appropriate  steps  to  assure 
that,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  United  States-owned 
foreign  currencies  are  utilized  in  lieu  of  dollars.  Dollar  funds 
made  available  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  not  be  expended  for 
goods  and  services  when  United  States-owned  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  are  available  for  such  purposes  unless  the  adminis¬ 
trative  official  approving  the  voucher  certifies  as  to  the  reason 
for  the  use  of  dollars  in  each  case.” 

(d)  Amend  section  613,  which  relates  to  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies,  as  follows : 

to  Strike  out  the  section  heading  and  substitute  the 
following:  “Accounting,  Valuation,  Reporting,  and  Admin¬ 
istration  of  Foreign  Currencies”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(d)  In  cases  where  assistance  is  to  be  furnished  to 
any  recipient  country  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this 
or  any  other  Act  on  a  basis  which  will  result  in  the  accrual 
of  foreign  currency  proceeds  to  the  United  States,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  shall  issue  regulations  requiring  that 
agreements,  in  respect  of  such  assistance,  include  provisions 
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for  the  receipt  of  interest  income  on  the  foreign  currency 
proceeds  deposited  in  authorized  depositaries  at  a  rate  not 
less  favorable  than  the  highest  interest  rate  lawfully  obtain¬ 
able  from  the  recipient  country  or  agencies  thereof  in  the 
respective  countries:  Provided ,  That  whenever  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  determines  it  not  to  be  in  the  national  interest 
to  conclude  arrangements  for  the  receipt  of  interest  income 
he  may  waive  the  requirement  thereof:  Provided  further , 
That  the  Secretary  of  State,  or  his  delegate,  shall  promptly 
make  a  complete  report  to  the  Congress  on  each  such  deter¬ 
mination  and  the  reasons  therefor.” 

(e)  Amend  section  620,  which  relates  to  termination  of 
assistance  to  certain  countries,  as  follows: 

(1)  Amend  subsection  (e)  ('2),  which  relates  to  the 
act  of  state  doctrine,  by  inserting  after  the  words  “other 
right”  each  time  they  appear  the  words  “to  property”,  and 
by  striking  out  “,  or  (3)  in  any  case  in  which  the  proceed¬ 
ings  are  commenced  after  January  1,  1966”. 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (1),  which  relates  to  termina¬ 
tion  of  assistance  to  countries  which  fail  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  to  institute  investment  guaranty  programs,  by  striking 
out  “December  31,  1965”  and  substituting  “June  30,  1967”. 
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CHAPTER  2— ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  302.  Chapter  2  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  administra¬ 
tive  provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  624,  which  relates  to  statutory 
officers,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “paragraph  (3) 
of”  and  “of  the  officers  provided  for  in  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of  that  subsection”,  and  substitute  for  the 
latter  “of  one  or  more  of  said  officers”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (d),  strike  out  “Public  Law 
86-735”  wherever  it  appears  and  substitute  “the  Latin 
American  Development  Act,  as  amended”. 

(b)  Amend  section  625(d),  which  relates  to  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  personnel,  by  striking  out  “twenty”  in  para¬ 
graph  (2)  and  substituting  “thirty”. 

(c)  Amend  section  626,  which  relates  to  experts,  con¬ 
sultants,  and  retired  officers,  by  redesignating  subsection  (d) 
as  subsection  (c) . 

(d)  Amend  section  630,  which  relates  to  terms  of 
detail  or  assignment,  by  inserting  “benefits”  after  “travel 
expenses,”  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (4). 
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(e)  Amend  section  631,  which  relates  to  missions  and 
staffs  abroad,  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(d)  In  any  case  in  which  the  cost  of  assistance  pro¬ 
grammed  for  any  country  under  this  Act  for  any  fiscal  year 
does  not  exceed  $1,000,000,  such  assistance  shall  be  ad¬ 
ministered  in  such  country  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief 
of  the  United  States  Diplomatic  Mission  by  the  principal 
economic  officer  of  the  mission  in  the  case  of  assistance 
under  part  I,  and  by  the  senior  military  officer  of  the  mission 
in  the  case  of  assistance  under  part  II.” 

(f)  Amend  section  635  (g) ,  which  relates  to  general 
authorities,  by  inserting  “and  sales”  after  “loans”  in  the  in¬ 
troductory  clause. 

(g)  Amend  section  636,  which  relates  to  provisions  on 
uses  of  funds,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (e) ,  strike  out  “section  2  of  the  Act 
of  July  31,  1894,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  62)  ”  and  substitute 
“section  301  of  the  Dual  Compensation  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
3105)”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (f) ,  strike  out  “Act  to  provide  for 
assistance  in  the  development  of  Latin  America  and  in  the 
reconstruction  of  Chile,  and  for  other  purposes”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  “Latin  American  Development  Act,  as  amended”. 

(h)  Amend  section  637  (a) ,  which  relates  to  administra¬ 
tive  expenses,  by  striking  out  “for  the  fiscal  year  1965  not  to 
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exceed  $52,500,000”  and  inserting  after  “part  I”  the  words 
“,  $55,240,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967”. 

(i)  Amend  section  638,  which  relates  to  Peace  Corps 
assistance,  by  striking  out  all  beginning  with  or  famine” 
and  substituting  a  period. 

(j)  Add  the  following  new  sections: 

“Sec.  639.  Famine  and  Disaster  Eeleef.— No  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  assistance  to 
any  country  for  relief  from  famine  or  other  natural  disasters. 

“Sec.  640.  Military  Sales— Except  as  otherwise 
provided  in  part  II  of  this  Act,  no  provision  of  this  Act  shall 
be  construed  to  prohibit  the  sale,  exchange,  or  the  guaranty 
of  a  sale,  of  defense  articles  or  defense  services  to  any  friendly 
country  or  international  organization  if  the  President  shall 
have  found,  pursuant  to  section  503,  that  the  assisting  of 
such  country  or  organization  will  strengthen  the  security  of 
the  United  States  and  promote  world  peace.” 

CHAPTEE  3— MISCELLANEOUS  PEOVISIONS 

Sec.  303.  Chapter  3  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  miscellaneous 
provisions,  is  amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Amend  section  642(a)  (2),  which  relates  to  stat¬ 
utes  repealed,  by  striking  out  “143,”  and  all  beginning  with 

“ :  Provided ,”  up  to  the  semicolon. 
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(b)  Amend  section  644,  which  relates  to  definitions, 
as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (g) ,  insert  “,  and  not  procured  in 
anticipation  of  military  assistance  or  sales  requirements,  or 
pursuant  to  a  military  assistance  or  sales  order,”  after 
“United  Statels  Government”  and  strike  out  “as  grant 
assistance”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (m)  (2) ,  strike  out  “Such  price  shall 
be  the  same  standard  price”  and  substitute  “Such  standard 
price  shall  be  the  same  price  (including  authorized  reduced 
prices)  ”. 

(3)  Amend  the  paragraph  following  the  numbered  para¬ 
graph  (3)  in  subsection  (m)  as  follows: 

(A)  in  the  first  sentence,  insert  “and  sales”  after 

“Military  assistance”. 

(B)  in  the  second  proviso,  strike  out  “by  the  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  program”. 

(c)  Amend  section  645,  which  relates  to  unexpended 
balances,  by  striking  out  “Public  Law  86-735”  and  substi¬ 
tuting  “the  Latin  American  Development  Act,  as  amended”. 

Sec.  304.  Section  9  of  the  Foreign  Service  Buildings 
Act,  1926,  as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  300) ,  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  after  the  words  “foreign  countries”  the  words  “or 
for  use  in  carrying  out  activities  under  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  in  foreign  countries”. 
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Part  IV 

PROGRAMS  FOR  FISCAL  YEARS  BEGINNING  AFTER 

JUNE  30,  1967 

Sec.  401.  The  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 
part  IV  to  read  as  follows: 

“Part  IV 

“programs  for  fiscal  years  beginning  after 

JUNE  30,  1967 

“Sec.  701.  Termination  of  Existing  Programs. — 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  no  assistance 
shall  be  furnished  pursuant  to  this  Act  or  pursuant  to  title  I 
of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954,  as  amended,  or  any  extension  thereof,  to  any  coun¬ 
try  or  area  (or  enterprise  therein)  subsequent  to  June  30, 
1967. 

“Sec.  702.  Proposals  for  Future  Programs.— The 
President  is  requested  to  submit  to  the  Congress,  on  or  before 
July  1,  1966,  his  recommendations,  including  legislative  pro¬ 
posals  designed  to  carry  out  such  recommendations,  for  such 
future  foreign  assistance  programs  as  may  be  necessary  and 
appropriate  in  the  national  interest  and  taking  into  account 
the  principles  set  forth  in  section  703. 

“Sec.  703.  Principles  To  Be  Taken  Into  Ac¬ 
count  in  Proposals  for  Future  Programs. —  (a)  In 
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the  formulation  and  submission  to  the  Congress  of  proposals 
for  foreign  assistance  for  fiscal  years  beginning  on  or  after 
July  1,  1967,  such  proposals  should  include  and  be  divided 
into  the  following  separate  and  distinct  categories: 

“  ( 1 )  Assistance  intended  primarily  for  humani¬ 
tarian  purposes,  including  grants,  loans,  contributions, 
or  other  aid  to  be  made  available  for  relief  purposes 
through  international  organizations  or  relief  agencies, 
or  otherwise,  famine  relief  and  other  assistance  author¬ 
ized  by  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  similar 
relief  programs. 

“(2)  Assistance  for  development  purposes  (A)  to 
be  extended  only  to  countries  in  which  progress  is  being 
made  toward  respect  for  the  rule  of  law,  freedom  of  ex¬ 
pression  and  of  the  press,  and  recognition  of  the  im¬ 
portance  of  individual  freedom,  initiative,  and  private 
enterprise;  and  (B)  to  be  in  furtherance  of  sound  plans 
for  economic  and  social  growth  to  the  end  of  developing 
the  resources  of  the  recipient  countries  to  make  them 
self-sufficient  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

“  ( 3 )  Assistance  for  political  or  contingency  pur¬ 
poses,  to  be  extended  to  a  limited  number  of  countries  or 
areas,  primarily  for  purposes  of  advancing  or  protecting 
the  mutual  interests  of  the  United  States  and  the  other 
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countries  or  areas  concerned,  such  as  programs  relating 
to  the  creation  of  special  relationships  with  recipient 
countries,  reinforcement  of  alliance-type  relationships, 
or  other  political  or  contingency  purposes. 

“  (4)  Military  assistance  to  be  furnished  for  pur¬ 
poses  that  serve  the  military  defense  of  the  United  States 
as  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  subject  to 
approval  by  the  Secretary  of  State. 

“(b)  The  proposals  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  should 
also  provide  that  after  June  30,  1967,  the  total  number  of 
countries  receiving  assistance  referred  to  in  paragraphs  ( 2 ) , 
(3) ,  and  (4) ,  of  subsection  (a)  should  not  exceed  a  total  of 
fifty. 

“  (c)  In  order  to  provide  for  better  coordination  of  all 
programs  of  United  States  assistance  to  foreign  countries,  and 
for  more  efficient,  economical,  and  effective  administration 
of  such  programs,  the  proposals  referred  to  in  paragraphs 

(1) ,  (2),  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a)  should  also  include 
provisions  for  unification,  insofar  as  practicable,  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  such  programs  under  a  single  officer  or  agency. 

“(d)  The  proposals  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  should 
include  recommendations  as  to  (1)  the  extent  to  which  as¬ 
sistance  should  be  furnished  multilaterally  or  bilaterally  and 

(2)  the  extent  to  which  it  should  be  extended  for  programs 
or  for  specific  projects. 
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1  “Sec.  704.  Temporary  Planning  Committee  Es- 

2  tablished. —  (a)  There  is  hereby  created  a  Foreign  Aid 

3  Planning  Committee  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  ‘Com- 

4  mittee’)  which  shall  consist  of  twelve  members  to  be  selected 

5  as  follows : 

6  “(1)  Four  members  to  be  appointed  by  the 

7  President; 

8  “  (2)  Four  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 

9  Relations  of  the  Senate,  to  be  designated  by  the  Vice 

10  President ; 

11  “  (3)  Four  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 

12  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  to  be  designated 

13  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

14  The  Committee  shall  select  a  Chairman  and  Vice  Chair- 

15  man  from  among  its  members. 

16  “  (b)  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Committee  (1)  to  make 

17  such  studies  and  investigations  as  may  he  necessary  to  enable 

18  it  to  make  recommendations  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con- 

19  gress  concerning  the  proposals  referred  to  in  section  703  (a) , 

20  and  ( 2 )  to  provide  the  President,  or  such  officer  or  agency  as 

21  the  President  may  designate,  with  such  assistance  as  the 

22  President  or  such  officer  or  agency  may  request  in  the  for- 

23  mulation  of  such  proposals. 

24  “(c)  The  Committee  is  authorized  to  appoint  and  fix 

25  the  compensation  of  such  secretarial,  clerical,  and  other  staff 
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1  assistants  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  it  to  perform  its 

2  functions,  and  to  procure,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 

3  laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  tempo- 

4  rary  and  intermittent  services  to  the  same  extent  as  is  au- 

5  thorized  for  the  departments  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of 

6  August  2,  1946  (60  Slat.  810;  5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  but  at  rates 

7  not  to  exceed  $100  per  diem  for  individuals. 

8  “(d)  Members  of  the  Committee  appointed  under  sub- 

9  section  (a)  (1)  who  are  not  otherwise  employed  by  the 

10  United  States  shall  be  paid  compensation  at  the  rate  of 

11  $100  per  diem  while  engaged  in  the  work  of  the  Commit- 

12  tee,  and  shall  be  reimbursed  for  travel  and  other  necessary 

13  expenses  incurred  while  so  engaged,  including  per  diem  in 

14  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2) 

15  for  persons  in  the  Government  service  employed  inter- 

16  mittently. 

17  “(e)  The  Committee  may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 

18  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  hold  such  hearings  and 

19  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and  places,  administer  such  oaths, 

20  and  require  by  subpena  or  otherwise  the  attendance  and 

21  testimony  of  such  witnesses  and  the  production  of  such 

22  books,  records,  correspondence,  memorandums,  papers,  and 

23  documents  as  the  Committee  may  deem  advisable.  Sub- 

24  penas  may  be  issued  under  the  signature  of  the  Chairman  of 

25  the  Committee  and  may  be  served  by  any  person  designated 
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by  the  Chairman.  The  provisions  of  sections  102  to  104, 
inclusive,  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (2  U.S.C.  192-194) , 
shall  apply  in  the  case  of  any  failure  of  any  witness  to  comply 
with  any  subpena  or  to  testify  when  summoned  under 
authority  of  this  subsection. 

“(f)  Each  department  and  agency  of  the  Government 
shall  furnish  to  the  Committee,  upon  its  request,  such  infor¬ 
mation  or  other  assistance  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  it 
to  carry  out  its  functions. 

“  (g)  The  Committee  shall  from  time  to  time  transmit 
to  the  President,  and  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  reports  of  its  activities,  including  its  recommendations, 
and  shall  file  its  final  report  on  or  before  January  3,  1967. 
Upon  the  fifing  of  its  final  report,  the  Committee  shall  cease 
to  exist. 

“  (h)  There  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Committee 
out  of  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  Act  such  amounts, 
not  to  exceed  an  aggregate  of  $400,000,  as  the  Committee 
deems  necessary  to  enable  it  to  carry  out  its  functions.” 
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89  th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  29, 1965 

Mr.  Morgan  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Affairs 


A  BILL 

To  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Assistance 

4  Act  of  1965”. 

5  Part  I 

6  CHAPTER  1— POLICY 

7  Sec.  101.  Section  102  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 

8  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  statement  of 

9  policy,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

10  new  paragraph: 

11  “It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance  under 
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this  or  any  other  Act  to  any  foreign  country  which  here¬ 
after  permits,  or  fails  to  take  adequate  measures  to  prevent, 
the  damage  or  destruction  by  mob  action  of  United  States 
property  within  such  country,  should  be  terminated  and 
should  not  be  resumed  until  the  President  determines  that 
appropriate  measures  have  been  taken  by  such  country  to 
prevent  a  recurrence  thereof.” 

CHAPTER  2— DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
Title  II — Technical  Cooperation  and  Development 

Grants 

Sec.  102.  Title  II  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  tech¬ 
nical  cooperation  and  development  grants,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

(a)  Amend  section  212,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$215,000,000”  and  substitut¬ 
ing  “1966”  and  “$210,000,000”,  respectively. 

(b)  Amend  section  214,  which  relates  to  American 
schools  and  hospitals  abroad,  as  follows: 

(1)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  “treat¬ 
ment,  education,”  and  substituting  “education”. 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (c)  by  striking  out  “1965, 
$18,000,000”  and  substituting  “1966,  $7,000,000”. 
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Title  III— Investment  Guaranties 
Sec.  103.  Title  III  of  chapter  2  of  part  1  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  invest¬ 
ment  guaranties,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  221  (b) ,  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Amend  the  introductory  clause  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(b)  The  President  may  issue  guaranties  to  eligible 
United  States  investors — ”. 

(2)  In  paragraph  (1),  strike  out  “$2,500,000,- 
000”  and  substitute  “$5,000,000,000”. 

(3)  Amend  paragraph  (2)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  proviso,  strike  out  “,  and  no 
such  guaranty  in  the  case  of  a  loan  shall  exceed 
$25,000,000  and  no  other  such  guaranty  shall  ex¬ 
ceed  $10,000,000”. 

(B)  In  the  third  proviso,  immediately  after 
“$300,000,000”  insert  the  following:  “,  and  guar¬ 
anties  issued  under  this  paragraph  (2)  for  other 
than  housing  projects  similar  to  those  insured  by  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration,  shall  not  exceed 
$150,000,000”. 
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(0)  In  the  fourth  proviso,  strike  out  “1966''’ 

and  substitute  “1967”. 

(b)  Amend  section  221(c),  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  by  inserting  after  the  word  “guaranty”  the  third 
time  it  appears,  the  words  “of  an  equity  investment”. 

(c)  Amend  section  222(b),  which  relates  to  general 
provisions,  by  inserting  after  “  (exclusive  of  informational 
media  guaranties),”  the  words  “and  to  pay  the  costs  of  in¬ 
vestigating  and  adjusting  (including  costs  of  arbitration) 
claims  under  such  guaranties,”. 

(d)  Amend  section  223,  which  relates  to  definitions, 
as  follows: 

( 1 )  In  subsection  (a) ,  strike  out  “and”  at  the  end 
thereof  and  in  subsection  (b)  strike  out  the  period  and 
substitute  “;  and”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection  (c)  : 

“  (c)  the  term  ‘eligible  United  States  investors’ 
means  United  States  citizens,  or  corporations,  partner¬ 
ships,  or  other  associations  created  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  or  any  State  or  territory  and  substantially 
beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  as  well  as 
foreign  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations 
wholly  owned  by  one  or  more  such  United  States  citi¬ 
zens,  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations: 
Provided,  That  the  eligibility  of  a  foreign  corporation 
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shall  be  determined  without  regard  to  any  shares,  in 
aggregate  less  than  5  per  centum  of  the  total  of  issued 
and  subscribed  share  capital,  required  1  >y  law  to  be  held 
by  persons  other  than  the  United  States  owners.” 

(e)  Amend  section  224,  which  relates  to  housing  proj¬ 
ects  in  Latin  American  countries,  to  read  as  follows: 


“Sec.  224.  Housing  Projects  in  Latin  American 
Countries. —  (a)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  order 
to  stimulate  private  home  ownership  and  assist  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  stable  economies  in  Latin  America,  the  author¬ 
ity  conferred  by  this  section  should  lie  utilized  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  assisting  in  the  development  in  the  American  Repub¬ 
lics  of  self-liquidating  pilot  housing  projects,  the  development 
of  institutions  engaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs, 
with  particular  emphasis  on  cooperatives,  free  labor  unions, 
savings  and  loan  and  other  institutions  in  Latin  America 
engaged  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mort¬ 
gages,  the  construction  of  homes  for  lower  income  persons 
and  families,  the  increased  mobilization  of  savings  and  the 
improvement  of  housing  conditions  in  Latin  America. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a) ,  the 
President  is  authorized  to  issue  guaranties,  on  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  shall  determine,  to  eligible  United  States 
investors  as  defined  in  section  223  assuring  against  loss  of 
loan  investments  made  by  such  investors  in — 
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“  ( 1 )  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  proj¬ 
ects  in  Latin  America  of  types  similar  to  those  insured 
by  the  Federal  Housing  Administration  and  suitable 
for  conditions  in  Latin  America; 

“  (2)  credit  institutions  in  Latin  America  engaged 
directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages, 
such  as  savings  and  loan  institutions; 

“  (3)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  for  lower 
income  families  and  persons,  which  projects  shall  be 
constructed  in  accordance  with  maximum  unit  costs 
established  by  the  President  for  families  and  persons 
whose  incomes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the 
President ; 

“  (4)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  which  will 
promote  the  development  of  institutions  important  to 
the  success  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  such  as  free 
labor  unions  and  cooperatives ;  or 

“(5)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  25  per 
centum  or  more  of  the  aggregate  of  the  mortgage  financ¬ 
ing  for  which  is  made  available  from  sources  within 
Latin  America  and  is  not  derived  from  sources  outside 
Latin  America,  which  projects  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  have  a  unit  cost  of  not  more  than 
$6,500. 

“(c)  The  total  face  amount  of  guaranties  issued  under 
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this  section  outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not  exceed 
$450,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  payment  may  be  made 
under  this  section  for  any  loss  arising  out  of  fraud  or  mis¬ 
conduct  for  which  the  investor  is  responsible:  Provided 
further,  That  this  authority  shall  continue  until  June  30, 
1967/’ 

Title  VI — Alliance  foe  Progress 

Sec.  104.  Section  252  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended,  winch  relates  to  the  Alliance  for  Prog¬ 
ress,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “in  fiscal  year  1965”  and 
substituting  “in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1965  and  1966”. 
CHAPTER  3— INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS 

AND  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  105.  Chapter  3  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  interna¬ 
tional  organizations  and  programs,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  301(c),  which  relates  to  assist¬ 
ance  for  Palestine  refugees  in  the  Near  East,  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Contributions  by  the  United 
States  to  the  United  Nations  Relief  and  Works  Agency  for 
Palestine  Refugees  in  the  Near  East  for  the  calendar  year 
1966  shah  not  exceed  $15,200,000.” 

(b)  Amend  section  302,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$134,272,400’  and  substitut¬ 
ing  “1966”  and  “$144,755,000”,  respectively. 
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CHAPTER  4 — SUPPORT  I  NO 


Sec.  106.  Section  402  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  supporting  assistance, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  first  sentence  “1965”  and 
“$405,000,000”  and  substituting  “1966”  and  “$369,200,- 
000”,  respectively. 

CHAPTER  5— CONTINGENCY  FUND 


Sec.  107.  Section  451  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  contingency  fund, 
is  amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Amend  subsection  (a)  as  follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  “1965”  and  “$150,000,000”  and 
substitute  “1966”  and  “$50,000,000”,  respectively. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  sentence:  “In  addi¬ 
tion,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  President  for  use  in  Southeast  Asia  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  in  the  fiscal  year  1966  for  programs 
authorized  by  parts  I  and  II  of  this  Act  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  applicable  to  such  programs  if  he 
determines  such  use  to  be  important  to  the  national 
interest:  Provided,  That  the  President  shall  present  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  the  pro¬ 
grams  to  be  carried  out  from  funds  requested  by  the 
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1  President  to  be  appropriated  under  authority  of  this 

2  sentence.” 

3  (b)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  “this  sec- 

4  tion”  and  substituting  “the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 

5  Part  II 

6  CHAPTER  2— MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 

7  Sec.  201.  Chapter  2  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 

8  ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  military  as- 

9  sistance,  is  amended  as  follows: 

10  (a)  Amend  section  503(b),  which  relates  ,to  general 

11  authority,  by  striking  out  the  words  “in  foreign  countries”. 

12  (b)  Amend  section  504,  which  relates  to  authorization, 

13  by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$1,055,000,000”  in  the  first 

14  sentence  and  substituting  “1966”  and  “$1,170,000,000”, 

15  respectively. 

16  (c)  Amend  section  505,  which  relates  to  utilization  of 

17  assistance,  as  follows: 

18  (1)  In  subsection  (a) ,  strike  out  the  colon  and 

19  add  the  following:  “,  or  for  the  purpose  of  assisting 

20  foreign  military  forces  in  less  developed  friendly  coun- 

21  tries  (or  the  voluntary  efforts  of  personnel  of  the  Armed 

22  Forces  of  the  United  States  in  such  countries)  to  con- 

23  struct  public  works  and  to  engage  in  other  activities 
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helpful  to  the  economic  development  of  such  friendly 
countries.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  such 
foreign  military  forces  should  not  be  maintained  or  estab¬ 
lished  solely  for  civic  action  activities  and  that  such 
civic  action  activities  not  significantly  detract  from  the 
capability  of  the  military  forces  to  perform  their  military 
missions  and  be  coordinated  with  and  form  part  of  the 
total  economic  development  effort.” 

(2)  Strike  out  subsection  (b)  and  redesignate  the 
proviso  of  subsection  (a)  as  subsection  (b). 

(3)  In  redesignated  subsection  (b),  strike  out 
“ Provided,  That  except”  and  substitute  “Except”; 
strike  out  “or  (2)”  and  substitute  “,  or  (2)  for  civic 
action  assistance,  or  (3)”. 

(d)  Amend  section  507,  which  relates  to  sales,  as 
follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  insert  the  following  new 
sentence  between  the  second  and  third  sentences: 
“Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  644  (m)  (2) , 
nonexcess  defense  articles  may  be  sold  under  this  sub¬ 
section  at  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time  such 
articles  are  offered  for  sale  to  the  purchasing  country  or 
international  organization.  ” 

(2)  In  subsection  (b) ,  strike  out  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  proviso,  substitute  a  colon  and  add  the 
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following:  “ Provided  further,  That  the  President  may, 
when  he  determines  it  to  he  in  the  national  interest, 
enter  into  sales  agreements  with  purchasing  countries 
or  international  organizations  which  fix  prices  to  be 
paid  by  the  purchasing  countries  or  international  orga¬ 
nizations  for  the  defense  articles  or  defense  services 
ordered.  Funds  available  under  this  part  for  financing 
sales  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable  appro¬ 
priations  in  the  amounts  required  by  the  contracts  which 
exceed  the  price  so  fixed,  except  that  such  reimburse¬ 
ment  shall  not  be  required  upon  determination  by  the 
President  that  the  continued  production  of  the  defense 
article  being  sold  is  advantageous  to  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States.  Payments  by  purchasing  coun¬ 
tries  or  international  organizations  which  exceed  the 
amounts  required  by  such  contracts  shall  be  credited 
to  the  account  established  under  section  508.  To  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  prices  fixed  under  any  such 
sales  agreement  shall  be  sufficient  to  reimburse  the 
United  States  for  the  cost  of  the  defense  articles  or  de¬ 
fense  services  ordered.  The  President  shall  submit  to 
the  Congress  promptly  a  detailed  report  concerning  any 
fixed-price  sales  agreement  under  which  the  aggregate 
cost  to  the  United  States  exceeds  the  aggregate  amount 
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required  to  be  paid  by  the  purchasing  country  or  inter¬ 
national  organization.” 

(e)  Amend  section  508,  which  relates  to  reimbursement 
as  follows: 

(1)  After  “this  part”  the  first  time  it  appears,  in¬ 
sert  “have  been  or”. 

(2)  After  “United  States  Government,”  the  first 
time  it  appears  insert  “receipts  received  from  the  disposi¬ 
tion  of  evidences  of  indebtedness  and  charges  (including 
fees  and  premiums)  or  interest  collected”. 

(3)  Strike  out  “the  current  applicable  appropria¬ 
tion”  and  substitute  “a  separate  fund  account”. 

(4)  Strike  out  “furnishing  further  military  assist¬ 
ance  on  cash  or  credit  terms”  and  substitute  “financing 
sales  and  guaranties,  including  the  overhead  costs 
thereof”. 

(f)  Amend  section  509  (b) ,  which  relates  to  exchanges 
and  guaranties,  by  inserting  “  (excluding  contracts  with  any 
agency  of  the  United  States  Government)  ”  in  the  second 
sentence  between  the  last  word  thereof  and  the  period. 

(g)  Amend  section  510,  which  relates  to  special  author¬ 
ity,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  “1965”  each 
place  it  appears  and  substitute  in  each  such  place 
“1966”. 
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(2)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “to  the  Presi¬ 
dent’’. 

(h)  Amend  section  512,  which  relates  to  restrictions  on 
military  aid  to  Africa,  as  follows : 

(1)  Strike  out  “programs  described  in  section  505 
(b)  of  this  chapter”  and  substitute  “civic  action  re¬ 
quirements”. 

(2)  Strike  out  “1965”  and  substitute  “1966”. 

Part  III 

CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  301.  Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  general 
provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  605,  which  relates  to  retention  and 
use  of  items,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  the  section  heading  strike  out  “Items”  and 
substitute  “Cektain  Items  and  Funds”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsections: 

“(c)  Funds  realized  as  a  result  of  any  failure  of  a 
transaction  financed  under  authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act 
to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  this  Act,  or  to  applicable 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  United  States  Government,  or 
to  the  terms  of  any  agreement  or  contract  entered  into  under 
authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act,  shall  revert  to  the  respective 
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appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  finance  such  trans¬ 
action  or  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently 
available  for  the  same  general  purpose. 

“(d)  Funds  realized  by  the  United  States  Government 
from  the  sale,  transfer,  or  disposal  of  defense  articles  returned 
to  the  United  States  Government  by  a  recipient  country  or 
international  organization  as  no  longer  needed  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  for  which  furnished  shall  be  credited  to  the  respective 
appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  procure  such  defense 
articles  or  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently 
available  for  the  same  general  purpose.” 

(b)  Amend  section  612,  which  relates  to  use  of  foreign 
currencies,  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsection 
(b). 

(c)  Amend  section  620,  which  relates  to  prohibitions 
against  furnishing  assistance  to  Cuba  and  certain  other 
countries,  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Amend  the  section  heading  to  read  as  follows : 
“Prohibitions  Against  Furnishing  Assist¬ 
ance.—”. 

(2)  In  paragraph  (2)  of  section  620(e),  which 
relates  to  the  application  of  the  federal  act  of  state  doc¬ 
trine,  strike  out  “January  1,  1966”  and  substitute 
“January  1,  1967”. 

(3)  In  section  620(1),  which  relates  to  the  pro- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


15 


kibition  against  furnishing  assistance  to  countries  which 
fail  to  enter  into  agreements  to  institute  the  investment 
guaranty  program  and  providing  protection  against  cer¬ 
tain  risks,  strike  out  “December  31,  1965”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  “December  31,  1966”. 

(4)  At  the  end  of  such  section  620,  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection: 

“  (n)  Until  the  President  determines  that  North  Viet¬ 
nam  has  ceased  all  efforts  to  overthrow  the  Government  of 
South  Vietnam,  no  funds  authorized  to  be  made  available 
under  this  Act  (except  under  section  214)  shall  be  used  to 
furnish  assistance  to  any  country  which  has  failed  to  take 
appropriate  steps,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965 — 

“  (A)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry 
from  transporting  to  North  Vietnam — 

“  (i)  any  items  of  economic  assistance, 

“  (ii)  any  items  which  are,  for  the  purposes  of 
title  I  of  the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control 
Act  of  1951,  as  amended,  arms,  ammunition  and 
implements  of  war,  atomic  energy  materials,  petro¬ 
leum,  transportation  materials  of  strategic  value,  or 
items  of  primary  strategic  significance  used  in  the 
production  of  arms,  ammunition,  and  implements  of 
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“  (iii)  any  other  equipment,  materials,  or  com¬ 
modities;  and 

“(B)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry 
from  transporting  any  equipment,  materials,  or  com¬ 
modities  from  North  Vietnam.” 

CHAPTER  2— ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  302.  Chapter  2  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  administra¬ 
tive  provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  622,  which  relates  to  coordination 
with  foreign  policy,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (b) ,  immediately  after  “military 
assistance”  insert  “  (including  any  civic  action  and  sales 
program)  ”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (c) ,  immediately  after  “military 
assistance  program”  insert  “(including  any  civic  action 
and  sales  program)  ”. 

(b)  Amend  section  624,  which  relates  to  statutory 
officers,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “paragraph  (3) 
of”  and  “of  the  officers  provided  for  in  paragraphs  ( 1 ) 
and  (2)  of  that  subsection”,  and  substitute  for  the  latter 
“of  one  or  more  of  said  officers”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (d),  strike  out  “Public  Law 
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86-735”  wherever  it  appears  and  substitute  “the  Latin 
American  Development  Act,  as  amended”. 

(c)  Amend  section  625(d)  ,  which  relates  to  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  personnel,  by  striking  out  “twenty”  in  paragraph 
(2)  and  substituting  “fifty”. 

(d)  Amend  section  626,  which  relates  to  experts,  con¬ 
sultants,  and  retired  officers,  by  redesignating  subsection  (d) 
as  subsection  (c) . 

(e)  Amend  section  630,  which  relates  to  terms  of 
detail  or  assignment,  by  inserting  “benefits”  after  “travel 
expenses”,  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (4). 

(f)  Amend  section  635  (g) ,  which  relates  to  general 
authorities,  by  inserting  “and  sales”  after  “loans”  in  the 
introductory  clause. 

(g)  Amend  section  636,  which  relates  to  provisions  on 
uses  of  funds,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (e),  strike  out  “section  2  of  the 
Act  of  July  31,  1894,  as  amended  (5  U.S.O.  62)  ”  and 
substitute  “section  301  of  the  Dual  Compensation  Act 
(5  U.S.C.  3105)”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (f) ,  strike  out  “Act  to  provide 
for  assistance  in  the  development  of  Latin  America 
and  in  the  reconstruction  of  Chile,  and  for  other  pur- 
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poses”  and  substitute  “Latin  American  Development 
Act,  as  amended”. 

(h)  Amend  section  637  (a),  which  relates  to  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses,  by  striking  out  “1965”'  and  “$52,500,000“ 
and  substituting  “1966”  and  “$53,240,000’',  respectively. 

(i)  Amend  section  638,  which  relates  to  Peace  Corps 
assistance,  by  striking  out  all  beginning  with  “;  or  famine” 
and  substituting  a  period. 

(j)  Add  the  following  new  section  639: 

“Sec.  639.  Famine  and  Disaster  Relief. — No  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  assistance 
to  any  country  for  famine  or  disaster  relief.” 

CHAPTER  3— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  303.  Chapter  3  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  miscellaneous 
provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  642(a)  (2),  which  relates  to  stat¬ 
utes  repealed,  by  striking  out  “143,”  and  all  beginning  with 
“:  Provided,”  up  to  the  semicolon. 

(b)  Amend  section  644,  which  relates  to  definitions, 
as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (g),  insert  “,  and  not  procured 
in  anticipation  of  military  assistance  or  sales  require¬ 
ments,  or  pursuant  to  a  military  assistance  or  sales 
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order,”  after  “United  States  Government”  and  strike 
out  “as  grant  assistance”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (m)  (2),  strike  out  “Suck  price 
shall  be  the  same  standard  price”  and  substitute  “Such 
standard  price  shall  be  the  same  price  (including  au¬ 
thorized  reduced  prices) 

(3)  Amend  the  paragraph  following  the  numbered 
paragraph  (3)  in  subsection  (m)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  sentence,  insert  “and  sales” 
after  “Military  assistance”. 

(B)  In  the  second  proviso,  strike  out  “by  the 
military  assistance  program”. 

(c)  Amend  section  645,  which  relates  to  unexpended 
balances,  by  striking  out  “Public  Law  86-735”  and  sub¬ 
stituting  “the  Latin  American  Development  Act,  as 
amended”. 

CHAPTER  4*— AMENDMENT  TO  THE  AGRICUL¬ 
TURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  ACT  OE  1954 

Sec.  401.  Section  107  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

“No  sale  under  title  I  of  this  Act  shall  be  made  to  the 
United  Arab  Republic  unless  the  President  determines  that 


such  sale  is  essential  to  the  national  interest  of  the  United 
States.  No  such  sale  shall  be  based  on  the  requirements  of 
the  United  Arab  Republic  for  more  than  one  fiscal  year. 
The  President  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
and  the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  fully  and  currently 
informed  with  respect  to  sales  made  to  the  United  Arab 
Republic  under  title  I  of  this  Act.” 
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Sen.  Hartke  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  broaden  FHAXmergency  loans. 


HOUSE 

1.  COFFEE.  Th^  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration 
to  implement  the  International  Coffee  Agreement,  pp.  9067,  9112 


of  S.  701, 


2.  DEPARTMENTS  OF  LABOR  AND  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1966.  Passed  as  reported  this  bill,  H.  R.  7765  (pp.  9042- 
67/.  The  bill  includes  funds  for  air  and  water  pollution  control  activitie; 
HEW. 
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3.  FOREIGN  AID.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

-v _ actually  report)  H^JL_^750,  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  p.  D352 

Rep.  Erlenborn  criticized  the  foreign  aid  program  and  urged  an  invesciga- 
tion  "into  all  activities  of  AID  and  AID  reports  to  the  Congress."  pp.  9085-6 

4.  \  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with 

amendments  H.  R.  237,  to  make  certain  provisions  in  connection  with  the 
construction  of  the  Garrison  diversion  unit,  Missouri  River  Basin  project 
(H.  Rept.  282).  p.  9112 

5.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Reps.  Findley  and  Dent  inserted  items  critical  of  the  ft 

program,  pp.  9098-9100,  9106-7  , 

Rep.  Andrews,  N.  Dak.,  urged  additional  efforts  "to  build  a  stronger 
agricultural  economy  for  North  Dakota."  p.  9097 

6.  FARM  LABOR.  Rep.  Cederberg  stated  there  was  a  farm  labor  "crisis"  in  Mich. 

and  urged  the  Department  of  Labor  to  take  steps  to  assure  additional  workers 
for  the  harvesting  of  crops  in  the  State,  p.  9100 


7.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Rep,  Evins  commended  the  observance  of7 
and  the  work  of  the  Small  Business  Administration. 


small  Business  Week 
9086-90 


c 


8.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Saylor  inserted  "the  fifth  of/a  series  of  documents 

demonstrating  how  foreign  governments  give  preference  to  their  own  industry 
and  labor  in  negotiating  contracts  for  public,wdrks  projects."  pp.  9090-7 


9. 


10. 


PERSONNEL;  MANPOWER.  Rep.  Hendetson  commended  Federal  agencies  for  recent 
improvements  in  manpower  management.  p.  J9111 

AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  Received  from  GAO/leports  on  "overstatement  of  job 
opportunities  estimated  to  be  created  in  economically  depressed  area.  Area 
Redevelopment  Administration,"  and/"possible  need  for  clarification  of 
statutory  provision  limiting  the/amount  of  Federal  financial  assistance 
to  industrial  or  commercial  projects.  Area  Redevelopment  Administration." 
p.  9112  /  \ 


\ 


SENATE 


11.  COTTON.  Sen.  Russell ,8^ C. ,  inserted  a  S.  C.  Legislature  resolution  urging 
Congress  to  "extend  tne  one-price  cotton  program  for  the  seasons  of  1966 
and  1967."  p.  896e/7 


12.  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Randolph  submitted  an  amendment  to  S.  1648,  the 

proposed  Publid  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965\which  would 
"increase  the  authorization  for  public  works  matching  fundsN^rom  $250  million 
annually  tc/  $500  million."  p.  8983 

13.  UNDER  SECRETARY.  Sen.  Ervin  commended  Under  Secretary  Murphy  "foX  his  fine 

recor^  and  for  his  dedication  as  a  public  servant."  pp.  8986-87 

14.  RESOURCE  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Bible  inserted  and  commended  an  address  bjKthe 
resident  of  the  National  Reclamation  Association  in  which  he  discussed* the 

participation  of  States  and  counties  in  utilization  of  natural  resources\and 
commended  the  Water  Resources  Rcacaxch  Act  of  1964  and  the  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1964.  pp.  8998-9000 


*  '".»(>«  .  *  4. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported /(on  May  7\  foreign  aid  bill.  Sen.  Yarborough 
)serted  President's  speech  before  RElA  convention*.  Sen.  Clark  inserted  Sen. 
McGovern's  speech  favoring  limited/agricultural  trade  with  Red  China.  Rep,  Stalbaum 
introduced  and  discussed  bill  to/expand  food  donation\program. 

SENATE 

1.  WOOL.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S\  836,  to  amend  the  Wool 

Products  Labeling  Act  of  1939  so  as  to  authorize  the  Federal  Trade  Commission 
to  exclude  from  ther  provisions  of  that  act  wool  products  vHth  respect  to  which 
the  disclosure  of/wool  fiber  content  is  not  necessary  for  tn^  protection  of  the 
consumer  (S.  Rept.  186).  p.  9664 

2.  INTERNATIONAl/MONETARY  FUND.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  vote's!  to  report 

(but  did  ndt  actually  report)  without  amendment  H.  R.  6497,  authorising  an 
increase/of  $1,035  billion  in  the  International  Monetary  Fund  quota  of  the 
U.  S.  /.  D374 
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AIR  POLLUTION.  The  Special  Subcommittee  on  Air  and  Water  Pollution  of  the  \ 
Public  Works  Committee  approved  for  full  committee  consideration  with  amend¬ 
ments  S.  306,  to  amend  the  Clean  Air  Act  so  as  to  require  standards  for 


-2- 


\ 


controlling  the  emission  of  pollutants  from  gasoline-powered  or  diesel- 
vehicles  and  to  establish  a  Federal  Air  Pollution  Control  Laboratory,  p 


powers 


D374 


4.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  the  President's  speech  before  the 
Rural  Electrification  Association  convention  commending  the  rural  electrifi¬ 
cation  program,  p.  9678 


5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Clark  inserted  Sen.  McGovern's  speech  favoring/limited 
trade  with  Red  China,  including  the  sale  of  wheat  and  other  ourpljis  crops, 
pp.  9710-13 

Sen.  JavLts  spoke  in  support  of  expanded  East-West  trade  in/honstrategic 
goods  and  inserted  an  article  in  support  of  his  position,  pp/  9718-20 


6.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.^ase  commended  the  President's  Executive  oj/der  prescribing 
standards  of  etnical  conduct  for  Federal  employees.  p.  ,9675 


7.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Seik  Clark  inserted  the  President's  speech  reviewing  foreign 
policy  on  the  20th  anniversary  of  the  end  of  World  War  II.  pp.  9707-8 


8.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Sep.  McCarthy  inserted  Minn.  Governor  Rolvaag's  letter  com¬ 
mending  Federal,  State,  a^  local  efforts  in  flo </d  disaster  relief  in  Minn, 
pp.  9712-3 


HOUSE 


9.  FOREIGN  AID.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

- 7750,  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill  (H.  Rept,  321).  p.  9659 

Rep.  Matsunaga  stated  "any  way  ydu  ldok  at  it,  our  toreign  aid  pi.ogi.cuii 
means  a  lot  of  business  for  American  \u sines s  and  industry  today."  pp.  9633-4 


10.  HEALTH.  By  a  vote  of  333  to  4,  passed  asN reported  H.  R.  2984,  to  amend  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  provisions  for  construction  of  health  research 
facilities.  Rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep.  vross  which  would  have  deleted 
provisions  for  three  additional/Assistant  Secretaries  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare.  pp.  9615-26 


c 


9627 


11.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Pelly 
boycott  of  Japanese  goods 
Rep.  Curtis  inserted 
concern  "about  the  relationship 
world  trading  groups 
pp.  9630-1 

Rep.  Saylor  inserted  a  "study  of  foreign  governments' 
dealing  with  the  Latin  American  countries,  pp.  9635-43 


organization  of  a  nationwide 


n.  Sparkman  expressing 
mmon  Market  to  other 
riffs  on  Trade." 


purchasing  practices" 


12. 


PUBLIC  LAW  480.  Received  from  this  Department  a  "report  on  t: 
Law  480  agreeirients  signed  during  April  1965."  p.  9659 


:le  I,  Public 


13.  PERSONNEL.  /Received  from  the  Civil  Service  Commission  proposed  legislation  to 
terminate  cost-of-living  allowances  for  st-at-.ufory- salaried  Federal\$:ivilian 
employees  in  non-foreign  areas.  p.  9659 


14. 


TEXTILES;  LABELING.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  committee  reported 
with  amendment  H.  R.  806,  to  amend  the  Textile  Fiber  Products  Identification 
Act?  to  permit  the  listing  on  labels  of  certain  fibers  constituting  less  than 
5/percent  of  a  textile  fiber  product  (H.  Rept.  328).  p.  9659 
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FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 


May  7,  1965. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Morgan,  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  7750] 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  7750)  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill 
do  pass. 

INTRODUCTION 

COMMITTEE  ACTION 

A  message  from  the  President  relative  to  foreign  aid  (H.  Doc.  53, 
89th  Cong.)  was  received  by  Congress  and  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs  on  January  14,  1965. 

The  committee  held  32  sessions  of  hearings  extending  over  a  period 
of  2  months  on  the  draft  proposal  to  amend  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  to  provide  funds  for  fiscal  year  1966, 
and  devoted  7  sessions  to  the  markup  of  the  bill. 

During  its  consideration  of  the  foreign  aid  request  for  fiscal  year 
1966,  the  committee  heard  a  total  of  59  witnesses,  including  26  public 
witnesses.  Among  the  32  executive  branch  witnesses  were  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State;  the  Secretary  of  Defense;  the  Administrator  of  the 
Agency  for  International  Development;  the  regional  Assistant  Secre¬ 
taries  of  State  and  Assistant  Administrators  of  AID  for  Africa,  the 
Inter- American  Affairs,  the  Near  East  and  South  Asia,  and  the  Far 
East;  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  International  Organiza¬ 
tion  Affairs.  In  addition,  the  committee  heard  testimony  from  and 
questioned  the  following  concerning  the  requirements  for  the  military 
assistance  program:  Gen.  Earle  G.  Wheeler,  U.S.  Army,  Chairman, 
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Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff;  Gen.  Lyman  L.  Lemnitzer,  Supreme  Allied 
Commander,  Europe;  Lt.  Gen.  Bruce  K.  Holloway,  U.S.  Army, 
Deputy  U.S.  Commander  in  Chief,  Middle  East,  Africa  South  of  the 
Sahara,  and  South  Asia;  Adm.  U.  S.  G.  Sharp,  U.S.  Navy,  Commander 
in  Chief,  Pacific;  Gen.  Andrew  P.  O’Meara,  U.S.  Army,  commander 
in  chief,  Southern  Command;  Gen.  Robert  J.  Wood,  Director  of 
Military  Assistance,  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
International  Security  Affairs,  and  regional  directors  of  military 
assistance  for  Africa,  Europe,  the  Western  Hemisphere,  the  Far  East, 
and  the  Near  East  and  South  Asia. 

The  committee  also  had  the  benefit  of  information  presented  by 
public  organizations  and  individuals,  including  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce  of  the  United  States,  the  International  Economic  Policy 
Association,  the  League  of  Women  Voters,  Citizens  Foreign  Aid 
Committee,  American  Association  of  University  Women,  Liberty 
Lobby,  Citizens  Committee  for  UNICEF,  the  National  Congress  of 
Parents  and  Teachers,  American  Farm  Bureau,  National  Farmers 
Union,  the  AFL-CIO,  Cooperative  League  of  the  U.S. A.,  the  National 
Council  of  Churches  of  Christ  in  the  U.S. A.,  Americans  for  Democratic 
Action,  and  American  Institute  for  Free  Labor  Development. 

The  committee  also  heard  testimony  from  the  Attorney  General  of 
the  United  States  as  well  as  four  professors  of  law  concerning  the 
provision  in  the  law  (section  620(e)),  adopted  in  1964,  which  relates 
to  the  application  of  the  federal  act  of  state  doctrine. 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  thereafter  considered  the  draft 
bill  in  executive  session  on  April  6,  8,  13,  14,  27,  28,  and  29.  On 
April  29  the  bill,  H.R.  7750,  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  was  introduced  by 
Hon.  Thomas  E.  Morgan,  chairman,  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs, 
and  on  May  4,  the  bill  was  ordered  favorably  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment. 

FUNDS  AUTHORIZED 

H.R.  7750  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $2,004,195,000  for  the 
foreign  assistance  programs  for  fiscal  1966.  This  new  authorization, 
together  with  funds  previously  authorized,  as  shown  in  the  table 
following,  provides  authority  for  the  appropriation  of  $3,367,670,000 
for  fiscal  year  1966.  This  is  a  reduction  of  $12,700,000  below  the 
amount  requested  by  the  President. 
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Table  on  foreign  assistance  appropriation  requests  and  authorizations 

for  fiscal  year  1066 

[la  thousands] 


Fiscal  year 
1965 
appro¬ 
priation 

Fiscal  year 
1966  appro¬ 
priation 
request 
(H.  Doc. 
53) 

Fiscal  year 
1966  new 
authori¬ 
zation 
request 

House 
committee 
new  author¬ 
ization 
recommen¬ 
dations 

Pt.  I: 

Ch.  2,  development  assistance: 

Title  I.  Development  Loan  Fund:  Sec.  202(a), 
authorization _ ... . . .  _ 

$773, 727. 6 

204, 600. 0 

16,800.0 

1, 600.  0 

425,  000.  0 
84,  700. 0 

134, 272. 4 
401, 000. 0 
99, 200. 0 

1, 055, 000. 0 

51,  200. 0 
2, 900.  0 

$780,  250.  0 

210, 000. 0 

7, 000. 0 

(l) 

$210, 000.  0 

7, 000.  0 

0 

$210, 000.  0 

7, 000.  0 

Title  II,  technical  cooperation  and  development 

grants:  Sec.  212,  authorization _ 

Title  II,  American  schools  and  hospitals  abroad: 

Sec.  214(c).  authorization...  . . 

Title  IV,  surveys  of  investment  opportunities: 
Sec.  232,  authorization _ 

Title  VI,  Alliance  for  Progress:  Sec.  252,  authori¬ 
zation: 

Loans _  _ _ _  _ 

495, 125.  0 
85, 000.  0 

155, 455. 0 
369,  200.  0 
50, 000.  0 

1, 170, 000.  0 

55, 240.  0 
3, 100.  0 

0 

0 

155,  455.  0 
369,  200.  0 

3  50, 000.  0 

1, 170,  000.  0 

55, 240. 0 
0 

0 

0 

144, 755.  0 
369, 200. 0 
50, 000.  0 

1, 170, 000. 0 

53, 240.  0 
0 

Grants . . . .  ...  . 

Ch.  3.  international  organizations  and  programs: 

Sec.  302,  authorization.  _ _  _  ....... 

Ch.  4,  supporting  assistance:  Sec.  402,  authorization. 
Ch.  5,  Contingency  fund:  Sec.  451(a),  authorization. 
Pt.  II:  Ch.  2,  military  assistance:  Sec.  504(a),  authori¬ 
zation _ _ _ 

Pt.  Ill:  Ch.  2,  administrative  provisions: 

Sec.  637(a),  administrative  expenses  (AID) _ 

Sec.  637(b),  administrative  expenses  (State) _ 

Total _ 

3, 250, 000.  0 

3,380, 370.0 

2, 016, 895. 0 

2, 004, 195. 0 

1  Previously  authorized  $1,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1965  and  for  fiscal  year  1966. 

2  Previously  authorized  $600,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1965  and  for  fiscal  year  1966,  of  which  $85,000,000  was 
requested  for  grants. 

3  In  addition,  the  President  is  “requesting  a  special  standby  authorization  for  use  if  necessary  in  Vietnam 
only.”  No  amount  specified. 

*  Previously  authorized  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  from  time  to  time. 


DURATION  AND  STRUCTURE 

The  committee  is  reporting  H.R.  7750  after  comprehensive  hearings 
and  careful  study.  We  have  noted  with  interest  current  discussions 
of  the  desirability  of  terminating  the  foreign  assistance  program  in 
1967  and  of  undertaking  another  comprehensive  survey  of  foreign  aid 
and  U.S.  foreign  policy. 

While  the  committee  recognizes  that  the  foreign  aid  program  can  be 
further  unproved  and  while  we  hope  for  an  improvement  in  the  world 
situation  by  1967,  we  cannot  agree  that  it  would  be  desirable,  or  pos¬ 
sible,  to  terminate  the  program  in  the  near  future.  Nor  do  we  believe 
that  it  is  advisable  to  establish  a  commission,  no  matter  how  dis¬ 
tinguished  its  membership,  to  undertake  still  another  survey  of 
foreign  aid. 

The  fact  is  that  many  surveys  have  been  made  over  a  period  of 
years.  That  no  new  approach  has  been  developed  as  the  result  of  any 
of  these  inquiries  indicates  the  complexity  of  the  problems  faced 
rather  than  a  lack  of  perception  or  analytical  ability.  The  committee 
believes,  therefore,  that  the  basic  structure  of  our  foreign  aid  program 
is  sound  and  should  not  be  drastically  revised. 

None  of  these  surveys  nor  the  executive  branch  has  recommended  a 
dramatic  departure  from  the  program  as  it  currently  is  structured. 
The  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  has  conducted  a  continuous 
review  and  analysis  of  our  foreign  aid.  It  has  concluded  that  the 
military  supporting  assistance  and  economic  portions  of  the  program 
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are  interdependent.  In  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  they  cannot 
be  divided  without  the  prospect  of  some  harm  being  done  the  overall 
program  and  our  foreign  policy. 

For  almost  two  decades  the  United  States  has  provided  economic 
and  military  assistance  to  foreign  count  lies.  Foreign  aid  has  become 
a  major  factor  in  the  conduct  of  our  N ation’s  foreign  policy.  Through 
our  aid  programs,  we  have  sought  to  contain  the  march  of  world 
communism  and  to  assist  the  underdeveloped  countries  to  economic 
viability. 

President  Johnson  has  said  so  aptly  that  foreign  assistance  offers 
“strength  to  those  who  would  be  free;  hope  for  those  who  would 
otherwise  despair;  progress  for  those  who  would  help  themselves.” 

The  duration  of  the  program,  the  kinds  of  assistance  we  provide, 
and  the  amount  we  spend  will  depend  on  the  progress  made  in  coping 
with  the  Communist  menace  and  bringing  economic  and  sociopolitical 
stability  in  the  less  developed  countries.  At  the  same  time,  however, 
the  emphasis  and  direction  of  our  foreign  assistance  program  will  not 
be  without  change.  Our  program  has  been  and  must  continue  to  be 
responsive  to  changes  in  world  conditions. 

PIPELINE 

The  size  of  the  unexpended  balances  in  the  foreign  assistance 
program  continues  to  engage  the  attention  of  its  critics.  They  argue 
that  the  larger  these  balances,  the  less  necessary  it  is  to  appropriate 
new  money.  This  interpretation  omits  a  consideration  of  what  is 
involved  in  the  term  “unexpended  balances,”  usually  called  the 
pipeline.  Briefly,  such  balances  are  funds  that  have  been  obligated 
for  goods  and  services  on  order  but  not  yet  delivered.  When  delivery 
is  made,  payments  must  be  met  from  funds  previously  appropriated. 

Over  the  past  6  years  increased  emphasis  has  been  placed  on  loans 
rather  than  grants.  This  change  has  resulted  in  a  buildup  of  the 
pipeline.  A  loan  is  obligated  when  an  agreement  is  entered  into 
with  the  borrowing  country.  But  expenditures  against  that  loan  are 
made  only  against  deliveries  which,  in  the  case  of  large  projects, 
may  run  over  a  number  of  years.  Hence  there  is  a  lag  between 
obligations  and  expenditures.  The  following  table  indicates  the 
unexpended  balances  for  the  foreign  assistance  program — military 
and  nonmilitary  but  excluding  investment  guaranty  programs — at 
the  end  of  each  fiscal  year  since  1950. 


Unexpended  balances,  foreign  assistance  program,  military  and  nonmilitary 1 
including  Alliance  for  Progress  but  excluding  investment  guaranties 

[In  billions] 


1950 _ 

_  $3,  5 

1955 _ 

_  $7.  9 

1960 _ 

$4.  8 

1951 _ 

_  7.  1 

1956 _ 

_  6.  4 

1961 _ 

6.  0 

1952 _ 

_  9.  9 

1957 _ 

_  6.  1 

1962 _ 

6.  6 

1953 _ 

_  10.  1 

1958 _ 

_  5.  3 

1963 _ 

6.  8 

1954 _ 

_  9.  6 

1959 _ 

_  4.  8 

1964 _ 

6.  3 

1965  (estimated) . . 

6.  2 

1  Excludes  $200,000,000  public  debt  funds  and  fees  for  the  investment  guaranty  program. 
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To  buttress  their  arguments  that  new  funds  are  not  necessary  or 
can  be  drastically  reduced,  some  opponents  point  to  other  programs 
financed  by  the  United  States  that  make  funds  available  for  foreign 
assistance.  Chief  among  these  are  loans  by  the  Export-Import 
Bank  and  the  proceeds  derived  from  sales  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities.  These  latter  programs  have  a  foreign  policy  objective 
which  should  not  be  confused  with  those  carried  out  under  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act.  They  complement  the  latter  but  are  not  a  substitute 
for  them.  In  drawing  up  the  money  request  for  the  foreign  assist¬ 
ance  programs  the  Executive  takes  into  account  these  other  sources 
of  financing.  The  basic  legislation  under  which  each  of  the  other 
programs  is  carried  out  falls  within  the  jurisdiction  of  other  com¬ 
mittees.  These  programs  limit  the  uses  which  may  be  made  of  un¬ 
expended  balances  arising  from  those  programs.  The  funds  author¬ 
ized  and  appropriated  for  the  foreign  assistance  program  provide  the 
principal  means  of  financing  our  cold  war  strategy.  No  other  pro¬ 
gram  provides  the  funds  necessary  to  meet  the  costs  of  the  varied 
approaches  encompassed  in  the  foreign  assistance  program  to  carry 
out  this  strategy. 

An  examination  of  the  annual  budget  of  the  President  indicates  that 
unexpended  balances  are  not  peculiar  to  the  foreign  assistance  pro¬ 
gram.  The  following  table  compares  the  unexpended  balances  of  the 
military  assistance  portion  of  the  program  with  those  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense. 


Unexpended  balances — Military  assistance  program  compared  ivith  Department  of 

Defense 

[In  billions] 


Military- 

assistance 

Department 
of  Defense 
(military 
functions) 

Military 

assistance 

Department 
of  Defense 
(military 
functions) 

1950 _ 

$1.3 

5.5 

$9.8 

38. 1 

1958 _ _ 

$3.4 

2.5 

$32.1 
31.  7 

1951 _ 

1959 _ 

1952 . . 

8.4 

59.5 

1960  _ 

2.3 

30.7 

1953 _ _ 

8.5 

62.1 

1961 _ _ 

2.6 

28.7 

1954 _ 

7.8 

55.0 

1962 _ 

2.8 

29.2 

1955. . . . 

6.2 

45.3 

1963 _ _ _ _ _ 

2.4 

30.3 

1956 _ 

4.6 

37.5 

1964.  .  _ 

2.0 

30.2 

1957 . — . — . 

4.2 

34.6 

1965  (estimated) _ _ 

1.9 

30.7 

The  foreign  assistance  program  is  criticized  for  having  not  only 
large  unexpended  balances  but  also  sizable  unobligated  balances. 
The  argument  runs  that  the  Executive  has  asked  for,  and  the  Congress 
has  voted,  more  money  than  can  be  used.  This  accusation  rests  on 
the  theory  that  money  appropriated  must  be  spent  before  new  money 
is  appropriated.  The  committee  has  examined  closely  the  justifica¬ 
tion  for  new  funds  for  each  of  the  programs  financed  under  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act.  It  is  convinced  that  if  the  program  is  to  move  for¬ 
ward,  these  funds  are  necessary. 

The  dimensions  of  the  unobligated  and  unexpended  balances  of  the 
foreign  assistance  program  can  be  better  appreciated  by  comparison 
with  similar  balances  of  other  agencies  of  the  Government.  The 
following  figures  covering  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  the  foreign  assistance  program,  and  all  other  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  are  also  taken  from  the  budget  of  the  President. 
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Unexpended  and  unobligated  balances 


[In  billions] 


Department 
of  Defense 
(military) 
functions) 

Foreign 

assist¬ 

ance 

Depart¬ 
ment  of 
Agricul¬ 
ture 

All  others 

Total 

$37.5 

$6.6 

$2.0 

$26.7 

$72.8 

12.7 

.4 

.2 

19.6 

32.9 

34.6 

6.3 

3.0 

24.7 

68.6 

Unobligated/unreserv’ed,  June  30,  1957 . .  . 

11.0 

32.1 

.9 

5.5 

1.6 

4.8 

17.7 

29.5 

31.2 

71.9 

8.3 

.2 

3.4 

20.6 

32.5 

31.7 

6.0 

3.6 

31.3 

71.6 

8.2 

.2 

2.2 

22.1 

32.7 

30.7 

5.0 

3.7 

33.0 

72.4 

9.6 

J2, 

2.4 

23.5 

35.7 

28.7 

6.2 

3.3 

38.2 

76.4 

9.9 

.8 

1.1 

27.4 

39.2 

29.2 

6.9 

4.6 

39.2 

79.9 

8. 1 

.2 

1.2 

27.3 

36.8 

30.3 

7.0 

4.8 

45.7 

87.8 

11.7 

.5 

1.0 

32.1 

45.3 

30.2 

6.5 

4.0 

48.6 

89.3 

12.7 

.3 

.8 

32.9 

46.7 

30.7 

6.5 

5.9 

53.6 

96.7 

Unobligated/unreserved,  June  30,  1965  (esti¬ 
mated) _ _ _ _ _ 

11.8 

.3 

.9 

31.2 

44.2 

Note.— Foreign  assistance  unexpended  balances  include  public  debt  funds  of  $200,000,000  and  fees  for 
the  investment  guaranty  program. 

Military  assistance  reservations  are  included  in  foreign  assistance  unexpended  balances  above  but  are 
not  included  in  unobligated  balances.  The  figures  for  the  Department  of  Defense  military  functions  do 
not  include  undelivered  military  assistance  orders;  i.e.,  reservations  which  have  been  included  in  the  foreign 
assistance  column  of  this  table.  Reservations  are  made  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sec.  108  of  the  Mutual 
Security  Appropriation  Act,  1956,  as  amended.  Under  the  reservation  procedure,  equipment  on  order 
for  the  foreign  assistance  program  is  financed  initially  from  regular  Department  of  Defense  procurement 
funds.  At  the  time  orders  are  placed,  funds  are  reserved  in  the  foreign  assistance/military  assistance  ac¬ 
counts  for  future  reimbursement  to  the  procurement  accounts  of  the  military  services. 

For  development  loans  (included  in  foreign  assistance)  the  unexpended  balance  includes  loan  commit¬ 
ments  not  yet  technically  obligated.  The  unobligated  balance  excludes  such  commitments. 


The  committee  is  mindful  of  its  responsibilities  for  continuous 
scrutiny  of  the  program.  To  this  end  it  has  conducted  its  own  investi¬ 
gations  and  has  had  available  to  it  the  findings  of  other  agencies  of 
the  Government  charged  with  supervisory  responsibilities.  It  has 
found  shortcomings  which  it  has  brought  to  the  attention  of  appro¬ 
priate  officials.  At  the  same  time  the  committee  recognizes  that  this 
is  a  global  program  that  is  conducted  in  countries  where  sound  fiscal 
practices  and  standards  are  not  always  well  established.  Considering 
the  geographic  scope  of  the  program  and  the  variety  of  conditions 
under  which  it  must  operate,  the  committee  believes  that  the  size  of 
the  pipeline  is  not  unreasonable. 


BALANCE  OF  PAYMENTS  AND  THE  OUTFLOW  OF  GOLD 

The  committee  has  given  continued  consideration  to  the  problem 
of  U.S.  balance  of  payments  and  the  decline  in  U.S.  gold  holdings 
and  the  degree  to  which  the  foreign  assistance  program  is  a  factor  in 
this  decline. 

From  evidence  submitted  to  the  committee  it  is  apparent  that 
foreign  aid  is  not  a  significant  factor  either  in  our  balance-of-pay- 
ments  difficulties  or  in  the  decline  of  our  gold  supply.  Secretary  of 
State  Rusk  told  the  committee: 

Since  1961,  foreign  aid  has  had  a  steadily  decreasing  impact 
on  our  balance  of  payments.  The  adverse  impact  is  at  the 
lowest  level  yet  achieved.  More  than  85  percent  of  the  funds 
requested  for  the  economic  assistance  program  in  fiscal  year 
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1966  will  be  spent  directly  in  the  United  States  for  U.S.  goods 
and  services  (hearings,  p.  923). 

For  the  current  fiscal  year  economic  assistance  appropriations 
amount  to  slightly  more  than  $2.1  billion.  More  than  two-thirds  of 
this  sum  will  be  used  to  finance  commodity  procurements.  In  the 
first  quarter  of  this  fiscal  year  94  percent  of  such  procurement  was 
made  in  the  United  States  (hearings,  p.  934) .  In  addition  expenditures 
for  services  rendered  by  technical  service  contractors,  as  well  as 
payments  to  U.S.  shippers,  the  cost  of  participant  training  in  the 
United  States,  and  administrative  costs  of  the  program  are  dollars 
that  remain  in  the  United  States. 

Only  about  20  percent  of  all  economic  assistance  funds,  amounting 
to  approximately  $400  million,  will  be  spent  outside  the  United  States. 
Among  these  offshore  expenditures  are  our  payments  of  voluntary 
contributions  to  international  organizations  and  programs,  com¬ 
modity  purchases  in  less  developed  countries  where  the  required  goods 
are  unavailable  in  the  United  States  or  shipping  costs  are  too  high. 
Certain  payments  to  personnel  stationed  abroad  and  to  U.S.  con¬ 
tractors,  assistance  for  American  schools  and  hospitals  abroad,  and 
aid  for  famine  and  disaster  relief  also  account  for  expenditures  outside 
the  United  States. 

Against  this  $400  million  expenditure  outside  the  United  States,  we 
received  about  $150  million  in  repayments  of  principal  and  interest  on 
loans  extended  by  AID  and  its  predecessor  agencies.  Thus  the  net 
effect  of  the  economic  assistance  program  in  the  total  balance-of- 
payments  position  of  the  United  States  is  about  $250  million. 

In  the  case  of  military  assistance  more  than  85  percent  of  the 
$1  billion  appropriated  in  this  fiscal  year  for  that  program  will  be 
spent  in  the  United  States.  In  addition,  our  military  assistance 
increases  the  sales  of  military  equipment  abroad.  Cash  receipts 
from  these  sales  amounted  to  more  than  $1  billion  in  each  of  the  last 
3  fiscal  years. 

In  summary,  the  small  adverse  effect  that  our  foreign  aid  program 
has  on  our  balance-of-payments  position  must  be  weighed  against  the 
larger  and  long-range  policy  objectives  we  seek  to  achieve  through 
that  program.  Without  minimizing  this  effect,  however  small,  it  is 
the  judgment  of  the  committee  that  any  improvement  in  our  total 
balance-of-payments  situation  must  be  sought  among  other  factors 
that  contribute  more  significantly  to  the  problem. 

CLASSIFIED  VOLUMES  AVAILABLE  TO  MEMBERS  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Some  of  the  material  submitted  to  the  committee  in  support  of  the 
foreign  assistance  legislation  is  classified  by  the  executive  and  cannot 
be  released.  Certain  of  the  details  concerning  the  military  assistance 
program  are  secret,  and  there  are  a  number  of  other  items  relating 
to  specific  countries  which  cannot  be  given  out.  Part  of  this  infor¬ 
mation  is  classified  because  it  would  aid  our  enemies  if  it  were  known 
to  them.  Release  of  certain  other  information  would,  in  the  judgment 
of  our  officials,  injure  relations  with  or  among  other  nations.  Further¬ 
more,  the  announcement  of  specific  amounts  of  economic  assistance 
for  specific  countries  is  delayed  until  congressional  action  on  ap¬ 
propriations  is  completed  in  order  to  avoid  unnecessary  disappoint¬ 
ments.  The  committee  is  obligated  to  observe  these  restrictions. 
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Neither  the  committee  nor  the  Executive  desires  to  keep  any  of  this 
classified  material  from  any  Member  of  the  House.  The  most  com¬ 
plete  statement  of  the  program  is  contained  in  two  volumes  which  are 
marked  “Confidential”  and  “Secret,”  respectively.  These  volumes 
are  available  in  the  committee  office,  room  2170,  Rayburn  House 
Office  Building,  where  they  can  be  examined  by  any  Member  of  the 
House  who  is  willing  to  accept  the  obligation  not  to  divulge  the  classi¬ 
fied  information.  The  volumes  will  also  be  available  under  the  same 
conditions  at  the  committee  table  while  the  bill  is  under  consideration 
on  the  floor. 

By  no  means  all  of  the  information  in  these  volumes  is  classified, 
and  every  item  classified  is  clearly  marked  so  that  it  is  not  difficult 
for  anyone  examining  the  volumes  to  make  certain  what  items  are 
releasable. 

PART  1 

Chapter  1 — Policy 

Section  101 — Destruction  of  U.S.  'property 

Section  101  amends  section  102  of  the  act  which  relates  to  statement 
of  policy  by  adding  an  expression  of  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
assistance  under  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  and  other  statutes  should 
be  terminated  to  any  country  permitting  damage  to  or  destruction  of 
U.S.  property  within  such  country  by  mob  action  or  by  failing  to  take 
adequate  preventive  measures. 

The  amendment  is  intended  to  make  clear  that  the  Congress  is 
deeply  disturbed  by  such  incidents  as  the  desecration  of  the  American 
flag,  the  breaking  of  windows  of  our  embassies,  or  the  burning  or 
looting  of  U.S.  buildings  in  foreign  countries  by  mob  violence. 

The  committee  does  not  believe  that  either  our  Department  of 
State  or  the  governments  of  foreign  countries  should  become  recon¬ 
ciled  to  such  destruction  as  a  traditional  or  acceptable  expression  of 
disapproval  of  U.S.  policy,  just  as  tearing  down  the  goal  posts  after 
a  football  game  is  accepted  as  normal  behavior. 

A  higher  priority  should  be  given  in  the  conduct  of  our  foreign 
policy  to  the  protection  of  U.S.  Government  property  overseas  than 
has  been  the  case  in  the  past,  and  action  should  be  taken  by  the 
United  States  to  assure  that  foreign  governments  give  a  high  priority 
to  the  prevention  of  the  destruction  of  our  property  by  mob  violence. 

Chapter  2 — Development  Assistance 

USE  OF  DEVELOPMENT  LOAN  FUNDS  FOR  PROGRAM  LOANS 

The  development  assistance  program  for  fiscal  1966  includes  sub¬ 
stantial  program  loans  for  half  a  dozen  countries.  These  are  general 
loans  to  finance,  for  example,  U.S.  equipment,  spare  parts,  and  raw 
materials,  rather  than  specific  projects,  such  as  the  construction  of  a 
highway  or  supplying  machinery  for  a  factory. 

As  countries  undertake  major  development  efforts,  industry,  espe¬ 
cially  in  the  private  sector  and  small  industries,  requires  increasing 
amounts  of  raw  materials,  equipment  and  spare  parts  which  should 
be  procured  as  needed  through  commercial  channels.  The  procedures 
required  for  project  loans  are  not  suited  to  such  transactions.  Pro¬ 
curement  under  program  loans  is  required  to  be  made  in  the  United 
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States,  and  most  of  the  goods  financed  are  utilized  by  private 
enterprise. 

Since  such  loans  cannot  be  tied  in  advance  to  a  specific  list  of 
commodities,  they  are  not  subject  to  as  effective  control  and  evaluation 
of  results  as  are  project  loans.  There  is  the  possibility  that  they  may 
be  disbursed  without  making  a  significant  contribution  to  economic 
development  unless  conditions  are  favorable  to  their  use. 

Program  loans  are  recognized  as  fulfilling  an  important  and  neces¬ 
sary  function  in  promoting  economic  development  where  a  well 
organized  and  effective  development  program  is  underway.  The 
committee,  therefore,  has  approved  the  limited  use  of  program  loans 
in  situations  clearly  justifying  this  type  of  aid. 

TITLE  II - TECHNICAL  COOPERATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  GRANTS 

Section  102(a) — ■ Authorization 

Section  102(a)  amends  section  212  of  the  act  which  relates  to  techni¬ 
cal  cooperation  and  development  grants  to  authorize  an  appropriation 
of  $210  million  for  fiscal  year  1966.  This  is  $5  million  less  than  the 
authorization  for  the  current  fiscal  year  and  $5,400,000  more  than 
the  appropriation  for  the  current  fiscal  year.  An  estimated  carry¬ 
over  and  recovery  of  $21  million  from  prior  year  programs  will 
permit  a  program  of  $231  million  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  About  45 
percent — $92  million — is  planned  for  use  in  Africa,  $46  million  in  the 
Near  East  and  south  Asia,  and  $34  million  in  the  Far  East.  The 
balance  of  $59  million  will  be  used  for  research,  program  support,  and 
interregional  activities.  In  Latin  America  similar  programs  are 
funded  from  the  Alliance  for  Progress  appropriation. 

The  technical  cooperation  and  development  grant  program  is  the 
principal  means  by  which  AID  contributes  to  the  basic  needs  of  the 
developing  nations.  It  is  used  to  assist  these  countries  to — 

(1)  Improve  the  educational,  technical,  and  professional  skills 
of  their  people; 

(2)  Improve  and  expand  the  institutional  structures  and  prac¬ 
tices  that  contribute  to  economic  and  social  development; 

(3)  Determine  their  indigenous  human  and  material  resources 
that  are  basic  for  economic  growth. 

During  the  past  several  years  technical  cooperation  programs  have 
been  concentrated  upon  high  priority  programs.  About  one-fifth  of 
such  assistance  is  directed  to  strengthening  educational  institutions 
with  particular  emphasis  on  subjects  directly  related  to  development 
needs.  Lagging  food  production  has  resulted  in  greater  efforts  in  the 
field  of  agriculture  including  rural  development.  Industry  and 
transportation,  health  and  sanitation  including  malaria  eradication 
are  other  key  sectors  for  which  these  funds  are  used. 

The  committee  believes  that  this  program,  carried  on  in  48  countries 
of  which  32  are  in  Africa,  has  been  among  the  more  successful  parts 
of  the  foreign  assistance  program.  Some  measure  of  its  success  is 
evidenced  by  the  decline  both  on  a  percentage  basis  and  a  dollar  basis 
of  technical  cooperation  funds  for  the  Far  East  and  for  the  Near  East 
and  South  Asia,  reflecting  a  greater  capacity  on  the  part  of  countries 
in  those  areas  to  rely  more  heavily  on  loans  for  their  development 
rather  than  grants. 
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Section  102(b) — American  schools  and  hospitals  abroad 

Section  102(b)  amends  section  214  of  the  act,  which  relates  to  Amer¬ 
ican  schools  and  hospitals  abroad,  in  two  respects:  first,  it  changes  the 
definition  of  hospitals  authorized  to  be  aided  under  this  section  to 
restrict  such  assistance  to  hospitals  founded  or  sponsored  by  U.S. 
citizens  and  serving  as  centers  for  medical  education  and  research; 
and,  second,  it  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $7  million  in  fiscal  1966 
for  purposes  of  section  214,  of  which  $1.1  million  will  be  used  to  pur¬ 
chase  local  currency  owned  by  the  United  States. 

The  proposed  authorization  of  funds  represents  a  reduction  of  over 
$10.5  million  from  fiscal  1965  and  almost  $13  million  from  fiscal  1964. 
The  major  portion  of  the  $7  million  is  intended  for  four  institutions: 
American  University  of  Beirut,  Robert  College  at  Istanbul,  Project 
HOPE,  and  the  American  University  in  Cairo.  The  remainder  is 
earmarked  for  special  nonrecurring  projects  in  a  number  of  other  insti¬ 
tutions,  including  the  Seagrave  Hospital  in  Burma,  the  Anatolia  Col¬ 
lege  and  the  American  Farm  School  in  Greece,  Escuela  Agricola  Pan- 
americana  in  Honduras,  and  other  American-sponsored  institutions, 
as  listed  on  page  246  of  the  hearings. 

The  change  in  the  definition  of  hospitals  that  may  be  aided  under 
section  214  results  from  the  recommendations  of  the  executive  branch 
regarding  the  procedure  which  should  be  employed  in  providing  assist¬ 
ance,  where  necessary  and  warranted,  to  American-sponsored  hospitals 
abroad.  There  are  at  present  some  300  hospitals  abroad  which  are 
supported  by  Americans  and  could,  under  certain  circumstances,  be 
considered  eligible  to  apply  for  assistance  under  section  214.  The 
executive  branch  is  of  the  opinion,  in  which  this  committee  concurs, 
that  American-sponsored  hospitals  abroad  which  are  designed  exclu¬ 
sively  for  the  treatment  of  patients  and  which  wish  to  apply  for  assist¬ 
ance,  should  be  considered  for  such  aid  under  the  regular  programs  of 
the  Agency  for  International  Development  for  the  countries  in  which 
they  are  located.  Section  214  authority  will  remain  available,  how¬ 
ever,  with  respect  to  hospitals  which  are  designed  primarily  as  teach¬ 
ing  or  research  hospitals.  Further,  the  change  proposed  is  not  in¬ 
tended  to  preclude  assistance  to  those  American-sponsored  hospitals 
which  have  been  or  are  currently  aided  under  section  214. 

TITLE  III - INVESTMENT  GUARANTIES 

This  title  amends  title  III  of  existing  law  relating  to  investment 
guaranties  in  the  following  respects:  (1)  It  raises  the  limit  on  the 
volume  of  specific  risk  guaranties  which  may  be  issued  from  $2.5  billion 
to  $5  billion  (no  funds  are  required);  (2)  It  earmarks  $150  million  of 
the  $300  million  previously  authorized  for  extended  risk  guaranties 
for  use  solely  for  housing  projects;  (3)  It  removes  the  20-year  maxi¬ 
mum  term  on  guaranties  for  guarantors  of  loan  investments;  (4)  It 
increases  from  $250  million  to  $450  million  the  total  face  amount  of 
Latin  American  housing  guaranties  that  may  be  outstanding  at  any 
one  time;  and  (5)  It  authorizes  a  number  of  lesser  changes  designed  to 
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make  the  program  more  serviceable  to  investors.  Except  for  a 
broadening  of  the  purpose  for  which  Latin  American  guaranties  may 
be  issued,  no  new  type  of  coverage  is  authorized. 

Section  1 03  (a)  ( 1 ) — Eligibility 

This  section  amends  the  introductory  clause  of  section  221(b), 
which  relates  to  general  authority,  by  replacing  the  present  definition 
of  the  persons  and  organizations  eligible  for  investment  guaranties 
with  a  statement  that  the  President  may  issue  guaranties  to  "eligible 
United  States  investors.”  A  definition  of  the  term  "eligible  United 
States  investors”  is  subsequently  added  to  section  223  of  the  act  by 
section  103(d)(2)  of  the  bill. 

This  provision,  together  with  section  103(d)  and  a  conforming 
amendment  in  103(e),  amends  existing  law  to  make  clear  that  guaran¬ 
ties  may  be  issued  to  foreign  corporations  wholly  owned  by  more  than 
one  U.S.  corporation,  and  by  U.S.  citizens,  partnerships,  and  other 
noncorporate  U.S.  organizations.  The  act  now  authorizes  guaranties 
to  a  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  a  U.S.  corporation.  The  status  of 
corporations  organized  under  U.S.  law  is  not  altered.  Such  corpora¬ 
tions  are  eligible  for  guaranties  only  if  substantially  beneficially 
owned  by  U.S.  citizens. 

Section  1 03  (a)  {2) — Ceiling  on  specific  risks 

This  subsection  increases  the  limit  on  the  total  amount  of  specific 
risk  guaranties  (convertibility,  expropriation,  war,  revolution,  and 
insurrection)  which  may  be  outstanding  at  any  one  time  from  $2.5 
billion  to  $5  billion.  The  figure  relates  only  to  the  volume  of  guaran¬ 
ties  (comparable  to  insurance  policies  issued).  No  appropriation  of 
funds  is  involved. 

The  demand  for  specific  risk  guaranties  is  increasing  rapidly. 
There  were  guaranties  outstanding  on  December  31,  1964,  of  $(,700 
million.  During  the  last  6  months  of  1964,  guaranty  contracts  were 
issued  at  the  average  rate  of  $80  million  a  month.  The  annual  amount 
of  preliminary  applications  increased  from  $2  billion  in  1963  to  nearly 
$6  billion  for  1964.  The  increased  ceiling  is  estimated  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  program  for  the  next  2  years. 

It  is  recognized  that  private  investment  is  a  key  element  in  the 
promotion  of  economic  development.  There  are  now  63  countries 
in  which  at  least  some  portion  of  the  investment  guaranty  program  is 
in  effect.  The  list  of  eligible  countries,  the  nature  of  the  coverage 
agreed  to,  and  the  amounts  of  specific  risk  guaranties  issued  are  shown 
in  the  following  tables : 
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Countries  where  investment  guaranties  are  available,  Mar.  1,  1965 


Convertibility 

Expropriation 

War,  revolution,  and 
insurrection 

Extended  risk 

Afghanistan! _ ...  ... 

Argentina _ 

Argentina. 

Brazil 2 _ 

Brazil  - _ 

Brazil.2 

Bolivia _ 

Bolivia. 

Central  African 

Central  African 

Central  African 

Central  African 

Republic. 

Republic. 

Republic. 

Republic. 

Chile 

Chile.  _ 

Chile _ _ 

Chile. 

China,  Republic  of _ 

China,  Republic  of _ 

China,  Republic  of. 

Colombia _ _ 

Colombia _  _ 

Colombia. 

Congo  (Brazzaville) _ _ 

Congo  (Brazzaville) _ 

Congo  (Brazzaville). 

Congo  (Leopoldville) _ 

Congo  (Leopoldville) _ 

Congo  (Leopoldville) _ 

Congo  (Leopoldville). 

Costa  Rica _ 

Cyprus . . 

Cyprus . . . 

Cyprus. 

Dominican  Republic _ 

Dominican  Republic _ 

Dominican  Republic _ 

Dominican  Republic. 

Ecuador _ _ 

Ecuador . . 

Ecuador. 

El  Salvador _ 

Ethiopia _ 

Gabon _ _ 

Gabon _ 

Gabon. 

Ghana _ _ 

Greece..  _ _ _ 

Greece . . 

Greece. 

Guatemala _ _ 

Guinea _ _ 

Guinea _ _ _  _ 

Guinea. 

Haiti 

Haiti  _  __ 

India _ 

Israel _ 

Israel _ _  _ 

Israel. 

Ivory  Coast _ 

Ivorv  Coast.  _ 

Ivory  Coast. 

Jamaica _ 

Jamaica.. _ _ 

Jamaica. 

Jordan _ _ 

Jordan. 

Kenya _ 

Kenya.. _ 

Kenya. 

Korea _ _  _ 

Korea  1 _ _ _ 

Laos..  _ _ 

Laos _  _ 

Laos. 

Liberia _ _ 

Liberia  . . . 

Liberia. 

Malagasy  Republic . 

Malagasy  Republic . 

Malagasy  Republic. 

Malaysia _ _ _ 

Mali.* _ 

Mali _ 

Mali. 

Mauritania _ _ 

Mauritania _  _ 

Mauritania. 

Morocco _ 

Morocco _ 

Morocco. 

Nepal. _ 

Nepal _ _ _  ... 

Nepal. 

Nicaragua _ 

Nicaragua _  _ 

Nicaragua1 _ _ 

Niger _ _ 

Niger  _  _  _ 

Niger _  __ 

Niger 

Nigeria _ _  _ 

Pakistan _ _ 

Panama _ _ _ 

Panama _ 

Panama  1 _ 

Paraguay _ 

Peru.  ..  . . 

Philippines _ _ 

Philippines _ _ 

Senegal _ 

Senegal.  _  _ 

Senegal _  _ 

Senegal. 

Sierra  Leone  _ _ 

Sierra  Leone. .  _ 

Sierra  Leone _ 

Sierra  Leone. 

Somali  Republic _ _ 

Somali  Republic. .  __  _ 

Somali  Republic _ 

Somali  Republic. 

Spain.. _  _  _ 

Spain _ 

Sudan _ _ 

Sudan  _ 

Tanzania _ 

Tanzania _ _ 

Tanzania _ 

Tanzania. 

Thailand _ _ 

Thailand _ 

Thailand1 _ 

Togo _  .  ..  _ 

Togo.  . 

Togo  .. 

Togo. 

Trfnidad-Tobago . .  _ 

Trinidad-Tobago _ 

Trinidad-Tobago. 

Tunisia _ 

Tunisia..  .  ... 

Tunisia _ _ 

Tunisia. 

Turkey  ...  _  _  ._ _ 

Turkey  . . 

United  Arab  Republic 

United  Arab  Republic 

United  Arab  Republic 

United  Arab  Republic 

(Egypt) 

(Egypt) 

(Egypt) 

(Egypt). 

Uruguay  2 _ 

Uruguay  2 _ _ 

Vietnam _ _ 

Vietnam _ ... 

Venezuela _ 

Venezuela. _. 

Venezuela. 

Yugoslavia 3 _ 

Yugoslavia3..  _ 

1  Includes  only  guaranties  against  loss  due  to  war. 

2  Although  applications  will  be  accepted,  guaranties  cannot  be  processed  until  agreement  is  ratified  by 
country’s  legislative  body  and  in  force. 

1  Restricted  availability. 
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NOTES 

Although  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1959  excluded  economically  developed  countries  for  purposes  of  the 
Investment  Guaranty  Program,  guaranties  are  still  available  for  the  underdeveloped  overseas  dependencies 
of  the  following  countries: 


Convertibility 

Expropriation 

War  risk 

Denmark _ 

Denmark _ _ _ 

France _  ... _ _ 

France.  _ _ 

Netherlands . . . . 

Netherlands .  ..  .. 

Norway  .  _ _ _ 

Norway _ _ 

United  Kingdom _ 

The  following  countries  also  had  agreed  to  participate  in  the  Investment  Guaranty  Program,  but  due  to 
the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1959  guaranties  are  no  longer  issued  there:  Austria,  Belgium,  Finland,  Germany, 
Ireland,  Italy,  Japan,  and  Luxembourg. 

Cuba  signed  the  agreement  in  1957  for  convertibility  and  expropriation,  but  due  to  conditions  existing 
in  that  country  the  program  is  inoperative. 


Cumulative  report  of  specific  risk  guaranties  issued  by  country  through  Dec.  31,  1964 


Country 


Number 


Convertibility 


Expropria- 


War  risk 


Total 


tion 


Afghanistan _ 

Algeria _ 

Angola  (Portuguese) _ 

Argentina _ 

Austria _ 

Belgium _ 

Bolivia _ 

China _ 

Chile _ 

Colombia _ 

Congo  (Leopoldville).. 

Costa  Rica _ 

Cyprus _ 

Denmark _ 

Dominican  Republic.. 

Ecuador _ 

El  Salvador _ 

France _ 

French  Guiana _ 

Germany _ 

Ghana _ _ _ 

Greece _ 

Guatemala _ 

Guinea _ 

Haiti _ 

Honduras _ 

India _ ! _ 

Iran _ 

Israel _ 

Italy - 

Ivory  Coast _ 

Jamaica _ 

Japan _ _ _ 

Jordan _ 

Korea _ 

Liberia _ 

Malaysia _ 

Morocco.. _ _ 

Netherlands _ 

Nicaragua _ 

Nigeria _ 

Pakistan _ : _ 

Panama _ 

Paraguay _ 

Peru _ 

Philippines _ 

Portugal. . . 

Sierra  Leone _ 

Sudan _ 

Thailand _ 

Togo _ 

Trinidad _ 

Tunisia _ 

Turkey _ 

United  Kingdom _ 

Venezuela _ 

Vietnam _ 

Yugoslavia _ 

Total _ 


3 

4 

$400, 000 

$200, 000 
15, 750, 000 
90, 000 

$200,  000 

$800,000 
15, 750, 000 
180,  000 

2 

90, 000 

184 

316, 119, 113 

163, 557,  523 

38, 080, 957 

517, 757,  593 

3 

1, 030. 000 

1, 000, 000 

2, 030, 000 

7 

432,  000 

120,  000 

552, 000 

23 

1, 164i  073 

20,  loo;  375 

21,  264;  448 

55 

28,  589, 162 

25,  545,  441 

16, 432, 000 

70,  566, 603 

13 

3,  066. 782 

1,  936,  000 

1, 722, 000 

6,  724,  782 

38 

9,  734,  220 

13,  730,  060 

1, 782, 360 

25,  246, 640 

4 

475,  000 

475,  000 

950,  000 

21 

1, 338, 630 

8,  405,  066 

9,  743,  696 

2 

85,  000 

85,000 

170, 000 

1 

182,  500 

2,  975,  000 

182,  500 

17 

4,150,000 

3,  660, 000 

10,  785;  000 

24 

4, 615, 255 

4,  786,  394 

200, 000 

9,  601,649 

7 

1,  791,  554 

1,  315,  000 

3, 106,  554 

68 

1 

34, 355, 295 

15, 933, 536 
200, 000 
44, 855, 690 

50,  288, 831 
200, 000 
58, 731,  231 

66 

13, 875,  541 

9 

420,  000 

420,  000 

840,  000 

16 

5,  382,  200 

4,  987,  500 

2, 525,  000 

12,  894,  700 

9 

447,  000 

2, 772, 000 

3,  219,  000 

8 

2, 100,  000 

75, 100,  000 

1, 100,  000 

78, 300,  000 

16 

9,  591, 680 
3, 810, 300 

10,461,680 

20, 053, 360 
31,  719, 300 

37 

27;  909;  000 

131 

107,  568,  496 

85,  019,  692 

192,  588, 188 

28 

17, 394, 443 

13,  902,  842 

31,  297,  285 

17 

465,  000 

1, 712, 200 

7,  918,  007 

10,  095,  207 

66 

113,  636, 819 

44,  908.  454 

676,  053 

159,  221, 326 

5 

2 

1, 828,  000 
206, 000 

1, 828, 000 

675,  000 

4, 331, 000 
206,  000 

8 

2 

2, 872, 000 

2, 422, 000 
8, 000,  000 
32,  252,  659 

5, 29<  000 
8,  000,  000 
91,678,116 

5 

32,  252,  659 

27, 172,  798 

8 

1,  200, 000 

19,  664, 500 

540,  000 

21,  404,  500 

8 

843, 300 

1,  598, 240 

2,  441,540 

10 

3, 167, 133 

2, 799, 436 
3, 883,  056 

1, 330, 000 

7,  296,  569 

26 

7,  444,  835 

11,327,  891 

6 

2, 190,  000 

2, 846,  000 

330,  000 

5.  366,  000 

5 

6, 134,  700 

4, 491, 720 

10,  626,420 

26 

2 

8, 492, 835 

78, 226, 967 
9, 572, 900 
6, 912, 000 

86, 719, 802 
9, 572, 900 
10,824, 000 
14,902, 407 
14, 498, 303 

6 

16 

3, 912, 000 
14, 902, 407 
8,914, 987 

28 

5,583,316 

8 

8, 227,  000 

12, 227, 000 

20,  454,  000 

9 

9, 275, 000 

18, 230, 000 

18, 887,  000 

46,  392,  000 

2 

2, 250,  000 

1,215,000 

3, 465, 000 

35 

15,  588, 130 

12, 329, 030 

9, 462, 000 

37,379,160 

6 

21,930, 000 

20,162, 000 

20, 074,  000 

62, 166,  000 

7 

56, 498,125 

34, 972, 000 

33,  000,  000 

124,  470, 125 

12 

3, 267, 200 

7, 083, 200 

3, 500,  000 

13, 850, 400 

46 

39 

110, 288, 553 
32, 381, 099 
6,815, 921 

53, 314, 583 

163, 603, 136 
32,381,099 
43,  565,  258 

45 

21, 565, 921 

15, 183,416 

15 

3, 239, 973 

3, 324, 972 

1,530,647 

8, 095, 592 

2 

2, 000, 000 

2,  000, 000 

4,  000, 000 

1,261 

1,044,921,920 

956, 967, 953 

207,281,238 

2, 209, 171,111 

47-055—65 - 2 
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Six  countries  signed  bilateral  agreements  in  1964  and  four  others 
broadened  tlieir  original  agreements.  Brazil  has  recently  signed  an 
investment  guaranty  agreement  which  will  go  into  effect  when  ratified 
by  the  Brazilian  Congress.  The  committee  has  included  in  section 
301(c)(3)  of  the  bill  an  amendment  to  extend  for  one  additional  year 
the  opportunity  of  countries  to  sign  investment  guaranty  agreements 
without  jeopardizing  any  assistance  they  may  receive  under  the  act. 
The  committee  feels  this  will  be  ample  time  for  countries  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  for  entering  into  investment  guaranty 
agreements. 

AID  has  made  significant  progress  in  speeding  up  the  processing  of 
applications  for  guaranties.  As  indicated  in  the  following  table,  the 
number  of  coverages  written  in  1964  was  more  than  double  that 
in  1963. 


Calendar  year 

Number  of 
coverages 

Value 

I960  _  _ 

46 

$63, 700,  000 
71, 000, 000 
440, 000,  000 
426, 000, 000 
707, 800,  000 

1961  .  _ 

60 

1962  _  _ _ _ _ _  _ 

144 

1963 _  _ 

186 

1964  _ 

468 

Of  the  1,300  applications  now  in  hand,  AID  has  the  responsibility 
for  taking  the  next  step  in  less  than  10  percent.  In  the  remaining 
90  percent,  further  action  is  dependent  upon  either  the  investor 
(completion  of  project  plans,  additional  data  required)  or  receipt  of 
host  country  approval. 

Section  103(a)(3) — Limit  on  extended  risks 

This  subsection  extends  the  authority  to  issue  extended  risk  guaran¬ 
ties  through  June  30,  1967,  and  removes  the  limit  of  $25  million  on 
the  size  of  loan  investment  guaranties  and  $10  million  on  other  such 
guaranties  (equity  investments)  which  may  be  issued.  The  ceilings 
on  the  size  of  guaranties  have  been  removed  because  they  limit  the 
utility  of  the  extended  risk  guaranty  authority  since  institutional 
investors,  whose  funds  the  authority  is  designed  to  attract,  are  most 
often  interested  in  larger  projects.  The  extension  of  this  authority 
to  June  30,  1967,  is  granted  in  order  to  avoid  any  lapse  in  the  authority 
if  Congress  fails  to  enact  legislation  before  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1967. 

No  increase  is  provided  in  the  presently  authorized  volume  of 
extended  risk  guaranties  which  may  be  outstanding  at  any  one  time 
($300  million).  However,  section  103(a)(3)(B)  requires  $150  million 
of  this  authorized  amount  to  be  set  aside  for  use  solely  for  housing 
projects  throughout  the  world.  The  committee  was  informed  that  by 
administrative  action  $50  million  had  been  set  aside  from  this  issuing 
authority  for  housing  projects.  In  consideration  of  the  successful 
operation  of  a  similar  program  in  Latin  America,  the  bill  provides  for 
a  reservation  of  $150  million  for  housing. 

Section  103(b) — Maximum  term 

This  subsection  amends  section  221(c)  of  the  act,  which  relates  to 
the  general  authority  to  issue  investment  guaranties,  by  restricting 
the  present  20-year  maximum  term  on  guaranties  to  those  equity 
investments  only,  thereby  removing  guaranties  of  loan  investments 
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from  any  term  limitation  whatsoever.  Long-term  institutional  lenders 
such  as  insurance  companies  and  pension  funds  often  extend  credit 
for  more  than  20  years.  Because  debt  servicing  is  a  major  problem 
in  many  less  developed  countries  the  longer  the  term  of  a  loan  invest¬ 
ment  the  more  significant  its  contribution  to  development.  Addi¬ 
tionally,  this  permits  the  guaranty  program  to  cover  loan  investments 
for  terms  at  least  equal  to  the  terms  granted  for  direct  U.S.  loans 
under  the  development  loan  program. 

Section  103(c) — Investigating  costs  for  claims 

This  section  amends  section  222(b)  of  the  act,  which  contains  the 
general  provisions  relating  to  investment  guaranties,  by  adding  an 
authority  to  use  fee  income  from  guaranties  to  pay  the  costs  of  inves¬ 
tigating  and  adjusting  claims  under  guaranties,  including  costs  of 
arbitration. 

The  act  now  permits  the  use  of  fee  income  to  meet  the  managerial 
and  custodial  costs  of  assets  acquired  by  the  U.S.  Government  when 
it  “steps  into  the  shoes”  of  a  guaranteed  investor  who  has  been  paid. 
This  use  of  fee  income  has  been  justified  because  the  need  for  services 
giving  rise  to  managerial  and  custodial  costs  is  infrequent,  cannot  be 
predicted,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  specifically  provided  for  in  an 
administrative  budget.  The  same  holds  true  for  the  cost  of  adminis¬ 
tering  and  adjusting  claims.  This  authority,  therefore,  will  contribute 
to  the  prompt  and  effective  handling  of  a  claim  before  payment  which 
is  just  as  important  to  the  protection  of  the  Government  as  the  proper 
handling  of  assets  acquired  after  payment. 

Section  103(d) — Definition  of  eligible  investors 

This  subsection  amends  section  223  of  the  act  by  adding  a  new 
subsection  (c)  defining  “eligible  United  States  investors.”  Formerly, 
the  description  of  eligible  U.S.  investors  was  contained  in  the  intro¬ 
ductory  paragraph  of  section  221(b)  for  specific  risk  and  extended 
risk  guaranties  and  section  224(b),  for  guaranties  of  Latin  American 
housing  projects. 

This  new  subsection  which  is  applicable  to  all  types  of  guaranties, 
defines  “eligible  United  States  investors”  as  (i)  U.S.  citizens;  (ii)  cor¬ 
porations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations  created  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  or  any  State  or  territory  and  substantially  benefi¬ 
cially  owned  by  U.S.  citizens;  and  (iii)  foreign  corporations,  partner¬ 
ships,  or  other  associations  wholly  owned  by  one  or  more  such  U.S. 
citizens,  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations.  The  new 
subsection  retains  the  language  now  in  the  act  that  the  eligibility  of  a 
foreign  corporation  is  to  be  determined  without  regard  to  any  shares,  in 
aggregate  less  than  5  percent  of  the  total  of  issued  and  subscribed  share 
capital  required  by  law  to  be  held  by  persons  other  than  the  U.S. 
owners. 

Only  item  (iii)  differs  from  existing  law  (sec.  221(b)  (introductory 
paragraph)).  This  change — together  with  the  conforming  amend¬ 
ments  to  sections  221(b)  and  224  of  the  act  (secs.  103(a)(1)  and 
103(e)  of  the  bill) — has  two  purposes.  Fust,  it  eliminates  the  anomaly 
in  existing  law  under  which  guaranties  may  be  issued  to 
corporations  owned  by  one  U.S.  corporation  but  not  to  foreign 
corporations  owned  by  more  than  one  U.S.  corporation,  or  by  U.S. 
citizens  or  partnerships  or  by  other  noncorporate  U.S.  organizations. 
Second,  it  eliminates  the  inconsistency  between  investors  eligible  for 
Latin  American  housing  guaranties  under  section  224  of  the  act  and 
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investors  eligible  for  guaranties  generally  under  section  221(b)  of  the 
act,  including  housing  and  other  extended  risk  guaranties.  Section 
221(b)  of  the  act  presently  authorizes  the  issuance  of  specific  and 
extended  risk  guaranties  to  wholly  owned  foreign  subsidiaries  of  U.S. 
corporations,  but  such  subsidiaries  are  not  eligible  for  guaranties 
under  section  224,  Latin  American  housing.  The  bill  makes  foreign 
subsidiaries  of  U.S.  corporations  eligible  for  guaranties  under  section 
224,  Latin  American  housing. 

Section  103(e) — Latin  American  housing 

This  section  amends  section  224  of  the  act,  which  relates  to  housing 
projects  in  Latin  American  countries,  in  the  following  respects: 

The  purpose  statement  in  subsection  (a)  is  broadened  so  that  the 
purpose  of  guaranties  under  section  224  is  no  longer  limited  to  de¬ 
veloping  self-liquidating  pilot  housing  projects  but  is  extended  to 
include  the  development  of  institutions  engaged  in  Alliance  for 
Progress  programs,  particularly  cooperatives,  free  labor  unions, 
savings  and  loan,  and  other  institutions  engaged  in  financing  home 
mortgages,  construction  of  homes  for  lower  income  persons  and 
families,  the  increased  mobilization  of  savings,  and  the  improvement 
of  housing  conditions  in  Latin  America. 

Second,  subsection  (b)  continues  the  present  authority  to  guaranty 
U.S.  loan  investments  in  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing 
projects  in  Latin  America  similar  to  those  insured  by  the  Federal 
Housing  Administration.  There  is  then  added  to  subsection  (b)  new 
authorities  to  carry  out  the  new  purposes  described  above.  Under 
these  authorities  guaranties  may  be  issued  to  eligible  U.S.  investors 
for  loan  investments  in — 

(1)  Credit  institutions  in  Latin  America  engaged  directly  or 
indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages  (such  as  savings 
and  loan  institutions) ; 

(2)  Housing  projects  in  Latin  America  for  lower  income  families 
and  persons,  which  projects  shall  be  constructed  in  accordance 
with  maximum  unit  costs  established  by  the  President  for  families 
and  persons  whose  incomes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by 
the  President; 

(3)  Housing  projects  in  Latin  America  which  will  promote  the 
development  of  institutions  important  to  the  success  of  the 
Alliance  for  Progress,  such  as  free  labor  unions  and  cooperatives; 
or 

(4)  Housing  projects  in  Latin  America  25  percent  or  more  of 
the  aggregate  of  the  mortgage  financing  for  which  is  made 
available  from  sources  within  Latin  America  and  has  not  derived 
from  sources  outside  Latin  America,  which  projects  shall,  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable,  have  a  unit  cost  of  not  more  than 
$6,500. 

Third,  a  new  subsection  (c)  is  added  which  increases  from  $250  mil¬ 
lion  to  $450  million  the  total  face  amount  of  guaranties  that  may  be 
outstanding  at  any  one  time  under  section  224.  As  of  December  1964, 
10  projects  comprising  12,000  dwelling  units  guaranteed  at  $61.5 
million  were  under  construction  and  3,600  units  completed.  Five 
more  projects,  totaling  600  units  with  guaranties  amounting  to  $30 
million,  are  getting  underway;  and  13  additional  projects  with  11,000 
dwelling  units  guaranteed  at  $68  million  are  under  active  considera¬ 
tion  awaiting  final  document  submission  and  review.  Projects  utiliz¬ 
ing  the  remaining  $91  million  of  the  $250  million  are  under  preliminary 
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review  by  the  Federal  Housing  Administration.  Subsection  (c)  also 
continues  the  present  prohibition  on  payments  for  losses  arising  out  of 
fraud  or  misconduct  for  which  the  investor  is  responsible  and  provides 
that  the  authority  contained  in  section  224  shall  expire  on  June  30, 
1967. 

The  principal  purpose  of  these  amendments  to  section  224  of  the 
act  is  to  assure  that  the  focus  of  the  guaranty  program  under  that 
section  will  not  only  continue  to  provide  support  for  private  housing 
projects  demonstrating  U.S.  techniques  for  building,  financing,  and 
marketing  privately  developed  housing,  but  will  also  stimulate  devel¬ 
opment  in  Latin  America  of  institutions  similar  to  those  which  in  the 
United  States  have  so  successfully  mobilized  private  capital  for  the 
financing  of  new  homes  and  other  types  of  institutions  important  to 
the  success  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

The  administration  requested  an  increase  of  $100  million  in  the 
ceiling  on  the  face  amount  of  guaranties  that  may  be  outstanding  at 
any  one  time.  No  proposal  was  made  to  the  committee  by  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  to  continue  support  for  self-liquidating  pilot  or  demonstra¬ 
tion  housing  projects  beyond  the  $250  million  guaranty  issuing  ceiling 
that  was  already  provided  in  the  act.  Despite  the  AID’s  testimony 
that  it  no  longer  intended  or  desired  to  continue  the  self-liquidating 
pilot  or  demonstration  housing  projects,  the  committee  specifically 
provides  continuing  authority  for  supporting  this  program,  which  is 
now  being  carried  on  so  successfully.  The  committee  also  provides 
an  additional  $200  million  of  guaranty  issuing  authority  so  as  to  as¬ 
sure  the  availability  of  adequate  issuing  authority  to  cover  the  pilot  or 
demonstration  housing  projects. 

Congress  recognized  in  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  the  vital 
role  of  the  labor  movement  and  declared  it  to  be  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  to  strengthen  free  labor  unions  in  developing  areas. 
In  the  view  of  the  committee,  investments  by  U.S.  trade  unions 
through  democratic  workers’  organizations  will  help  to  strengthen 
democratic  processes  and  economic  and  social  development  in  Latin 
America.  Therefore,  these  changes  are  also  designed  to  assure  that 
the  guaranty  program  will  stimulate  development  of  low-income 
housing  in  Latin  America  by  facilitating  the  investment  of  interested 
unions’  pension  and  welfare  funds  and  other  private  funds  in  low-cost 
workers  housing. 

This  committee  also  feels  that  studies  should  be  made  of  the  possi¬ 
bilities  for  greater  participation  of  workers  cooperatives  and  free 
democratic  labor  unions  in  the  housing  program  along  the  lines  fol¬ 
lowed  in  the  case  of  the  Sindicato  de  Trabajadores  de  la  Tela  Railroad 
Co.  (SITRATERCO)  union  in  Honduras.  Such  assistance  will 
provide  the  workers  of  Latin  American  with  the  means  to  attain  the 
objectives  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

The  solution  of  the  problem  of  providing  adequate  housing  is  one 
of  the  major  problems  confronting  the  Alliance  for  Progress.  The 
unionized  workers  of  Latin  America  are  in  a  position  to  make  a  sig¬ 
nificant  contribution  to  its  solution. 

TITLE  VI - ALLIANCE  FOR  PROGRESS 

Section  104 — Authorization 

This  section  amends  section  252  of  the  act,  which  includes  an  authori¬ 
zation  of  $600  million  for  fiscal  year  1966,  to  make  $85  million  of  the 
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funds  previously  authorized  available  for  grants.  The  committee 
denied  the  request  of  the  executive  branch  to  make  available  for 
authorization  for  fiscal  year  1966  an  additional  $235,300,000,  rep¬ 
resenting  the  difference  between  amounts  authorized  but  not  ap¬ 
propriated  for  the  last  3  fiscal  years  because  there  are  ample  funds 
authorized. 

The  Agency  estimates  that  $596,125,000  will  be  available  for 
programing  in  fiscal  year  1966,  as  indicated  below: 


Loans: 

Appropriation  request  for  new  funds _  $495,  125,  000 

Reimbursements  and  receipts _  _  8,  000,  000 

Estimated  recoveries _  5,  000,  000 


Total . . . . . . .  508,125,000 


Grants  (technical  cooperation) : 

Appropriation  request  for  new  funds _  85,  000,  000 

Estimated  recoveries _  3,  000,  000 


Total. _ _ _ _ _  88,000,000 


There  is  some  indication  that  the  Alliance  for  Progress  is  finally 
beginning  to  hit  its  stride  and  is  starting  to  show  some  tangible 
results. 

As  evidence  of  economic  progress,  the  figures  this  past  year  indicate 
that  the  program  has  not  only  met  its  basic  goal,  but  exceeded  it.  In 
1961,  the  minimal  target  was  to  increase  the  annual  per  capita  income 
by  2.5  percent;  this  past  year  it  will  be  well  over  3  percent.  Exports 
from  Latin  America  are  up  nearly  23  percent  from  1960.  After  more 
than  3  years  of  the  Alliance,  much  of  the  fundamental  approach  toward 
economic  development  is  shifting — an  increasing  percentage  of  funds 
is  being  channeled  into  such  institutions  as  development  banks, 
agrarian  reform  and  colonization  institutes,  and  savings  and  loan 
associations.  Such  investments  would  be  expected  to  have  a  long- 
range  multiplier  effect  and  serve  to  build  more  lasting  economic 
structures  for  all  the  American  Republics.  It  is  hoped  that  future 
efforts  within  the  inter-American  system  will  be  directed  toward 
increasing  the  efficiency  of  the  Alliance  and  emphasizing  the  mutual 
obligations  of  all  the  Republics  of  the  Americas  to  help  each  other 
overcome  economic  obstacles  to  prosperity. 

The  record  of  social  reform  continues  to  improve.  Nine  countries 
have  undertaken  major  tax  reforms.  Since  1962,  tax  revenues 
(adjusted  for  increases  in  cost  of  living)  have  increased  15  percent  in 
16  countries;  each  country  reports  an  increase.  Twelve  countries 
have  land  reform  laws.  Fifteen  countries  have  self-help  housing 
programs,  and  more  than  300,000  dwelling  units  have  been  completed 
or  are  nearing  completion.  More  than  12  million  schoolchildren  are 
participating  in  school  lunch  programs,  three  times  the  number  2% 
years  ago.  The  record  is  equally  impressive  in  road  construction, 
better  water  and  sewerage  facilities,  teacher  training,  and  countless 
other  manifestations  of  progress  in  this  dynamic  area  of  the  globe. 

Politically,  more  governments  seem  to  have  acquired  a  degree  of 
stability.  This  has  a  direct  bearing  on  attracting  private  foreign 
investment,  so  essential  to  the  basic  goals  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

All  in  all,  it  is  a  creditable  record  of  achievement,  one  which  with 
continued  mutual  effort  toward  improving  the  lot  of  all  the  peoples 
of  the  hemisphere  will  serve  as  positive  proof  that  foreign  aid,  wisely 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  19  65  19 

provided  and  diligently  utilized,  is  the  best  investment  the  United 
States  can  make. 

Chapter  3 — International  Organizations  and  Programs 
Section  1 05 — Authorization 

Section  105  of  the  bill  amends  section  302  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  by  authorizing  an  appropriation  of 
$144,755,000  for  voluntary  U.S.  contributions  to  11  international 
programs  described  below.  This  section  also  limits  fiscal  year  1966 
U.S.  contributions  to  the  United  Nations  Works  and  Relief  Agency 
for  Palestine  Refugees  to  $15.2  million. 

The  authorization  of  $144,755,000  is  $10.7  million  less  than  the 
amount  requested  by  the  executive  branch.  This  cut  reflects  a 
revision  of  the  estimated  callup  of  U.S.  contributions  to  the  Indus 
water  basin  project,  expected  to  occur  during  fiscal  year  1966,  and 
economies  anticipated  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  statutory  limitation 
on  fiscal  1966  U.S.  contributions  to  UNRWA.  These  are  described  in 
more  detail  below. 

Indus  water  basin  project. — Pursuant  to  an  agreement  signed  in  1960 
and  amended  in  1964,  the  United  States  contributes  to  the  Indus 
Basin  Development  Fund,  administered  by  the  World  Bank.  The 
Fund  is  financing  a  10-year  project  to  divert  to  India  certain  waters 
now  used  in  Pakistan,  and  to  provide  for  replacement  of  the  diverted 
waters  by  a  system  of  dams,  reservoirs,  and  link  canals  in  Pakistan. 
In  addition  to  the  United  States  and  the  World  Bank,  Australia, 
Canada,  Germany,  New  Zealand,  and  the  United  Kingdom,  as  well 
as  India  and  Pakistan,  participate  in  the  financing  of  this  project. 

The  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Indus  Basin  is  pro¬ 
ceeding  on  schedule.  All  but  five  major  contracts  have  been  awarded. 
On  an  overall  basis,  about  two-thirds  of  the  contracts  have  been  let 
to  U.S.  firms. 

At  the  time  of  the  submission  of  the  program  for  fiscal  1966,  it  was 
anticipated  that  the  World  Bank  would  call  for  $53  million  in  U.S. 
contributions  to  the  Indus  waters  project  during  the  coming  year. 
Subsequently,  a  revised  estimate  of  $43.1  million  was  submitted  to  the 
committee.  The  committee  therefore  reduced  the  total  amount  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  authorized  under  chapter  3  by  $9.9  million. 

The  United  Nations  Relief  and  Works  Agency  for  Palestine  Refugees. — 
For  a  number  of  years,  this  committee  has  urged  that  greater  effort 
be  exerted  to  reduce  the  relief  rolls  of  Palestine  refugees,  and  to 
promote  the  absorption  of  these  people  into  the  normal  economic  life 
of  the  Near  East  region.  Unfortunately,  very  little  progress  has  been 
made  in  that  direction  to  date.  The  number  of  ration  recipients  is 
higher  today  than  it  was  4  years  ago.  And  while  this  situation 
continues,  it  contributes  to  the  political  problems  of  that  very  im¬ 
portant  region. 

During  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1963,  1964,  and  1965,  the  United 
States  contributed,  in  cash  and  in  Public  Law  480  commodities,  $24.7 
million  annually  to  the  programs  of  UNRWA.  For  fiscal  year  1966, 
the  executive  branch  proposed  a  contribution  of  $23.7  million,  consist¬ 
ing  of  $16  million  in  chapter  3  appropriations  and  the  remainder  in 
surplus  agricultural  commodities.  The  committee  believes  that 
greater  progress  must  be  made  in  phasing  out  this  program.  For  this 
reason,  the  committee  has  proposed  language  limiting  chapter  3 
contributions  to  UNRWA  in  the  coming  fiscal  year  to  $15.2  million — 
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$800,000  or  5  percent  less  than  the  amount  programed  for  this  agency 
by  the  executive  branch.  The  committee  is  strongly  of  the  opinion 
that  further  gradual  reductions  should  be  made  in  U.S.  contributions  to 
this  activity  in  the  coming  years,  with  a  view  to  complete  termination, 
as  promptly  as  feasible,  of  U.S.  assistance  for  this  program. 

U.N.  Expanded  Program  of  Technical  Assistance  and  the  Special 
Fund. — These  two  programs  are  designed  to  assist  developing  coun¬ 
tries  to  achieve  economic  and  social  growth.  Under  the  expanded 
program,  technical  advice  and  skills  are  transferred  to  the  developing 
countries  through  the  provision  of  experts  and  fellowships.  The 
Special  Fund,  on  the  other  hand,  concentrates  on  surveys  of  natural 
resources  and  f  easibility  studies,  establishment  of  training  institutions 
and  formation  of  research  institutes.  During  the  current  fiscal  year, 
contributions  to  these  two  programs  from  all  countries  are  expected 
to  amount  to  $153  million.  During  fiscal  year  1966,  they  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  reach  $165  million.  The  U.S.  contribution  for  the  coming 
year,  calculated  on  a  40-60  matching  basis,  is  expected  to  amount 
to  $65  million. 

World  food  program. — In  1962  the  United  Nations  undertook  a 
3-year  experimental  program  to  determine  how  and  to  what  extent 
surplus  food  can  be  used  on  a  multilateral  basis  to  stimulate  economic 
and  social  development.  The  principal  development  projects  under¬ 
taken  included  colonization  and  land  settlement;  land  reclamation 
and  development;  promotion  of  animal  husbandry;  and  emergency 
operations  involving  direct  feeding  and  use  of  foodstuffs  in  rehabilita¬ 
tion  following  such  natural  disasters  as  cyclones  in  Pakistan,  earth¬ 
quakes  in  Iran,  and  hurricanes  in  the  Caribbean.  Toward  the 
program’s  3-year  goal  of  $100  million,  the  United  States  pledged  40 
percent  of  total  contributions,  including  up  to  a  maximum  of  $6  million 
in  cash  and  the  remainder  in  Public  Law  480  surplus  commodities. 
The  $2.3  million  contributed  to  this  program  during  fiscal  year  1965 
fulfills  the  cash  component  of  the  U.S.  pledge. 

During  the  course  of  1965,  the  countries  which  have  participated  in 
this  program  will  decide  whether  to  recommend  its  continuation.  In 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  objectives  of  this  program — promotion  of  the 
economic  growth  of  the  developing  countries  through  food  aid — 
parallel  and  supplement  the  objectives  being  sought  by  the  United 
States  through  some  of  its  bilateral  foreign  assistance  programs,  the 
executive  branch  is  disposed  to  favor  the  continuation  of  the  world 
food  program.  The  committee  concurs  in  this  view.  For  this 
reason,  $2  million  is  included  in  the  proposed  chapter  3  authorization 
for  a  U.S.  cash  contribution  to  the  world  food  program  during  fiscal 
year  1966.  This  contribution  would  represent  a  continuation  of  sup¬ 
port  at  the  same  level  as  U.S.  cash  pledges  through  the  initial  3-year 
period. 

Operational  program  of  the  International  Atomic  Energy  Agency. — - 
On  a  number  of  occasions  in  the  past  this  committee  has  urged  that 
special  programs  of  international  agencies,  such  as  the  operational 
program  of  IAEA,  be  included  as  promptly  as  possible  within  the 
regular  budgets  of  such  organizations.  Once  the  feasibility  and  the 
merits  of  these  special  operations  are  established,  the  financial  burden 
entailed  should  be  borne  equitably  by  all  members  of  the  sponsoring 
organization. 

The  operational  program  of  the  IAEA  encourages  peaceful  applica¬ 
tions  of  atomic  science,  development  and  promotion  of  international 
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standards  and  uniform  practices  in  the  peaceful  uses  of  atomic  energy, 
and  the  development  and  application  of  a  uniform  system  of  safe¬ 
guards  to  prevent  the  diversion  of  nuclear  materials  and  equipment  to 
nonpeaceful  uses.  While  this  is  certainly  a  worthy  undertaking,  the 
committee  is  pleased  to  note  that  the  United  States’  share  of  its  finan¬ 
cing  is  being  gradually  reduced.  Originally,  the  United  States  pro¬ 
vided  50  percent  of  the  financial  support  for  this  activity.  In  fiscal 
year  1965,  the  United  States  reduced  its  cash  pledge  to  45  percent  of 
the  total  amount  actually  contributed.  For  the  1966  program,  the 
United  States  proposes  to  pledge  40  percent  of  total  cash  contributions. 
In  addition,  the  United  States  will  continue  to  make  available  fellow¬ 
ships  for  the  training  of  IAEA  nominees  in  the  United  States,  the 
services  of  U.S.  experts,  and  small  grants  for  related  activities.  The 
total  contribution  of  $1  million  anticipated  for  fiscal  1966  is  $100,000 
less  than  the  amount  furnished  to  this  program  during  the  current 
fiscal  year. 

The  U.N.  Emergency  Force  in  the  Near  East.- — The  U.N.  Emergency 
Force  in  the  Near  East,  established  in  1956,  has  guarded  and  patroled 
the  armistice  line  and  international  frontier  between  Israel  and  the 
United  Arab  Republic.  It  serves  a  major  United  States  and  United 
Nations  objective  in  keeping  the  peace  between  the  two  states  and 
contributing  to  the  maintenance  of  stability  in  the  entire  Middle 
Eastern  region. 

During  calendar  year  1964  it  was  found  possible  to  reduce  UNEF’s 
troop  strength  from  5,100  to  4,800.  While  firm  decisions  have  not 
been  made  to  date  on  the  financing  of  UNEF  for  calendar  years  1965 
and  1966,  the  executive  branch  estimates  that  the  financing  of  the 
force  will  entail  continuation  of  the  current  level  of  voluntary  U.S. 
contributions.  Consequently,  $835,000  is  included  in  the  chapter  3 
fiscal  year  1966  request  for  this  purpose. 

Medical  research,  World  Health  Organization.- — Convening  in  1964 
at  the  invitation  of  the  French  Government,  representatives  of  the 
United  States,  the  United  Kingdom,  Italy,  Germany,  and  France 
proposed  the  establishment  of  a  center  on  cancer  research,  whose 
work  would  include  (1)  collection  and  dissemination  of  information 
on  the  epidemiology  of  cancer,  on  cancer  research,  and  on  the  causation 
and  prevention  of  cancer;  (2)  consideration  of  proposals  and  prepara¬ 
tion  of  plans  for  cancer  research,  and  (3)  training  of  research  personnel. 
In  addition  to  these  activities,  the  center  will  carry  out  special  projects 
such  as  pilot  demonstrations  of  cancer  prevention,  utilizing  funds 
contributed  by  governments,  foundations,  and  other  donors.  The 
center  will  be  linked  closely  with  the  World  Health  Organization  and 
will  complement  and  reinforce  that  Organization’s  research  work,  as 
well  as  that  of  the  participating  governments.  A  statute  for  the 
center  is  expected  to  be  submitted  to  the  next  World  Health  Assembly 
which  meets  in  May  1965. 

For  the  initial  period,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  annual  budget  for 
continuing  services  will  be  approximately  $500,000,  to  be  shared 
equally  by  the  five  countries.  The  estimated  U.S.  contribution  in 
fiscal  year  1966  is  $100,000. 

U.N.  Training  and  Research  Institute. — The  U.N.  General  Assembly 
has  agreed  that  the  United  Nations  should  establish  an  institute  to 
(1)  train  personnel  from  the  developing  nations  for  service  with  the 
United  Nations  or  with  their  own  national  governments;  (2)  provide 
advanced  training  for  personnel  of  the  U.N.  and  the  specialized 
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agencies  who  now  serve  in  middle  rank  or  senior  posts;  and  (3)  under¬ 
take  research  and  operations  analysis  on  special  problems  arising  in 
the  work  of  the  United  Nations,  its  specialized  agencies,  and  special 
voluntary  programs.  In  1963,  the  Assembly  asked  the  Secretary 
General  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  obtain  financial  support  and, 
when  pledges  reach  the  $5  million  level,  to  establish  the  Institute. 

The  executive  branch  proposed  that  the  U.S.  Government  con¬ 
tribute  $2  million  over  the  next  5  years  for  the  support  of  the  Institute. 
The  fiscal  year  1966  contribution  will  amount  to  $400,000  and  will  be 
subject  to  the  condition  that  it  may  not  exceed  40  percent  of  all  gov¬ 
ernmental  contributions.  A  preliminary  report  in  early  December 
1964  indicated  that  47  other  governments  had  thus  far  contributed  or 
planned  to  contribute  $2.8  million.  In  addition,  over  $500,000  has 
been  pledged  by  three  private  foundations. 

Because  of  the  nature  of  the  proposed  Institute,  the  committee  feels 
that  the  executive  branch  must  exercise  the  most  careful  scrutiny  of 
its  operations. 

International  Secretariat  for  Volunteer  Service. — The  International 
Secretariat  for  Volunteer  Service  went  into  operation  on  January  1, 
1963.  This  organization  serves  as  a  clearinghouse  for  information  and 
experience  about  national  volunteer  service  programs,  such  as  the 
U.S.  Peace  Corps.  Through  its  activities,  the  Secretariat  attempts 
to  encourage  the  formation  of  new  national  volunteer  service  programs; 
to  provide  information  and  technical  assistance  requested  by  govern¬ 
ments  interested  in  setting  up  or  operating  national  volunteer  organi¬ 
zations;  and  to  cooperate  with  other  organizations  in  promoting  the 
increase  or  improvement  of  volunteer  service,  thereby  helping  to  meet 
the  trained  manpower  needs  of  the  developing  countries.  During  the 
current  year,  10  countries  (Argentina,  Denmark,  Germany,  India, 
Israel,  the  Netherlands,  Norway,  the  Philippines,  Sweden,  and 
Thailand),  in  addition  to  the  United  States,  have  either  provided  or 
pledged  support  to  the  Secretariat  either  in  the  form  of  funds  or 
of  personnel,  or  both. 

The  fiscal  1965  U.S.  contribution  to  the  Secretariat  was  subject  to 
the  condition  that  it  may  not  exceed  40  percent  of  all  governmental 
contributions.  Of  the  funds  proposed  to  be  authorized  in  chapter  3 
for  fiscal  1966,  $120,000  is  programed  for  U.S.  contribution  to  the 
Secretariat  on  the  condition  that  it  may  not  exceed  28  percent  of  all 
governmental  contributions.  In  addition,  the  use  of  these  funds  is 
subject  to  the  following  restrictions  currently  in  the  law:  First,  that 
they  may  not  be  used  for  the  operation  of  any  international  “peace 
corps” ;  second,  that  they  may  not  be  used  to  pay  the  cost  of  developing 
or  operating  any  national  “peace  corps”;  and,  third,  that,  insofar  as 
the  International  Secretariat  is  concerned,  they  may  be  used  only  for 
its  informational  clearinghouse  functions. 

U.N.  technical  and  operational  assistance  to  the  Congo. — Through  its 
technical  and  operational  assistance  program  for  the  Congo,  the 
United  Nations  endeavors  to  meet  the  critical  need  of  that  country 
for  skilled  manpower.  Currently,  this  program  provides  the  Congo 
with  1,700  experts,  including  some  800  teachers,  200  doctors,  200 
economists  and  engineers,  and  a  variety  of  other  specialists  in  agri¬ 
culture,  mining,  labor,  public  works,  and  public  administration.  In 
addition  to  the  United  States,  the  Congo  and  12  other  governments 
contribute  in  cash  or  kind  to  this  program,  while  various  U.N.  agencies 
provide  technical  experts,  using  their  own  resources. 
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Of  the  funds  proposed  to  be  authorized  in  chapter  3,  approximately 
$4  million  is  programed  for  a  designated  U.S.  contribution  to  this 
program,  to  finance  223  critical  positions  in  the  fields  of  public  finance, 
economic  analysis  and  coordination,  civil  aviation  and  meteorology, 
public  works,  telecommunications,  and  mineral  resources  planning, 
and  to  meet  the  nonsalary  costs  of  400  Nigerian  police.  An  additional 
$1  million  will  be  contributed  on  a  matching  basis  to  the  U.N.  Fund 
for  the  Congo,  which  is  principally  supported  by  voluntary  contribu¬ 
tions  from  governments  and  finances  essential  health,  education,  and 
judicial  services. 

United  Nations  Children’s  Fund  (UNICEF) — The  purpose  of  the 
U.N.  Children’s  Fund  is  to  make  a  permanent  contribution  to  the 
welfare  of  children  through  programs  which  countries  will  be  able  to 
carry  on  themselves  after  initial  stimulus  from  the  Children’s  Fund. 
UNICEF  furnishes  supplies  and  equipment  which  assisted  govern¬ 
ments  are  unable  to  provide,  while  related  technical  assistance  and 
advice  are  provided  by  other  United  Nations  departments  and  spe¬ 
cialized  agencies.  In  addition,  each  country  seeking  UNICEF  assist¬ 
ance  must  agree  to  match  in  goods  and  services  the  funds  received 
from  this  organization’s  central  fund.  During  1964,  UNICEF  was 
providing  aid  to  553  long-term  projects  benefiting  children  and 
mothers  in  117  countries  and  territories.  Over  50  percent  of  its 
assistance  was  directed  to  health  programs  and  combating  of  crippling 
diseases  to  which  children  are  most  susceptible.  Also,  in  1964,  117 
governments  were  providing  support  to  UNICEF. 

For  fiscal  1966,  the  United  States  proposes  to  pledge  up  to  $12 
million  to  UNICEF  subject  to  the  limitation  that  the  U.S.  share 
should  not  exceed  40  percent  of  the  total  contributions  from  govern¬ 
ments.  This  is  the  same  amount  as  pledged  annually  since  1960;  the 
U.S.  share,  however,  has  been  progressively  reduced  from  48  percent 
in  1960  to  40  percent  in  1964. 

It  was  called  to  the  committee’s  attention  that,  during  calendar 
year  1964,  UNICEF  received  requests  for  assistance  amounting  to 
$9  million  which  it  could  not  meet  because  of  lack  of  financial  resources. 
The  committee  believes  that  the  humanitarian  work  being  performed 
by  this  organization  is  of  great  importance.  If  the  level  of  pledges  of 
contributions  from  other  governments  should  increase  sufficiently 
during  the  coming  year,  consideration  should  be  given  to  increasing 
the  amount  of  the  U.S.  pledge  of  contribution  by  1967,  subject, 
however,  to  the  40-percent  matching  formula. 

Chapter  4 — Supporting  Assistance 
Section  1 06 — Authorization 

Section  106  amends  section  402  of  the  act  to  authorize  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $369,200,000  for  supporting  assistance  for  fiscal  year  1966. 
The  1965  appropriation  for  supporting  assistance  was  $401  million. 

Supporting  assistance  is  programed  for  13  countries.  Eighty  percent 
is  proposed  for  four  countries — Vietnam,  Korea,  Laos,  and  Thailand — 
all  of  which  are  directly  threatened  by  Communist  aggression. 
About  half  will  go  to  Vietnam.  Programs  in  Jordan  and  the  Congo 
will  account  for  another  14  percent. 

Supporting  assistance  is  provided  to  countries  to  protect  and 
advance  U.S.  foreign  policy  interests.  Most  of  it  goes  through  com¬ 
mercial  channels  to  provide  commodities  to  nations  carrying  on  a 
military  effort  which  cannot  be  supported  by  their  own  economic 
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resources.  In  some  cases,  supporting  assistance  is  made  available  to 
avert  situations  of  dangerous  instability  in  sensitive  areas,  to  en¬ 
courage  independence  of  action  in  nations  susceptible  to  Russian  or 
Chinese  Communist  domination,  or  to  assure  access  to  U.S.  military 
bases. 

The  requests  for  supporting  assistance  and  the  number  of  countries 
receiving  it  have  been  progressively  reduced  each  year  by  the  Execu¬ 
tive.  Because  of  the  importance  of  the  countries  for  which  it  is  pro¬ 
gramed  to  our  security  and  to  the  attainment  of  our  foreign  policy 
objectives  and  because  of  its  significance  to  the  nations  which  receive 
it,  any  reduction  in  the  Executive  request  would  impose  a  serious 
handicap  on  the  implementation  of  our  foreign  policy. 

Chapter  5 — Contingency  Fund 
Section  107  {a)  ( 1 ) — Authorization 

Paragraph  (1)  of  section  107(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  451  of  the 
act  relating  to  the  contingency  fund.  It  authorizes  an  appropriation 
of  $50  million  for  fiscal  year  1966.  This  is  the  amount  requested  by 
the  Executive.  For  fiscal  year  1965  there  was  available  to  the  con¬ 
tingency  fund  a  total  of  $106,100,000  including  an  appropriation  of 
$99,200,000.  Current  estimates  indicate  that  less  than  $40  million 
has  not  been  used.  Although  the  contingency  fund  is  available  to 
meet  economic  assistance  requirements,  it  was  necessary  during  this 
fiscal  year  to  transfer  part  of  the  money  to  augment  the  military 
assistance  program.  The  committee  believes  that  the  standby 
authority  granted  in  section  107(a)(2)  should  sharply  reduce  the 
necessity  for  such  transfers  in  the  future. 

The  contingency  fund  provides  the  President  with  a  relatively  small 
sum  of  money  to  deal  with  unanticipated  situations  in  furtherance  of 
our  national  interests.  Given  the  fluid  situation  in  many  parts  of 
the  world,  the  committee  believes  that  this  measure  of  flexibility  is 
necessary. 

The  uses  of  the  contingency  fund  fall  into  three  principal  categories : 

(1)  To  enable  the  United  States  to  respond  immediately  to 
the  need  for  increased  assistance  to  countries  threatened  by 
Communist  attack  or  internal  subversion ; 

(2)  To  respond  to  unexpected  economic  or  political  crises 
abroad  where  it  is  in  the  U.S.  interest;  and 

(3)  To  provide  immediate  relief  to  victims  of  natural  disasters 
such  as  earthquakes  and  floods. 

Section  107(a)(2) — Standby  authority  j or  southeast  Asia 

Paragraph  2  of  section  107(a)  of  the  bill  authorizes  an  appropriation 
to  the  President  for  fiscal  year  1966  of  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  be  appropriated  for  use  in  southeast  Asia  for  programs  authorized 
under  the  economic  and  the  military  assistance  parts  of  the  act. 
While  the  current  focus  is  on  Vietnam,  the  committee  recognizes  that 
a  sudden  shift  of  aggression  by  the  Communists  to  other  countries  in 
the  area  may  require  an  immediate  response  by  the  United  States  in 
amounts  beyond  those  carried  in  the  bill. 

When  hostile  forces  attacked  U.S.  naval  forces  in  the  Gulf  of 
Tonkin  last  summer,  Congress  responded  with  a  joint  resolution 
expressing  support  of  the  President  in  repelling  any  armed  attack 
against  the  forces  of  the  United  States.  The  resolution  further 
stated  that  “the  United  States  is  *  *  *  prepared,  as  the  President 
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determines,  to  take  all  necessary  steps,  including  the  use  of  the  Armed 
Forces,  to  assist  any  member  or  protocol  state  of  the  Southeast  Asia 
Collective  Defense  Treaty  requiring  assistance  in  defense  of  its  free¬ 
dom.”  The  language  in  the  bill  is  consistent  with  the  congressional 
expression  of  last  year  but  refrains  from  identifying  the  specific 
countries  embraced  in  the  geographic  term  “southeast  Asia.”  The 
purpose  is  to  give  the  President  flexibility  to  determine  where  it  is  in 
our  national  interest  to  counter  any  acts  of  aggression  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act.  The  amendment,  limited  to 
1  fiscal  year,  requires  the  President  to  present  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  the 
programs  to  be  carried  out  from  funds  authorized  under  this  authority 
and  for  which  he  will  request  an  appropriation. 

Section  107  (b) — Reports 

Section  107(b)  of  the  bill  is  a  conforming  change  to  assure  that  the 
quarterly  reports  required  by  existing  law  pertaining  to  the  use  of  the 
contingency  fund  will  continue  to  be  made  available  to  the  Congress. 

PART  II 

Chapter  2 — -Military  Assistance 
Section  201  (a) — General  authority 

Section  201(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  503(b)  of  the  act  which 
relates  to  general  authority  by  deleting  the  words  “in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries.”  Under  existing  law  military  assistance  funds  may  be  used  to 
make  financial  contributions  to  multilateral  programs  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  or  construction  of  facilities  in  foreign  countries  for  collective 
defense.  This  is  the  basis  for  U.S.  contributions  to  NATO  infrastruc¬ 
ture  programs  to  which  the  other  treaty  partners  also  contribute. 
The  amendment  in  the  bill  will  permit  the  United  States  to  contribute 
toward  the  cost  of  such  facilities  when  they  are  located  in  the  United 
States.  It  is  a  means  of  assuring  that  other  nations  engaged  in  a 
collective  defense  effort  with  us  will  bear  a  share  of  the  costs  of  any 
installation  that  may  be  constructed  in  the  United  States. 

Section  201  ( b ) — Authorization  of  funds 

Section  201(b)  amends  section  504  of  the  act  which  relates  to  author¬ 
ization  of  funds  for  military  assistance.  The  authorization  for  an 
appropriation  recommended  by  the  committee  is  $1,170  million,  the 
amount  requested  by  the  Executive.  This  sum,  together  with  an 
estimated  $88  million  in  reappropriations  and  recoupments,  will 
permit  a  military  assistance  program  of  $1,258  million  for  the  next 
fiscal  year. 

In  his  testimony  before  the  committee  Secretary  of  Defense 
McNamara  presented  a  strong  statement  to  show  the  relation  between 
the  military  assistance  program  and  our  own  defense.  He  said: 

An  attempt  on  our  part  to  provide,  unilaterally,  the  armed 
force  essential  to  insure  both  national  and  collective  security 
would  be  both  self-defeating  and  dangerous.  Self-defeating 
because  it  would  not  develop  in  other  free  world  nations  the 
will  and  the  military  self-sufficiency  required  for  their 
security;  dangerous  because  it  would~  greatly  increase  the 
chance  of  U.S.  involvement  in  every  local  or  limited  war  *  *  *. 

We  can  either  help  our  partners  help  themselves  in  the 
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development  of  an  agreed  military  posture  which  will  mini¬ 
mize  their  need  for  outside  assistance,  or  we  must  be  prepared, 
in  case  of  emergency,  to  assume  the  whole  burden  ourselves, 
deploying  U.S.  forces  and  accepting  the  consequences  which 
may  result  from  our  direct  intervention. 

The  options  available  to  us  are  three  in  number: 

1.  We  can  drastically  revise  our  foreign  policy  to  the 
lasting  advantage  of  communism. 

2.  We  can  raise  our  own  force  structure  to  a  higher — 
and  vastly  more  costly — plateau  of  strength. 

3.  Or,  we  can  assist  friendly  nations  with  the  equip¬ 
ment  and  training  required  to  enable  them  to  carry 
their  share  of  the  collective  defense  burden. 

If  we  continue  to  exercise  the  third  option,  then  we  must 
maintain  a  carefully  planned  and  adequately  funded  military 
assistance  program. 

Eighty-four  percent  of  the  new  funds  will  be  used  for  military 
assistance  programs  in  11  nations  that  rim  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc — 
Greece,  Turkey,  Iran,  Pakistan,  India,  Thailand,  Vietnam,  Laos,  the 
Philippines,  the  Republic  of  China,  and  Korea.  Our  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  in  planning  our  own  defense  programs,  count  upon  the  more 
than  3K  million  men  in  these  allied  and  friendly  forces  to  contribute 
to  free  world  common  defense  by  deterring  overt  Communist  aggres¬ 
sion  and  by  frustrating  Communist  efforts  to  infiltrate  these  countries 
and  foment  insurgency. 

The  authorization  for  the  next  fiscal  year  reflects  the  increased 
activity  of  the  United  States  program  in  Vietnam  and  Laos.  It  may 
be,  however,  that  additional  funds  may  be  needed  for  this  area.  The 
Secretary  of  Defense  cautioned  that  the  present  estimate  for  these 
two  countries  is  “conservative”  based  upon  the  current  analysis  of 
events  in  those  two  countries.  During  the  present  fiscal  year  it  has 
been  necessary  to  transfer  $50  million  of  economic  aid  funds  to 
military  assistance  under  section  610  of  the  act  in  order  to  meet 
high-priority  requirements  in  southeast  Asia. 

The  balance  of  the  military  assistance  program  is  planned  for  train¬ 
ing  programs  and  modest  equipment  requirements.  Congress  has 
set  a  ceiling  on  U.S.  military  assistance  to  Latin  America  and  Africa. 
In  the  case  of  the  former  about  6  percent  of  the  funds  will  be  used  in 
18  countries.  About  3  percent  of  the  funds  will  be  used  to  assure 
continued  access  by  the  United  States  to  important  military  bases  in 
four  countries.  The  fulfillment  of  prior-year  commitments  to  three 
economically  developed  countries  accounts  for  another  3  percent  of 
the  money.  Another  category  of  aid,  called  “free  world  orientation,” 
takes  slightly  more  than  1  percent  of  the  military  assistance  money 
to  provide  modest  training  and  equipment  programs  in  18  countries. 
The  balance  of  the  funds  is  used  for  administrative  expenses  and  the 
cost  of  the  U.S.  share  of  joint  military  facilities  such  as  NATO 
infrastructure. 

Section  201  (c) — Civic  action  programs 

Section  201(c)  of  the  bill  amends  section  505  of  the  act  relating  to 
utilization  of  assistance.  Section  505(a)  of  the  act  specifies  the 
purposes  for  which  military  assistance  may  be  furnished  any  country — 
internal  security,  legitimate  self-defense,  participation  in  regional  or 
collective  defense  arrangements,  or  participation  in  collective  measures 
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requested  by  the  United  Nations  to  maintain  or  restore  international 
peace  and  security.  While  civic  action  programs  are  not  identified 
as  one  of  the  purposes  of  military  assistance,  such  programs  are 
authorized  under  section  505(b)  of  the  act  when  they  are  feasible 
and  consistent  with  the  other  purposes  enumerated  above. 

The  amendment  in  the  bill  adds  civic  action  programs  as  a  fifth 
objective  of  military  assistance  and  deletes  section  505(b)  of  the  act. 

The  committee  gave  considerable  attention  to  the  wording  and 
phraseology  in  the  amended  language.  It  restricts  U.S.  assistance 
in  civic  action  objectives  to  the  military  forces  of  less  developed 
friendly  countries  or  to  the  voluntary  efforts  of  U.S.  military  personnel 
stationed  in  such  countries.  Participation  is  limited  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  public  works  and  other  activities  helpful  to  economic  develop¬ 
ment.  Further,  the  amendment  expresses  the  sense  of  Congress 
that  (1)  such  foreign  military  forces  should  not  be  maintained  or 
established  solely  for  civic  action  activities;  (2)  such  civic  action  activi¬ 
ties  should  not  significantly  detract  from  the  primary  military  mission 
of  the  military  forces;  and  (3)  civic  action  programs  should  be  co¬ 
ordinated  with  and  form  part  of  the  total  economic  development 
effort  of  the  country.  Although  these  points  are  an  expression  of 
congressional  intent,  the  committee  regards  them  as  meaningful 
guidelines. 

It  is  neither  desirable  nor  possible  to  enumerate  in  law  the  specific 
kinds  of  programs  that  may  come  under  the  heading  civic  action.  In 
every  case  any  civic  action  activity  should  be  incidental  to  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  the  usual  duties  of  a  military  unit  or  a  byproduct  of  the 
presence  of  such  unit  in  a  particular  locality.  The  construction  of  a 
schoolhouse  might  qualify  as  well  as  a  village  access  road,  a  small 
community  sanitation  project,  or  other  activities  that  improve  the 
relationship  of  the  military  to  the  local  civilian  population.  The 
primary  purpose  of  military  assistance  should  be  to  meet  military 
requirements.  The  committee  will  not  be  inclined  to  excuse  defi¬ 
ciencies  in  the  capability  or  equipment  of  military  forces  on  the  ground 
that  available  funds  have  been  required  for  civic  action  programs. 
The  committee  wants  to  make  clear  that  civic  action  programs  are  to 
be  neither  extensive  nor  expensive. 

Many  of  the  programs  that  would  qualify  for  civic  action  support 
by  the  military  are  the  kind  that  could  also  qualify  under  the  economic 
assistance  part  of  the  law,  and  the  committee  understands  that,  civic 
action  programs  will  continue  to  receive  joint  economic  and  military 
support  under  a  funding  formula.  Under  that,  formula  the  military 
assistance  program  provides  the  local  military  units  with  military 
equipment  (e.g.,  engineering  equipment)  which  can  be  used  on  civic 
action  projects  and  provides  maintenance  and  support  of  such  equip¬ 
ment.  Since  civic  action  activities  afford  an  excellent,  opportunity  for 
on-the-job  training  of  local  units,  the  military  assistance  program 
funds  all  the  costs  related  to  such  training.  The  economic  aid  pro¬ 
gram,  on  the  other  hand,  funds  all  nonmilitary  labor,  equipment  that 
will  become  a  permanent  part  of  the  project,  training,  and  the  materials 
and  consumable  supplies  necessary  to  carry  out  the  particular  project 
involved. 

Section  201  (d) — Military  sales 

Section  201(d)  amends  section  507  of  the  act,  which  relates  to 
military  sales,  in  two  respects: 
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First,  section  201(d)(1)  amends  section  507(a),  which  relates  to 
sales  from  inventory,  to  provide  that  nonexcess  defense  articles  may  be 
sold  under  that  subsection  at  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time 
the  articles  are  offered  for  sale  to  the  purchasing  country  or  inter¬ 
national  organization.  The  act  currently  provides  that  the  sales 
price  of  such  articles  shall  be  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time 
the  articles  are  dropped  from  inventory  by  the  supplying  agency; 
namely,  at  the  time  of  delivery.  Since  a  considerable  amount  of  time 
may  elapse  between  the  negotiation  of  the  sales  agreement  and  delivery 
of  the  articles,  neither  the  United  States  nor  the  purchaser  can  know 
with  certainty  at  the  time  the  agreement  is  signed  how  much  the 
purchaser  will  have  to  pay.  The  amendment,  while  maintaining  the 
concept  of  standard  inventory  price,  will  make  it  possible,  if  circum¬ 
stances  so  require,  to  ascertain  and  set  the  price  at  the  time  the  articles 
are  offered  for  sale. 

Second,  section  201(d)(2)  amends  section  507(b),  which  relates  to 
procurement  for  sales  pursuant  to  dependable  undertaking's,  by 
authorizing  the  President,  in  entering  into  sales  agreements  with 
foreign  countries  and  international  organizations,  to  fix  prices  to  be 
paid  by  the  latter.  The  amendment  also  specifies  ( a )  that  the  funds 
available  under  the  military  assistance  program  for  financing  military 
sales  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable  Defense  Department 
appropriation  in  the  amount  by  which  the  price  paid  by  the  United 
States  to  the  supplier  exceeds  the  price  fixed  in  the  sales  agreement, 
unless  the  President  determines  that  continued  production  of  the 
defense  article  sold  is  advantageous  to  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States;  and  ib)  that  any  excess  in  the  price  paid  by  the  purchasing 
country  or  international  organization  over  the  price  paid  by  the 
United  States  to  the  supplier  is  to  be  credited  to  the  separate  fund 
proposed  to  be  established  pursuant  to  the  authority  of  section  201(e) 
of  the  bill. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  make  it  possible  for  the 
United  States  and  the  purchasing  country  or  international  organiza¬ 
tion  to  determine  at  the  time  of  signing  the  sales  agreement  how  much 
the  latter  will  have  to  pay.  If  that  amount  is  less  than  the  price  to  be 
paid  by  the  United  States  to  the  supplier,  funds  available  under  the 
military  assistance  program  for  financing  military  sales  will  bear  the 
difference,  except  when  continued  production  of  the  item  sold  is  to  the 
advantage  of  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces.  In  those  cases,  the  difference 
will  be  borne  by  the  military  department  concerned.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  proceeds  from  a  fixed-price  sales  contract  should  exceed 
the  cost  to  the  United  States  of  the  sold  item,  the  difference  between 
the  two  amounts  would  be  deposited  in  the  revolving  fund  for  financing- 
further  military  sales. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  new  authority  to  fix  the 
sale  price  of  an  item  before  its  cost  to  the  United  States  is  determined, 
should  be  used  with  caution  by  the  executive  branch.  For  this  reason, 
the  committee  added  language  to  section  201(d)(2)  which  provides 
that,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  prices  fixed  under  any  agree¬ 
ment  entered  into  pursuant  to  section  507(b)  shall  be  sufficient  to 
reimburse  the  United  States  for  the  cost  of  the  defense  article  or 
defense  services  ordered.  The  committee  also  added  the  requirement 
that  the  President  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  promptly  a  detailed 
report  concerning  any  fixed-price  sales  agreement  under  which  the 
aggregate  cost  to  the  United  States  exceeds  the  aggregate  amount 
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required  to  be  paid  by  the  purchasing  country  or  international 
organization. 

Section  201  (e) — Reimbursements 

Section  201(e)  amends  section  508  of  the  act,  which  relates  to  re¬ 
imbursements,  in  the  following  respects: 

First,  it  provides  that  (1)  dollar  repayments  for  military  assistance 
furnished  on  cash  or  credit  terms,  including  dollar  proceeds  derived 
from  the  sale  of  foreign  currency  repayments;  (2)  proceeds  from  the 
sale  of  evidences  of  indebtedness  (authorized  to  be  sold  in  sec.  302(f) 
of  this  bill) ;  (3)  charges  imposed  in  connection  with  military  sales 
financed  with  funds  available  under  the  military  assistance  program, 
including  fees  and  premiums  received  under  guaranties;  and  (4)  inter¬ 
est  collected  on  such  military  sales  are  to  be  credited  to  a  separate 
fund  account  which  may  be  used  to  finance  military  sales  and  guaran¬ 
ties.  The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  permit  the  use  of  all  items 
of  principal  and  income  accruing  to  the  military  sales  program  for 
financing  sales  and  guaranties.  Section  508  of  the  act  presently  au¬ 
thorizes  reuse  of  principal  repayments  only,  a  limitation  which  is  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  concept  of  financing  the  bulk  of  the  military  sales 
program  on  a  revolving  basis. 

Second,  it  provides  the  authority  for  the  establishment  of  a  separate 
fund  account  to  which  the  above-described  items  of  principal  and  in¬ 
come,  including  receipts  generated  from  past  and  future  new  obliga- 
tional  authority  under  the  military  sales  program,  are  to  be  credited. 
Section  508  presently  provides  for  crediting  receipts  to  the  “current 
applicable  appropriation.”  Pursuant  to  this  stipulation,  there  has 
been  established  administratively  on  the  books  of  the  Treasury  a 
separate  military  sales  account  which  is  a  subaccount  of  the  current 
appropriation.  The  amendment  will  make  this  subaccount  a  sepa¬ 
rate  account,  thus  subjecting  it  to  Government-wide  regulations  relat¬ 
ing  to  revolving  funds. 

Third,  it  expands  the  definition  of  uses  to  which  the  separate  fund 
account  may  be  put  by  striking  out  “furnishing  further  military 
assistance  on  cash  or  credit  terms”  and  substituting  “financing  sales 
and  guaranties,  including  the  overhead  costs  thereof.” 

With  respect  to  the  last-described  change,  it  is  the  committee’s 
view  that  the  overhead  costs  of  military  sales,  allowed  to  be  charged 
against  the  new  revolving  fund,  shall  not  include  salaries  or  any  other 
expenses  not  heretofore  authorized  to  be  incurred,  under  applicable 
Government  regulations  and  policies,  in  connection  with  the  military 
sales  program.  The  committee  intends  to  keep  close  watch  on  the 
use  of  this  new  authority. 

Section  201  (/) — Guaranties 

Section  201(f)  amends  section  509(b)  of  the  act,  which  relates  to  the 
administration  of  guaranties  issued  in  conjunction  with  military  sales, 
to  exempt  guaranties  issued  to  agencies  of  the  U.S.  Government  from 
the  requirement  that  fees  and  premiums  be  charged  in  connection 
with  the  issuance  of  all  guaranty  contracts.  This  exemption  is  pri¬ 
marily  designed  to  apply  to  the  Export-Import  Bank  which,  at  present, 
is  the  only  U.S.  Government  agency  expected  to  be  affected  by  it. 

Section  201  (V/) — Special  authority 

Section  201(g)  amends  section  510  of  the  act,  which  authorizes  the 
President  to  furnish  defense  articles  from  Defense  Department  stocks 

47-055 — 65 - 3 


30 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  19  65 


and  defense  services,  without  charge  to  the  current  military  assist¬ 
ance  appropriation,  when  he  finds  that  it  is  vital  to  U.S.  security  to 
do  so,  in  the  following  respects: 

First,  it  amends  subsection  (a)  by  striking  out  “1965”  each  place 
it  appears  and  substituting  in  each  such  place  “1966”.  The  purpose  of 
this  amendment  is  to  renew  the  President’s  special  authority  until 
June  30,  1966. 

Second,  it  amends  subsection  (b)  to  permit  the  appropriations  act 
to  determine  whether  reimbursement  to  the  Defense  Department. for 
defense  articles  and  services  used  pursuant  to  the  special  authority, 
will  be  provided  for  in  the  Defense  appropriation  or  from  future 
military  assistance  appropriations.  Section  510(b)  now  requires  that 
the  applicable  military  service  be  reimbursed  from  future  military 
assistance  appropriations. 

In  the  event  that  reimbursements  necessitated  by  the  exercise  of 
the  special  authority  are  made  through  the  Defense  appropriations, 
this  committee  expects  to  be  informed  about  the  extent  of  such 
reimbursements  and  the  purposes  for  which  the  authority  of  section 
510  of  the  act  has  been  used. 

Section  201(h) — Restrictions  on  military  aid  to  Africa 

Section  201(h)  of  the  bill  amends  section  512  of  the  act  which  relates 
to  restrictions  on  military  aid  to  Africa  in  two  respects.  First,  the 
amendment  substitutes  a  reference  to  “civic  action  requirements”  in 
place  of  “programs  described  in  section  505(b)  of  this  chapter” — to 
conform  with  the  amendment  made  by  section  201(c)  of  the  bill — as 
one  of  the  exceptions  for  which  grant  military  assistance  may  be  given 
to  any  country  in  Africa.  Second,  it  continues  for  fiscal  year  1966  the 
limitation  of  $25  million  on  the  value  of  grant  military  assistance  to 
Africa. 

PART  III 

Chapter  1 — General  Provisions 

Section  301(a)(1) — Technical  amendment 

This  section  amends  the  heading  of  section  605  to  read  “Retention 
and  Use  of  Certain  Items  and  Funds.” 

Section  301  (a)  (2) — Reuse  of  funds 

This  section  amends  section  605  of  the  act  to  authorize  funds 
reverting  to  the  United  States  as  a  result  of  refund  claims  or  the  sale 
of  defense  articles  to  be  credited  to  the  appropriation  fund  or  account 
used  to  finance  the  transaction  or  to  the  appropriation  fund  or  account 
currently  available  for  the  same  general  purpose.  This  will  apply  to 
funds  to  be  reused  either  for  military  or  economic  assistance  as  the 
case  may  be. 

The  effect  of  the  two  new  subsections,  one  applicable  to  refunds 
obtained  from  economic  assistance  and  the  other  to  proceeds  from 
sales  of  MAP  (military  assistance  program)  materiel,  is  to  make  cash 
proceeds  available  for  use  by  the  executive  branch.  Up  to  now, 
refunds  obtained  under  the  economic  program  could  be  reused  pur¬ 
suant  to  an  informal  agreement  with  the  General  Accounting  Office 
within  the  aid-recipient  country  making  the  refund.  The  amendment 
authorizes  the  executive  branch  to  reprogram  any  funds  received  across 
the  board  rather  than  limiting  them  for  use  within  the  country  making 
the  refund.  AID  estimates  that  about  $15  million  a  year  is  presently 
involved. 
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The  Department  of  Defense  has  no  present  authority  to  use  cash 
proceeds  from  sales  or  disposal  of  defense  articles  returned  to  the 
United  States  by  recipient  countries.  Such  proceeds  are  presently 
deposited  in  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury.  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  officials  believe  that  there  will  be  greater  incentive  to  sell  defense 
articles  no  longer  needed  for  the  purpose  furnished,  if  the  funds  ob¬ 
tained  from  their  sale  are  made  available  for  use  under  the  military 
assistance  program.  It  is  estimated  that  about  $4  to  $5  million  an¬ 
nually  is  currently  being  realized  from  these  sales  or  disposals. 

The  other  two  amendments  to  the  section  are  technical  in  nature. 
One  changes  the  section  heading  to  read  “Retention  and  Use  of 
Certain  Items  and  Funds”  and  the  other  redesignates  subsection  (c) 
as  subsection  (b).  Subsection  (b)  providing  for  the  sale  of  U.S. -owned 
foreign  currencies  to  U.S.  citizens  has  been  redesignated  as  section 
104(t)  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  by  section  2  of  Public  Law  88-638. 

Section  301(b) — Use  of  foreign  currencies 

Section  301(b)  amends  section  612  of  the  act,  which  relates  to  the 
use  of  foreign  currencies,  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsection 
(b).  Subsection  (b)  was  redesignated  as  section  104(t)  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  by  section  2 
of  Public  Law  88-638. 

Section  301  (c)  (1) — Title  of  section  620 

This  section  changes  the  title  of  section  620  of  the  act  to  reflect 
more  fully  the  list  of  prohibitions  written  into  this  section  by  the 
Congress. 

Section  301(c)(2) — Expropriations  by  foreign  states 

Section  301(c)(2)  amends  section  620(e)(2)  of  the  act  which  relates 
to  the  application  of  the  Federal  act  of  state  doctrine  by  extending  for 
an  additional  year  the  provisions  of  a  Senate  amendment  added  to  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1964,  which  provide  that  no  U.S.  court  shall 
refuse,  on  the  ground  of  the  act  of  state  doctrine,  to  examine  the 
validity  of  acts  of  foreign  states  occurring  after  January  1,  1959,  which 
are  alleged  to  be  contrary  to  international  law,  unless  the  President 
determines  and  notifies  the  court  that  application  of  the  act  of  state 
doctrine  is  required  by  U.S.  foreign  policy  interests. 

As  originally  adopted  by  the  Senate,  the  provision  would  have 
become  permanent  law.  The  House  conferees,  because  there  had 
not  been  an  opportunity  for  thorough  study  and  full  hearings  on  the 
subject,  secured  a  modification  limiting  application  only  to  cases  com¬ 
menced  before  January  1,  1966.  This  was  approved  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  the  congressional  committees  concerned  would  make  a 
determination  on  the  need  for  permanent  legislation  after  a  full  review. 

During  the  hearings  on  H.R.  7750  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs  devoted  considerable  time  to  this  subject,  receiving  testimony 
from  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States,  and  from  other 
distinguished  witnesses,  including  a  professor  of  law  at  the  Yale  Law 
School,  the  Hamilton  Fish  professor  of  international  law  and  diplo¬ 
macy  at  Columbia  University,  a  professor  of  law  at  Georgetown  Uni¬ 
versity,  and  a  professor  of  international  law  at  New  York  University 
School  of  Law,  who  also  serves  as  president  of  the  American  branch 
of  the  International  Law  Association.  These  expert  witnesses  did  not 
all  share  the  same  views.  While  many  of  them  favored  retention  of 
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the  provisions  of  section  620(e)(2)  on  a  permanent  basis,  the  Attorney 
General  led  those  in  opposition. 

The  apparent  wide  diversity  of  views  held  by  distinguished  experts 
in  international  law  caused  the  committee  to  reject  elimination  of  the 
time  limitation  written  into  the  law  last  year.  Until  the  effect  of  the 
application  of  the  federal  act  of  state  doctrine,  as  set  forth  in  section 
620(e)(2),  can  be  more  fully  determined,  the  committee  recommends 
the  extension  of  this  provision  for  an  additional  year. 

Section  301  (c)  (3) — Investment  guaranty  agreements 

This  section  amends  section  620(1)  of  the  act  which  relates  to  the 
prohibition  against  furnishing  assistance  to  countries  that  have  failed 
to  enter  into  guaranty  agreements  with  the  President  for  investment 
guaranties  providing  coverages  for  the  specific  risks  of  inconvertibility 
and  expropriation  or  confiscation  under  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B) 
of  section  221(b)(1)  of  the  act.  The  date  by  which  such  agreements 
must  be  entered  into  has  been  extended  from  December  31,  1965,  to 
December  31,  1966.  The  committee  feels  this  will  be  ample  time  for 
countries  to  comply  with  the  requirements  for  entering  into  invest¬ 
ment  guaranty  agreements. 

Section  301  (c)(4) — Shipping  to  Vietnam 

Section  301(c)(4)  amends  section  620  of  the  act,  which  relates  to 
prohibitions  against  furnishing  assistance,  by  adding  a  new  subsec¬ 
tion  (n).  The  amendment  prohibits  both  military  and  economic  aid 
to  any  country  permitting  ships  under  its  registry  to  carry  cargo  to 
North  Vietnam.  It  becomes  effective  60  days  after  the  enactment  of 
this  legislation  and  its  provisions  are  the  same  as  those  of  section 
620(a)(3)  prohibiting  aid  to  countries  permitting  their  ships  to  carry 
shipments  to  Cuba. 

During  1964  ships  under  the  flags  of  the  following  free  world  nations 
were  engaged  in  trading  with  North  Vietnam:  West  Germany,  Japan, 
Norway,  United  Kingdom,  Lebanon,  Greece,  Panama,  and  Italy. 

Several  of  these  countries  no  longer  receive  U.S.  assistance.  Never¬ 
theless,  in  approving  this  amendment  the  committee  indicates  its 
desire  that  the  Executive  use  whatever  leverage  is  available  to  obtain 
the  cooperation  of  free  world  governments  in  curtailing  shipping  to 
North  Vietnam. 

Chapter  2— Administrative  Provisions 

Section  302(a) — Coordination  with  foreign  policy 

Section  302(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  622  (b)  and  (c)  of  the  act 
which  relates  to  coordination  with  foreign  policy.  Subsection  (b) 
of  the  act  makes  the  chief  of  mission  responsible  for  assuring  that 
recommendations  on  military  assistance  made  to  him  by  the  appro¬ 
priate  military  officer  in  his  mission  are  coordinated  with  political  and 
economic  considerations.  The  chief  of  mission  may  forward  to  the 
President  any  comments  he  may  deem  appropriate  on  these  recom¬ 
mendations. 

In  subsection  (c)  the  Secretary  of  State  is  made  responsible  “for 
the  continuous  supervision  and  general  direction  of  the  assistance 
programs  authorized  by  this  act,  including  but  not  limited  to  deter¬ 
mining  whether  there  shall  be  a  military  assistance  program  for  a 
country  and  the  value  thereof,  to  the  end  that  such  programs  are 
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effectively  integrated  both  at  home  and  abroad  and  the  foreign 
policy  of  the  United  States  is  best  served  thereby.” 

The  amendments  in  section  302(a)  of  the  bill  add  civic  action  and 
military  sales  programs  to  those  for  which  the  officials  both  at  home 
and  abroad  are  responsible  for  coordination. 

The  separate  identification  of  civic  action  as  a  military  assistance 
objective,  contained  in  section  201(c)  of  the  bill,  makes  it  imperative 
that  coordination  of  this  program  with  our  economic  programs  and 
our  foreign  policy  objectives  be  given  the  maximum  attention  both  at 
the  country  level  and  in  Washington  to  assure  that  civic  action  pro¬ 
grams  rigidly  adhere  to  the  limitations  that  Congress  has  imposed  upon 
them. 

Similarly,  coordination  is  required  at  all  levels  of  programing  where 
military  sales  are  involved  to  assure  the  consistency  of  that  program 
with  our  overall  objectives  abroad. 

Section  302(b ) — Statutory  officers 

Section  302(b)  of  the  bill  amends  section  624  of  the  act  which  relates 
to  statutory  officers  in  two  respects. 

Subsection  (b)  which  presently  authorizes  the  President  to  fix  the 
order  of  succession  among  the  Assistant  Administrators  of  AID  is 
amended  to  authorize  the  fixing  of  such  order  among  the  statutory 
officers  of  that  Agency.  This  is  a  technical  change  necessitated  by  the 
amendments  to  section  624(a)  made  by  section  305(42)  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Executive  Salary  Act  of  1964  (title  III  of  the  Government  Em¬ 
ployees  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1964,  Public  Law  88-429). 

It  also  amends  subsection  (d)  by  striking  out  all  references  to  Public 
Law  86-735  and  substituting  the  short  title  of  that  law,  "Latin 
American  Development  Act,  as  amended.” 

Section  302(c)— Employment  oj  personnel 

Section  302(c)  of  the  bill  amends  section  625(d)  of  the  act  which 
relates  to  employment  of  personnel.  Paragraph  2  of  that  subsection 
limits  to  20  the  number  of  individuals  at  any  one  time  who  may  be 
appointed  to  the  Foreign  Service  Reserve  and  who  may  initially  be 
assigned  for  duty  within  the  United  States  for  not  more  than  2  years 
for  the  purpose  of  preparation  for  assignment  outside  the  United 
States.  The  amendment  would  permit  AID  to  employ  50  such  per¬ 
sons  at  any  one  time.  The  result  will  be  that  individuals  intended  for 
oversea  assignment  will  have  an  opportunity  to  gain  wider  experience 
in  AID  operations  and  a  better  understanding  of  its  programs. 

Section  302(d) — Experts  and  consultants 

Section  302(d)  amends  section  626  of  the  act  which  relates  to  ex¬ 
perts,  consultants,  and  retired  officers,  by  redesignating  subsection  (d) 
of  the  act  as  subsection  (c).  This  is  a  conforming  amendment.  The 
present  subsection  (c)  was  repealed  by  section  402(a) (35)  of  the  Dual 
Compensation  Act,  Public  Law  88-448. 

Section  302(e) — Terms  oj  detail  or  assignment 

Section  302(e)  of  the  bill  amends  section  630  of  the  law  which  relates 
to  terms  of  detail  or  assignment.  Under  existing  law  the  President 
may  require  a  foreign  government  or  international  organization  to 
whom  an  officer  or  employee  is  detailed  to  reimburse  or  make  an  ad¬ 
vance  credit  payment  to  cover  the  "compensation,  travel  expenses, 
and  allowances”  payable  to  the  officer  or  employee  during  his  period 
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of  detail  or  assignment.  The  amendment  adds  "benefits”  to  the 
other  categories  for  which  the  President  may  require  payment.  This 
term  includes  such  items  as  retirement  contributions,  life  insurance, 
and  health  insurance. 

Section  302 (f ) — Administration  of  military  sales 

Section  302(f)  amends  section  635(g)  of  the  act,  which  relates  to 
general  authorities  and  requirements  now  applicable  under  that  sub¬ 
section  to  loans.  The  authorities  and  requirements  are: 

(i)  Authority  to  issue  letters  of  credit  and  commitments; 

(ii)  Authority  to  collect  or  compromise  obligations  owed  to  the 
United  States; 

(iii)  Authority  to  acquire  and  dispose  of  property,  including 
evidences  of  indebtedness  or  ownership; 

(iv)  Authority  to  determine  the  character  of,  and  necessity  for, 
obligations  and  expenditures  and  the  manner  in  which  they  shall 
be  incurred,  allowed,  and  paid  subject  to  certain  laws;  and 

(v)  The  requirement  to  maintain  an  integral  set  of  accounts 
audited  by  the  General  Accounting  Office  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  and  procedures  of  the  Government  Corporation  Control 
Act. 

The  most  important  of  these  authorities  is  the  authority  to  dispose 
of  evidences  of  indebtedness,  an  authority  which  will  substantially 
improve  the  administration  of  the  military  sales  and  guaranty  pro¬ 
gram.  As  the  program  is  now  conducted,  separate  agreements  are 
concurrently  negotiated  between  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the 
foreign  government,  between  the  financial  institution  and  the  foreign 
government  ,  and  between  the  financial  institution  and  the  Department 
of  Defense.  The  amendment  will  simplify  this  complex  procedure  by 
enabling  the  Department  of  Defense  to  sell  the  purchasing  govern¬ 
ment’s  notes  to  one  or  more  financial  institutions,  including  the 
Export-Import  Bank,  each  note  backed  by  a  U.S.  Government  guar¬ 
anty,  and  thus  eliminate  the  need  for  separate  loan  agreements  be¬ 
tween  the  financial  institutions  and  the  foreign  government. 

Section  302(g) — Provisions  on  uses  of  funds 

Section  302(g)  of  the  bill  amends  section  636  of  the  act  which  relates 
to  provisions  on  uses  of  funds.  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph 
(1)  is  a  technical  amendment  to  reflect  the  fact  that  section  2  of  the 
act  of  July  31,  1S94,  has  been  superseded  by  section  301  of  the  Dual 
Compensation  Act.  The  amendment  made  by  paragraph  (2)  strikes 
out  “Act  to  provide  for  assistance  in  the  development  of  Latin 
America  and  in  the  reconstruction  of  Chile,  and  for  other  purposes” 
and  substitutes  the  short  title  “Latin  American  Development  Act, 
as  amended”. 

Section  302(h) — Administrative  expenses 

Section  302(h)  of  the  bill  amends  section  637(a)  of  the  act  which 
relates  to  administrative  expenses.  The  amendment  authorizes  an 
appropriation  of  $53,240,000  for  fiscal  year  1966,  a  reduction  of  $2 
million  below  the  Executive  request.  Current  estimates  are  that  an 
additional  $1,600,000  will  be  available  as  the  result  of  a  carryover  and 
of  reimbursements,  giving  AID  an  availability  of  $54,840,000. 
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Section  802  (i)  and  ( j ) — Famine  and  disaster  relief 

Section  302  (i)  of  the  bill  amends  section  638  of  the  act  which  relates 
to  Peace  Corps  assistance  by  striking  out  the  reference  in  that  section 
to  famine  or  disaster  relief  under  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954.  This  is  a  conforming 
amendment  made  necessary  by  section  302 (j )  of  the  bill. 

Section  302 (j)  adds  a  new  section  639  to  the  act,  stating  that  no 
provision  of  the  act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  assistance  to  any 
country  for  famine  or  disaster  relief. 

Under  existing  law,  the  President  can,  notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
hibitions  in  the  act  on  assistance  to  a  country  or  the  government  of  a 
country,  furnish  famine  and  disaster  relief  to  the  people  of  that  country 
provided  (i)  that  the  assistance  is  not  furnished  through  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  country  but  directly  by  the  United  States  or  through 
voluntary  organizations,  such  as  the  Red  Cross,  and  (ii)  that  the  assist¬ 
ance  does  not  confer  a  long-term  economic  benefit  upon  the  country 
but  meets  only  the  immediate  requirements  of  the  disaster  victims 
for  food,  medicine,  and  temporary  shelter. 

The  amendment  broadens  existing  authority  to  permit  the  United 
States  to  meet  the  immediate  needs  of  victims  of  famine  or  disaster 
including  dealing  directly  with  the  government  or  furnishing  items 
of  more  lasting  benefit  to  the  country  than  food,  clothing,  and  tem¬ 
porary  shelter.  The  executive  branch  would  consider  the  initial 
emergency  period  as  no  longer  than  60  days  from  the  date  the  disaster 
occurs. 

The  amendment  would  also  permit  the  United  States  to  meet  some 
of  the  short-run  rehabilitation  requirements  resulting  from  the  disaster 
but  which  cannot  be  planned  for  or  completed  during  the  immediate 
emergency  period.  This  expanded  authority  would  be  limited  to 
programs  that  can  be  completed  within  90  days  after  plans  have  been 
drawn  up  and  funds  made  available. 

Chapter  3 — Miscellaneous  Provisions 
Section  803(a) — Statutes  repealed 

Section  303(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  642(a)(2)  of  the  act  which 
relates  to  statutes  repealed  in  two  respects. 

First,  it  repeals  section  143  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954 
which  relates  to  aid  to  Yugoslavia.  This  section  is  now  obsolete 
since  it  has  been  superseded  by  the  broader  provisions  of  section  620(f) 
of  the  act. 

Second,  it  repeals  the  proviso  authorizing  the  continuation  under 
the  act  of  certain  programs  authorized  by  section  405  (a),  (c),  (d),  and 
section  451(c)  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954  until  enactment  of 
separate  legislation  relating  to  such  programs.  Enactment  of  separate 
legislation,  the  Migration  and  Refugee  Assistance  Act  of  1962,  renders 
this  savings  clause  obsolete. 

Section  808(b) — Definitions 

Section  303(b)  amends  section  644  of  the  act,  which  relates  to 
definitions,  in  the  following  respects : 

First,  it  amends  the  definition  of  “excess  defense  articles”  contained 
in  section  644(g)  of  the  act  to  make  clear  that  defense  articles  procured 
in  anticipation  of  military  assistance  or  sales  requirements,  or  pursuant 
to  military  assistance  or  sales  orders,  are  not  to  be  taken  into  account 
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in  determining  the  quantity  of  defense  articles  owned  by  the  U.S. 
Government  that  are  in  excess  of  the  mobilization  reserve.  It  also 
deletes  the  words  “as  grant  assistance”  which  will  permit  the  classi¬ 
fication  of  defense  articles  as  excess  solely  on  the  basis  of  the  quantity 
owned  by  the  United  States,  without  regard  to  whether  such  articles 
are  dropped  from  inventory  for  delivery  as  grant  assistance  or  in 
connection  with  a  military  sales  program. 

Second,  it  amends  the  definition  of  “value”  as  it  relates  to  nonexcess 
defense  articles  (sec.  644 (m)  (2)  of  the  act)  to  make  clear  that  the 
standard  price  establishing  the  “value”  of  such  articles  will  take 
account  of  any  authorized  reductions  in  prices  which  have  occurred 
prior  to  the  time  the  articles  are  dropped  from  inventory  by  the 
supplying  agency  or,  with  respect  to  articles  offered  for  sale  pursuant 
to  the  new  authority  contained  in  section  201(d)(1)  of  this  bill,  prior 
to  the  time  they  are  offered  for  sale. 

Third,  it  amends  the  paragraph  following  the  numbered  paragraph 
(3)  in  subsection  (m)  of  section  644  of  the  act  by  inserting  “and  sales” 
after  “Military  assistance”  in  the  first  sentence  thereof  and  striking 
out  “by  the  military  assistance  program”  in  the  second  proviso. 
These  changes  will  make  it  clear  that  the  authority  to  make  reim¬ 
bursements  for  aircraft,  vessels,  plant  equipment,  and  certain  other 
major  items,  may  extend  to  reimbursements  for  such  items  whether 
sold  under  a  military  sales  program  or  furnished  under  the  military 
assistance  program. 

Section  303(c) — Unexpended  balances 

Section  303(c)  of  the  bill  effects  a  technical  amendment  to  section 
645  of  the  act,  which  relates  to  unexpended  balances,  by  striking  out 
“Public  Law  86-735”  and  substituting  the  short  title  of  that  act,  to 
wit:  “Latin  American  Development  Act.” 

Chapter  4 — Amendment  to  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 

Section  40 1—  Sales  to  the  United  Arab  Republic 

Section  401  amends  section  107  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  to  forbid  sales  of  surplus  agricultural 
products  to  the  United  Arab  Republic.  The  President  is  given 
authority  to  waive  this  prohibition  if  he  determines  that  such  sale 
is  essential  to  the  national  interest  of  the  United  States. 

The  amendment  provides  that  no  such  sales  shall  be  based  on  the 
requirements  of  the  United  Arab  Republic  for  more  than  1  fiscal  year. 
It  is  the  understanding  of  the  committee  that  all  sales  under  title  I 
of  Public  Law  480  are  based  on  a  detailed  estimate  of  the  annual 
requirements  of  the  purchasing  country.  In  recommending  this 
amendment,  it  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  that  should  the 
President  exercise  his  authority  to  sell  commodities  to  the  United 
Arab  Republic,  such  authority  would  be  used  in  any  one  year  only  to 
permit  the  sale  to  that  country  of  its  requirements  for  one  year. 


CHANGES  IN’EXISTING  LAW  MADE  BY  THE  BILL, 

AS  REPORTED 


In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed,  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 
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******* 

PART  1 

Chapter  1— Policy 

Sec.  101.  Short  Title. — *  *  *  [Repealed — -1963] 

Sec.  102.  Statement  of  Policy. — -It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  peace  depends  on  wider  recognition  of  the  dignity  and  inter¬ 
dependence  of  men,  and  survival  of  free  institutions  in  the  United 
States  can  best  be  assured  in  a  worldwide  atmosphere  of  freedom. 

To  this  end,  the  United  States  has  in  the  past  provided  assistance 
to  help  strengthen  the  forces  of  freedom  by  aiding  peoples  of  less 
developed  friendly  countries  of  the  world  to  develop  their  resources 
and  improve  their  living  standards,  to  realize  their  aspirations  for 
justice,  education,  dignity,  and  respect  as  individual  human  beings, 
and  to  establish  responsible  governments. 

The  Congress  declares  it  to  be  a  primary  necessity,  opportunity,  and 
responsibility  of  the  United  States,  and  consistent  with  its  traditions 
and  ideals,  to  renew  the  spirit  which  lay  behind  these  past  efforts,  and 
to  help  make  a  historic  demonstration  that  economic  growth  and  politi¬ 
cal  democracy  can  go  hand  in  hand  to  the  end  that  an  enlarged  com¬ 
munity  of  free,  stable,  and  self-reliant  countries  can  reduce  world 
tensions  and  insecurity. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  strengthen  friendly  foreign 
countries  by  encouraging  the  development  of  their  free  economic  in¬ 
stitutions  and  productive  capabilities,  and  by  minimizing  or  eliminat¬ 
ing  barriers  to  the  flow  of  private  investment  capital. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  the  institution  of  full  investment 
guaranty  programs  under  title  III  of  chapter  2  of  this  part  with  all 
recipient  countries  would  be  regarded  as  a  significant  measure  of  self- 
help  by  such  countries  improving  the  climate  for  private  investment 
both  domestic  and  foreign. 

In  addition,  the  Congress  declares  that  it  is  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  to  support  the  principles  of  increased  economic  cooperation  and 
trade  among  countries,  freedom  of  the  press,  information,  and  re¬ 
ligion,  freedom  of  navigation  in  international  waterways,  and  recog¬ 
nition  of  the  right  of  all  private  persons  to  travel  and  pursue  their 
lawful  activities  without  discrimination  as  to  race  or  religion.  The 
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Congress  further  declares  that  any  distinction  made  by  foreign  nations 
between  American  citizens  because  of  race,  color,  or  religion  in  the 
granting  of,  or  the  exercise  of,  personal  or  other  rights  available  to 
American  citizens  is  repugnant  to  our  principles.  In  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  all  parts  of  this  Act  these  principles  shall  be  supported  in 
such  a  way  in  our  relations  with  countries  friendly  to  the  United 
States  which  are  in  controversy  with  each  other  as  to  promote  an 
adjudication  of  the  issues  involved  by  means  of  international  law 
procedures  available  to  the  parties. 

Accordingly,  the  Congress  hereby  affirms  it  to  be  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  to  make  assistance  available,  upon  request,  under  this 
part  in  scope  and  on  a  basis  of  long-range  continuity  essential  to  the 
creation  of  an  environment  in  which  the  energies  of  the  peoples  of  the 
world  can  be  devoted  to  constructive  purposes,  free  of  pressure  and 
erosion  by  the  adversaries  of  freedom.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  assistance  under  this  part  should  be  complemented  by  the  fur¬ 
nishing  under  any  other  Act  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  and 
by  disposal  of  excess  property  under  this  and  other  Acts. 

Also,  the  Congress  reaffirms  its  conviction  that  the  peace  of  the  world 
and  the  security  of  the  United  States  are  endangered  so  long  as  inter¬ 
national  communism  continues  to  attempt  to  bring  under  Communist 
domination  peoples  now  free  and  independent  and  to  keep  under  domi¬ 
nation  peoples  once  free  but  now  subject  to  such  domination.  It  is, 
therefore,  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  continue  to  make  available 
to  other  free  countries  and  peoples,  upon  request,  assistance  of  such 
nature  and  in  such  amounts  as  the  United  States  deems  advisable  and 
as  may  be  effectively  used  by  free  countries  and  peoples  to  help  them 
maintain  their  freedom.  Assistance  shall  be  based  upon  sound  plans 
and  programs;  be  directed  toward  the  social  as  well  as  economic  as¬ 
pects  of  economic  development;  be  responsive  to  the  efforts  of  the 
recipient  countries  to  mobilize  their  own  resources  and  help  themselves; 
be  cognizant  of  the  external  and  internal  pressures  which  hamper  their 
growth;  and  shall  emphasize  long-range  development  assistance  as 
the  primary  instrument  of  such  growth. 

It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  the  administration  of  these  funds 
great  attention  and  consideration  should  be  given  to  those  countries 
which  share  the  view  of  the  United  States  on  the  world  crisis  and  which 
do  not,  as  a  result  of  United  States  assistance,  divert  their  own  eco¬ 
nomic  resources  to  military  propaganda  efforts,  supported  by  the 
Soviet  Union  or  Communist  China,  and  directed  against  the  United 
States  or  against  other  countries  receiving  aid  under  this  Act. 

The  Congress  further  declares  that  in  the  administration  of  pro¬ 
grams  of  assistance  under  this  Act  the  highest  practicable  emphasis 
should  be  given  to:  programs  providing  for  loans  or  loan  guarantees 
for  use  by  institutions  and  organizations  in  making  repayable  low- 
interest  rate  loans  to  individuals  in  friendly  foreign  countries  for  the 
purchase  of  small  farms,  the  purchase  of  homes,  the  establishment, 
equipment  and  strengthening  of  small  independent  business  concerns, 
purchase  of  tools  or  equipment  needed  by  individuals  for  carrying  on 
an  occupation  or  a  trade  or  financing  the  opportunity  for  individuals 
to  obtain  practical  education  in  vocational  and  occupational  skills, 
and  to  those  programs  of  technical  assistance  and  development  which 
will  assist  in  carrying  out  and  in  preparing  a  favorable  environment 
for  such  programs.  While  recognizing  that  special  requirements  dif¬ 
fering  development  needs  and  political  conditions  in  various  assisted 
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countries  will  affect  the  priority  of  such  programs  and  of  each  coun¬ 
try’s  relative  ability  to  implement  them,  it  is  further  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  each  such  assisted  country  should  be  encouraged  to  give 
adequate  recognition  to  such  needs  of  the  people  in  the  preparation 
of  national  development  programs. 

The  Congress  reaffirms  its  belief  in  the  importance  of  regional 
organizations  of  free  peoples  for  mutual  assistance,  such  as  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization,  the  Organization  for  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  and  Development,  the  European  Economic  Community,  the 
Organization  of  American  States,  the  Colombo  Plan,  the  South  East 
Asia  Treaty  Organization,  the  Central  Treaty  Organization,  and 
others,  and  expresses  its  hope  that  such  organizations  may  be  strength¬ 
ened  and  broadened,  and  their  programs  of  self-help  and  mutual 
cooperation  may  be  made  more  effective  in  the  protection  of  the 
independence  and  security  of  free  people,  and  in  the  development  of 
their  economic  and  social  well-being,  and  the  safeguarding  of  their 
|  basic  rights  and  liberties. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that,  in  the  administration  of  pro¬ 
grams  of  assistance  under  chapter  2  of  this  part,  every  possible  pre¬ 
caution  should  be  taken  to  assure  that  such  assistance  is  not  diverted 
to  short-term  emergency  purposes  (such  as  budgetary  purposes,  bal- 
ance-of-payments  purposes,  or  military  purposes)  or  any  other  pur¬ 
pose  not  essential  to  the  long-range  economic  development  of  recipient 
countries. 

The  Congress  urges  that  all  other  countries  (including  private 
enterprise  within  such  countries)  able  to  contribute  join  in  a  common 
undertaking  to  meet  the  goals  stated  in  this  part.  In  particular,  the 
Congress  urges  that  other  industrialized  free-world  countries  increase 
their  contributions  and  improve  the  forms  and  terms  of  their  assist¬ 
ance  so  that  the  burden  of  the  common  undertaking,  which  is  for  the 
benefit  of  all,  shall  be  equitably  borne  by  all.  It  is  the  sense  of  Con¬ 
gress  that,  where  feasible,  the  United  States  Government  invite 
friendly  nations  to  join  in  missions  to  consult  with  countries  which 
are  recipients  of  assistance  under  this  part  on  the  possibilities  for 
joint  action  to  assure  the  effective  development  of  plans  for  the  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  such  recipient  countries  in  the  effective  use  of 
|  assistance  provided  them;  and  that  the  President  may  request  the 
assistance  of  international  financial  institutions  in  bringing  about  the 
establishment  of  such  missions. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance  authorized  by  this  Act 
should  be  extended  to  or  withheld  from  the  government  of  South 
Vietnam,  in  the  discretion  of  the  President,  to  further  the  objectives  of 
victory  in  the  war  against  communism  and  the  return  to  their  home¬ 
land  of  Americans  involved  in  that  struggle. 

It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance  under  this  or  any  other 
Act  to  any  foreign  country  which  hereafter  'permits,  or  fails  to  take 
adequate  measures  to  prevent,  the  damage  or  destruction  by  mob  action 
of  IJnited  States  property  untliin  such  country,  should  be  terminated  and 
should  not  be  resumed  until  the  President  determines  that  appropriate 
measures  have  been  taken  by  such  country  to  prevent  a  recurrence  thereof. 
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Chapter  2 — Development  Assistance 
******  * 
TITLE  II - TECHNICAL  COOPERATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  GRANTS 

Sec.  211.  General  Authority. — (a)  The  President  is  authorized 
to  furnish  assistance  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  may  deter¬ 
mine  in  order  to  promote  the  economic  development  of  less  developed 
friendly  countries  and  areas,  with  emphasis  upon  assisting  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  human  resources  through  such  means  as  programs  of  technical 
cooperation  and  development.  In  so  doing,  the  President  shall  take 
into  account  (1)  whether  the  activity  gives  reasonable  promise  of  con¬ 
tributing  to  the  development  of  educational  or  other  institutions  and 
programs  directed  toward  social  progress,  (2)  the  consistency  of  the 
activity  with,  and  its  relationship  to,  other  development  activities 
being  undertaken  or  planned,  and  its  contribution  to  realizable  long- 
range  development  objectives,  (3)  the  economic  and  technical  sound¬ 
ness  of  the  activity  to  be  financed,  (4)  the  extent  to  which  the  recipient 
country  is  showing  a  responsiveness  to  the  vital  economic,  political,  and 
social  concerns  of  its  people,  and  demonstrating  a  clear  determination 
to  take  effective  self-help  measures  and  a  willingness  to  pay  a  fair  share 
of  the  cost  of  programs  under  this  title,  (5)  the  possible  adverse  effects 
upon  the  United  States  economy,  with  special  reference  to  areas  of 
substantial  labor  surplus,  of  the  assistance  involved,  and  (6)  the  de¬ 
sirability  of  safeguarding  the  international  balance  of  payments  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States.  If  the  President  finds  that  assistance  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  furnished  under  this  title  would  have  a  substantially 
adverse  effect  upon  the  United  States  economy  or  a  substantial 
segment  thereof,  the  assistance  shall  not  be  furnished. 

(b)  In  countries  and  areas  which  are  in  the  earlier  stages  of  eco¬ 
nomic  development,  programs  of  development  of  education  and  human 
resources  through  such  means  as  technical  cooperation  shall  be  empha¬ 
sized,  and  the  furnishing  of  capital  facilities  for  purposes  other  than 
the  development  of  education  and  human  resources  shall  be  given  a 
lower  priority  until  the  requisite  knowledge  and  skills  have  been 
developed. 

(c)  Not  to  exceed  $1,000,000  of  the  funds  made  available  for  the 
purposes  of  this  section  in  any  fiscal  year  may  be  used  for  programs 
designed  to  promote  the  peaceful  uses  of  atomic  energy  outside  the 
United  States  and  such  programs  may  be  carried  out  only  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  this  section. 

Sec.  212.  Authorization. — There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  President  for  use  beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  [1965] 
1966  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  section  211  not  to  exceed 
[$215,000,000]  $210,000,000  which  shall  remain  available  until 
expended. 

Sec.  213.  Atoms  for  Peace. — *  *  *  [Repealed — 1962] 

Sec.  214.  American  Schools  and  Hospitals  Abroad. — (a)  The 
President  is  authorized  to  furnish  assistance,  on  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  may  specify,  to  schools  and  libraries  outside  the  United 
States  founded  or  sponsored  by  United  States  citizens  and  serving  as 
study  and  demonstration  centers  for  ideas  and  practices  of  the  United 
States. 
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(b)  The  President  is  authorized,  notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951  (22  U.S.C. 
1611  et  seq.),  to  furnish  assistance,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
he  may  specify,  to  hospitals  outside  the  United  States  founded  or 
sponsored  by  United  States  citizens  and  serving  as  centers  for  medical 
[treatment,  education,]  education  and  research. 

(c)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  for  the  fiscal  year  [1965,  $18,000,000] 
1966,  $7,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

*  *  *  *  He  *  * 

TITLE  III - INVESTMENT  GUARANTIES 

Sec.  221.  General  Authority. — (a)  In  order  to  facilitate  and 
increase  the  participation  of  private  enterprise  in  furthering  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  economic  resources  and  productive  capacities  of 
less  developed  friendly  countries  and  areas,  the  President  is  author¬ 
ized  to  issue  guaranties  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
of  investments  in  connection  with  projects,  including  expansion,  mod¬ 
ernization,  or  development  of  existing  enterprises,  in  any  friendly 
country  or  area  with  the  government  of  which  the  President  has 
agreed  to  institute  the  guaranty  program.  The  guaranty  program 
authorized  by  this  title  shall  be  administered  under  broad  criteria, 
and  each  project  shall  be  approved  by  the  President. 

(b)  The  President  may  issue  guaranties  to  [United  States  citizens,  or 
corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations  created  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  or  of  any  State  or  territory  and  substantially 
beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  as  well  as  any  wholly- 
owned  (determined  without  regard  to  any  shares,  in  aggregate  less 
than  5  per  centum  of  the  total  of  issued  and  subscribed  share  capital, 
required  by  law  to  be  held  by  persons  other  than  the  parent  corpora¬ 
tion)  foreign  subsidiary  of  any  such  corporation]  eligible  United 
States  investors — 

(1)  assuring  protection  in  whole  or  in  part  against  any  or  all 
of  the  following  risks: 

(A)  inability  to  convert  into  United  States  dollars  other 
currencies,  or  credits  in  such  currencies,  received  as  earnings 
or  profits  from  the  approved  project,  as  repayment  or  return 
of  the  investment  therein,  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  as  compen¬ 
sation  for  the  sale  or  disposition  of  all  or  any  part  thereof, 

(B)  loss  of  investment,  in  whole  or  in  part,  in  the  approved 
project  due  to  expropriation  or  confiscation  by  action  of  a 
foreign  government,  and 

(C)  loss  due  to  war,  revolution,  or  insurrection: 

Provided,  That  the  total  face  amount  of  the  guaranties  issued 
under  this  paragraph  (1)  outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not 
exceed  [$2,500,000,000]  $ 5 ,000 ,000 J300 ;  and  _ 

(2)  where  the  President  determines  such  action  to  be  important 
to  the  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  title,  assuring  against 
loss  of  any  loan  investment  for  housing  projects  with  appropriate 
participation  by  the  private  investor  in  the  loan  risk  and  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  foreign  and  financial  policies  of  the  United 
States,  or  assuring  against  loss  of  not  to  exceed  75  per  centum 
of  any  other  investment  due  to  such  risks  as  the  President  may 
determine,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  President  may 
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determine:  Provided,  That  guaranties  issued  under  this  paragraph 
(2)  shall  emphasize  economic  development  projects  furthering 
social  progress  and  the  development  of  small  independent  busi¬ 
ness  enterprises^,  and  no  such  guaranty  in  the  case  of  a  loan 
shall  exceed  $25,000,000  and  no  other  such  guaranty  shall  exceed 
$10,000,000]:  Provided  further,  That  no  payment  may  be  made 
under  this  paragraph  (2)  for  any  loss  arising  out  of  fraud  or  mis¬ 
conduct  for  which  the  investor  is  responsible:  Provided  further, 
That  the  total  face  amount  of  the  guaranties  issued  under  this 
paragraph  (2)  outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not  exceed 
$300,000,000,  and  guaranties  issued  under  this  paragraph  (2)  for 
other  than  housing  projects  similar  to  those  insured  by  the  Federal 
Housing  Administration,  shall  not  exceed  $ 150,000,000 :  Provided 
further,  That  this  authority  shall  continue  until  June  30,  [1966] 
1967. 

(c)  No  guaranty  shall  exceed  the  dollar  value,  as  of  the  date  of  the 
investment,  of  the  investment  made  in  the  project  with  the  approval 
of  the  President  plus  actual  earnings  or  profits  on  said  investment 
to  the  extent  provided  by  such  guaranty,  nor  shall  any  guaranty  of 
an  equity  investment  extend  beyond  twenty  years  from  the  date  of 
issuance. 

(d)  The  President  shall  make  suitable  arrangements  for  protecting 
the  interests  of  the  United  States  Government  in  connection  with  any 
guaranty  issued  under  section  221(b),  including  arrangements  with 
respect  to  the  ownership,  use,  and  disposition  of  the  currency,  credits, 
assets,  or  investment  on  account  of  which  payment  under  such  guar¬ 
anty  is  to  be  made,  and  any  right,  title,  claim,  or  cause  of  action  exist¬ 
ing  in  connection  therewith. 

Sec.  222.  General  Provisions. — (a)  A  fee  shall  be  charged  for 
each  guaranty  in  an  amount  to  be  determined  by  the  President.  In 
the  event  the  fee  to  be  charged  for  a  type  of  guaranty  authorized 
under  sections  221(b)  and  224  is  reduced,  fees  to  be  paid  under  exist¬ 
ing  contracts  for  the  same  type  of  guaranty  may  be  similarly  reduced. 

(b)  All  fees  collected  in  connection  with  guaranties  issued  under 
sections  221(b)  and  224,  under  section  202(b)  and  413(b)(4)  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  under  section  111(b)(3) 
of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (22  U.S.C. 
1509(b)(3))  (exclusive  of  fees  for  informational  media  guaranties 
heretofore  or  hereafter  issued  pursuant  to  section  1011  of  the  United 
States  Information  and  Educational  Exchange  Act  of  1948,  as  amended 
(22  U.S.C.  1442)  and  section  111(b)(3)  of  the  Economic  Cooperation 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended),  shall  be  available  for  meeting  management 
and  custodial  costs  incurred  with  respect  to  currencies  or  other  assets 
acquired  under  guaranties  made  pursuant  to  sections  221(b)  and  224 
of  this  part,  sections  202(b)  and  413(b)(4)  of  the  Mutual  Security 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  and  section  111(b)(3)  of  the  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  Act  of  1948,  as  amended  (exclusive  of  informational  media 
guaranties),  and  to  pay  the  costs  of  investigating  and  adjusting  ( including 
costs  of  arbitration )  claims  under  such  guaranties,  and  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  in  discharge  of  liabilities  under  guaranties  made 

Eursuant  to  such  sections,  until  such  time  as  all  such  property  has 
een  disposed  of  and  all  such  liabilities  have  been  discharged  or  have 
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expired,  or  until  all  such  fees  have  been  expended  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  this  section. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Sec.  223.  Definitions. — As  used  in  this  title — 

(a)  the  term  “investment”  includes  any  contribution  of  capital 
commodities,  services,  patents,  processes,  or  techniques  in  the 
form  of  (1)  a  loan  or  loans  to  an  approved  project,  (2)  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  a  share  of  ownership  in  any  such  project,  (3)  participation 
in  royalties,  earnings,  or  profits  of  any  such  project,  and  (4)  the 
furnishing  of  capital  commodities  and  related  services  pursuant 
to  a  contract  providing  for  payment  in  whole  or  in  part  after  the 
end  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  guaranty  of  such  investment 
is  made;  [and] 

(b)  the  term  “expropriation”  includes  but  is  not  limited  to  any 
abrogation,  repudiation,  or  impairment  by  a  foreign  government 
of  its  own  contract  with  an  investor,  where  such  abrogation,  repu¬ 
diation,  or  impairment  is  not  caused  by  the  investor’s  own  fault 
or  misconduct,  and  materially  adversely  affects  the  continued 
operation  of  the  project[.];  and 

(c)  the  term  “eligible  United  States  investors”  means  United  States 
citizens,  or  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations  created 
under  the  laws  oj  the  United  States  or  any  State  or  territory  and 
substantially  beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  as  well  as 
foreign  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations  wholly 
owned  by  one  or  more  such  United  States  citizens,  corporations, 
partnerships ,  or  other  associations:  Provided,  That  the  eligibility  of  a 
foreign  corporation  shall  be  determined  without  regard  to  any  shares, 
in  aggregate  less  than  5  per  centum  of  the  total  of  issued  and  subscribed 
share  capital,  required  by  law  to  be  held  by  persons  other  than  the 
United  States  owners. 

[Sec.  224.  Housing  Projects  in  Latin  American  Countries. — 
(a)  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  in  order  to  stimulate  private 
homeownership  and  assist  in  the  development  of  stable  economies,  the 
authority  conferred  by  this  title  should  be  utilized  for  the  purpose  of 
assisting  in  the  development  in  the  American  Republics  of  self-liqui¬ 
dating  pilot  housing  projects  designed  to  provide  experience  in  rapidly 
developing  countries  by  participating  with  such  countries  in  guaran¬ 
teeing  private  United  States  capital  available  for  investment  in  Latin 
American  countries  for  the  purposes  set  forth  herein. 

[(b)  In  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  set  forth  in  subsection  (a), 
the  President  is  authorized  to  issue  guaranties  assuring  against  the 
risks  of  loss  specified  in  paragraph  221(b)(2)  of  investments  made 
by  United  States  citizens,  or  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  asso¬ 
ciations  created  under  the  law  of  the  United  States  or  of  any  State  or 
territory  and  substantially  beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citi¬ 
zens  in  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  projects  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  of  types  similar  to  those  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing  Adminis¬ 
tration  and  suitable  for  conditions  in  Latin  America.  The  total  face 
amount  of  guaranties  issued  under  this  section  outstanding  at  any  one 
time  shall  not  exceed  $250,000,000.] 

Sec.  22 f.  Housing  Projects  in  Latin  American  Countries. — (a) 
It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  order  to  stimulate  private  home  ownership 
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and  assist  in  the  development  o  f  stable  economies  in  Latin  America,  the 
authority  con  ferred  by  this  section  should  be  utilized  for  the  purpose  of 
assisting  in  the  development  in  the  American  Republics  of  self -liquidating 
pilot  housing  projects,  the  development  of  institutions  engaged  in  Alliance 
for  Progress  programs,  with  particular  emphasis  on  cooperatives ,  free 
labor  unions,  savings  and  loan  and  other  institutions  in  Latin  America 
engaged  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages,  the 
construction  of  homes  for  lower  income  persons  and  families,  the  increase 
mobilization  of  savings  and  the  improvement  of  hosuing  conditions  in 
Latin  America. 

( b )  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a),  the  President  is 
authorized  to  issue  guaranties,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  shall 
determine,  to  eligible  United  States  investors  as  defined  in  section  223 
assuring  against  loss  of  loan  investments  made  by  such  investors  in — 

(?)  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  projects  in  Latin 
America  of  types  similar  to  those  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration  and  suitable  for  conditions  in  Latin  America; 

(2)  credit  institutions  in  Latin  America  engaged  directly  or 
indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages,  such  as  savings  and 
loan  institutions ; 

(3)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  for  lower  income  families 
and  persons,  which  projects  shall  be  constructed  in  accordance  with 
maximum  unit  costs  established  by  the  President  for  families  and 
persons  whose  incomes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the 
President; 

(4)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  which  will  promote  the 
development  of  institutions  important  to  the  success  of  the  Alliance 
for  Progress,  such  as  free  labor  unions  and  cooperatives;  or 

( 5 )  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  25  per  centum  or  more  of 
the  aggregate  of  the  mortgage  financing  for  which  is  made  available 
from  sources  within  Latin  America  and  is  not  derived  from  sources 
outside  Latin  America,  which  projects  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  have  a  unit  cost  of  not  more  than  $6,500. 

(c)  The  total  face  amount  of  guaranties  issued  under  this  section 
outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not  exceed  $450,000,000:  Provided, 
That  no  payment  may  be  made  under  this  section  for  any  loss  arising 
out  of  fraud  or  misconduct  for  which  the  investor  is  responsible:  Provided 
further,  That  this  authority  shall  continue  until  June  30,  1967. 

******* 

TITLE  VI — ALLIANCE  FOR  PROGRESS 
******* 

Sec.  252.  Authorization. — There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  President  for  the  purposes  of  this  title,  in  addition 
to  other  funds  available  for  such  purposes,  for  use  beginning  in  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1963,  1965,  and  1966,  not  to  exceed  $600,000,000 
for  each  such  fiscal  year,  and  for  use  beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  1964, 
not  to  exceed  $525,000,000,  which  sums  are  authorized  to  remain 
available  until  expended  and  which,  except  for  not  to  exceed  $  1 00,- 
000,000  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1963  and  1964  and  $85,000,000  [in 
fiscal  year  1965]  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1965  and  1966  of  the  funds 
appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section  for  use  beginning  in  each  such 
fiscal  year,  shall  be  available  only  for  loans  payable  as  to  principal  and 
interest  in  United  States  dollars.  In  presenting  requests  to  the  Con- 
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gress  for  authorizations  for  appropriations  for  fiscal  years  1964 
through  1966  to  carry  out  other  programs  under  this  Act,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  shall  also  present  the  program  proposed  to  be  carried  out  from 
funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  this 
section  for  the  respective  fiscal  year.  In  order  to  effectuate  the  pur¬ 
poses  and  provisions  of  sections  102,  251,  601,  and  602  of  this  Act,  not 
less  than  50  per  centum  of  the  loan  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to 
this  section  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1965,  and  June  30,  1966, 
respectively,  shall  be  available  for  loans  made  to  encourage  economic 
development  through  private  enterprise. 

*****  *  * 

Chapter  3 — International  Organizations  and  Programs 

Sec.  301.  General  Authority. — (a)  When  he  determines  it  to 
be  in  the  national  interest,  the  President  is  authorized  to  make  volun¬ 
tary  contributions  on  a  grant  basis  to  international  organizations  and 
|  to  programs  administered  by  such  organizations  on  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  may  determine,  in  order  to  further  the  purposes  of 
this  part. 

(b)  Contributions  to  the  United  Nations  Expanded  Program  of 
Technical  Assistance  and  the  United  Nations  Special  Fund  for  the 
calendar  years  succeeding  1961  may  not  exceed  forty  per  centum  of 
the  total  amount  contributed  for  such  purpose  (including  assessed 
and  audited  local  costs)  for  each  year. 

(c)  In  determining  whether  or  not  to  continue  furnishing  assistance 
for  Palestine  refugees  in  the  Near  East  through  contributions  to  the 
United  Nations  Relief  and  Works  Agency  for  Palestine  Refugees  in 
the  Near  East,  the  President  shall  take  into  account  (1)  whether  Israel 
and  the  Arab  host  governments  are  taking  steps  toward  the  resettle¬ 
ment  and  repatriation  of  such  refugees,  and  (2)  the  extent  and  success 
of  efforts  by  the  Agency  and  the  Arab  host  governments  to  rectify 
the  Palestine  refugee  relief  rolls.  Contributions  by  the  United  States 
to  the  United.  Nations  Relief  and  Works  Agency  for  Palestine  Refugees  in 
the  Near  East  for  the  calendar  year  1966  shall  not  exceed  $ 15,200,000 . 

Sec.  302.  Authorization. — There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  President  for  use,  in  addition  to  funds  available 
I  under  any  other  Act  for  such  purposes,  for  the  fiscal  year  [1965]  1966 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  chapter  not  to  exceed  [$134,272,400] 
$144,755,000.  None  of  the  funds  available  to  carry  out  this  chapter 
shall  be  contributed  to  any  international  organization  or  to  any  foreign 
government  or  agency  thereof  to  pay  the  costs  of  developing  or 
operating  any  volunteer  program  of  such  organization,  government,  or 
agency  relating  to  the  selection,  training,  and  programing  of  volunteer 
manpower. 

sf:  *  *  sje  *  *  * 

Chapter  4 — Supporting  Assistance 

Sec.  401.  General  Authority. — The  President  is  authorized  to 
furnish  assistance  to  friendly  countries,  organizations,  and  bodies  eli¬ 
gible  to  receive  assistance  under  this  part  on  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  he  may  determine,  in  order  to  support  or  promote  economic  or 
political  stability. 
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Sec.  402.  Authorization. — There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  President  for  use  beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  [1965] 
1966  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  chapter  not  to  exceed  [$405,- 
000,000]  $369,200,000,  which  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 
Of  the  funds  made  available  for  the  fiscal  year  1965  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  chapter,  not  less  than  $200,000,000  shall  be  available 
solely  for  use  in  Vietnam,  unless  the  President  determines  otherwise 
and  promptly  reports  such  determination  to  the  Committees  on 
Foreign  Relations  and  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Chapter  5 — Contingency  Fund 

Sec.  451.  Contingency  Fund. — (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  the  President  for  the  fiscal  year  [1965]  1966  not 
to  exceed  [$150,000,000]  $50,000,000  for  use  by  the  President  for 
assistance  authorized  by  part  I  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
applicable  to  the  furnishing  of  such  assistance,  when  he  determines  such 
use  to  be  important  to  the  national  interest.  In  addition,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President  for  use  in  Southeast 
Asia  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  in  the  fiscal  year  1966  for  programs 
authorized  by  parts  I  and  II  of  this  Act  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
applicable  to  such  programs  if  he  determines  such  use  to  be  important  to 
the  national  interest:  Provided,  That  the  President  shall  present  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  the  programs  to  be  carried  out  from  funds  requested 
by  the  President  to  be  appropriated  under  authority  of  this  sentence. 

(b)  The  President  shall  provide  quarterly  reports  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  on  the 
programing  and  the  obligation  of  funds  under  [this  section]  the  first 


sentence 

of  subsection  (a). 

* 

*  *  * 

PART  II 

*  * 

* 

* 

***** 

Chapter  2— Military  Assistance 

* 

Sec.  503.  General  Authority. — The  President  is  authorized  to 
furnish  military  assistance  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  may 
determine,  to  any  friendly  country  or  international  organization,  the 
assisting  of  which  the  President  finds  will  strengthen  the  security  of 
the  United  States  and  promote  world  peace  and  which  is  otherwise 
eligible  to  receive  such  assistance,  by — 

(a)  acquiring  from  any  source  and  providing  (by  loan,  lease, 
sale,  exchange,  grant,  or  any  other  means)  any  defense  article  or 
defense  service; 

(b)  making  financial  contributions  to  multilateral  programs 
for  the  acquisition  or  construction  of  facilities  [in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries]  for  collective  defense; 

(c)  providing  financial  assistance  for  expenses  incident  to  par¬ 
ticipation  by  the  United  States  Government  in  regional  or  collec¬ 
tive  defense  organizations; 
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(d)  assigning  or  detailing  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  of 
the  United  States  and  other  personnel  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  to  perform  duties  of  a  noncombatant  nature,  including 
those  related  to  training  or  advice;  and 

(e)  guarantying,  insuring,  coinsuring,  and  reinsuring  any  indi¬ 
vidual,  corporation,  partnership,  or  other  association  doing 
business  in  the  United  States  against  political  and  credit  risks  of 
nonpayment  arising  in  connection  with  credit  sales  financed  by 
such  individual,  corporation,  partnership  or  other  association  for 
defense  articles  and  defense  services  procured  in  the  United  States 
by  such  friendly  country  or  international  organization. 

Sec.  504.  Authorization. — (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  President  for  use  beginning  in  fiscal  year  [1965] 
1966  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  part,  not  to  exceed  [$1,055,- 
000,000]  $1 ,170,000,000,  which  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 
Of  the  funds  made  available  for  the  fiscal  year  1965  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  part,  not  less  than  $200,000,000  shall  be  available 
solely  for  use  in  Vietnam,  unless  the  President  determines  otherwise 
and  promptly  reports  such  determination  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  and  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

(b)  In  order  to  make  sure  that  a  dollar  spent  on  military  assistance 
to  foreign  countries  is  as  necessary  as  a  dollar  spent  for  the  United 
States  military  establishment,  the  President  shall  establish  procedures 
for  programming  and  budgeting  so  that  programs  of  military  assist¬ 
ance  come  into  direct  competition  for  financial  support  with  other 
activities  and  programs  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Sec.  505.  Utilization  of  Assistance. — (a)  Military  assistance  to 
any  country  shall  be  furnished  solely  for  internal  security,  for  legiti¬ 
mate  self-defense,  to  permit  the  recipient  country  to  participate  in 
regional  or  collective  arrangements  or  measures  consistent  with  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations,  or  otherwise  to  permit  the  recipient 
country  to  participate  in  collective  measures  requested  by  the  United 
Nations  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  or  restoring  international 
peace  and  security  [:]  ,  or  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  foreign  military 
forces  in  less  developed  friendly  countries  (or  the  voluntary  efforts  of 
personnel  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States  in  such  countries ) 
to  construct  public  works  and  to  engage  in  other  activities  helpf  ul  to  the 
economic  development  of  such  friendly  countries.  It  is  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  such  foreign  military  forces  should  not  be  maintained  or 
established  solely  for  civic  action  activities  and  that  such  civic  action 
activities  not  significantly  detract  from  the  capability  of  the  military 
forces  to  perform  their  military  missions  and  be  coordinated  with  and 
form  part  of  the  total  economic  development  effort. 

(b)  [ Provided ,  That,  except]  Except  (1)  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  fulfill  prior  [commitments  or  (2)]  commitments ,  or  (2)  for  civic 
action  assistance,  or  ( 3 )  to  the  extent  that  the  President  finds,  with 
respect  to  any  Latin  American  country,  that  the  furnishingpf  military 
assistance  under  this  Act  is  necessary  to  safeguard  the  security  of 
the  United  States  or  to  safeguard  the  security  of  a  country  associated 
with  the  United  States  in  the  Alliance  for  Progress  against  overthrow 
of  a  duly  constituted  government,  and  so  informs  the  Congress,  no 
further  military  assistance  under  any  provision  of  this  Act  shall  be 
furnished  to  any  Latin  American  country. 
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[(b)  To  the  extent  feasible  and  consistent  with  the  other  purposes 
of  this  part,  the  use  of  military  forces  in  less  developed  friendly 
countries  in  the  construction  of  public  works  and  other  activities 
helpful  to  economic  development  shall  be  encouraged.] 

******* 

Sec.  507.  Sales.— (a)  The  President  may  furnish  defense  articles 
from  the  stocks  of  the  Department  of  Defense  and  defense  services 
to  any  friendly  country  or  international  organization,  without  reim¬ 
bursement  from  funds  made  available  for  use  under  this  part,  if  such 
country  or  international  organization  agrees  to  pay  not  less  than 
the  value  thereof  in  United  States  dollars.  Payment  shall  be  made 
in  advance  or,  as  determined  by  the  President  to  be  in  the  best  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  United  States,  within  a  reasonable  period  not  to  exceed 
three  years  after  the  delivery  of  the  defense  articles,  or  the  provision 
of  the  defense  services.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
6‘44(m.)  (2),  nonexcess  defense  articles  may  be  sold  under  this  subsection 
at  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time  such  articles  are  offered  for  sale 
to  the  purchasing  country  or  international  organization.  For  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  subsection,  the  value  of  excess  defense  articles  shall  be 
not  less  than  (1)  the  value  specified  in  section  644(m)(l)  plus  the  scrap 
value  or  (2)  the  market  value,  if  ascertainable,  whichever  is  the  greater. 

(b)  The  President  may,  without  requirement  for  charge  to  any 
appropriation  or  contract  authorization  otherwise  provided,  enter  into 
contracts  for  the  procurement  of  defense  articles  or  defense  services 
for  sale  to  any  friendly  country  or  international  organization  if  such 
country  or  international  organization  provides  the  United  States 
Government  with  a  dependable  undertaking  (1)  to  pay  the  full  amount 
of  such  contract  which  will  assure  the  United  States  Government 
against  any  loss  on  the  contract,  and  (2)  to  make  funds  available  in 
such  amounts  and  at  such  times  as  may  be  required  to  meet  the 
payments  required  by  the  contract,  and  any  damages  and  costs  that 
may  accrue  from  the  cancellation  of  such  contract,  in  advance  of  the 
time  such  payments,  damages,  or  costs  are  due:  Provided,  That  the 
President  may,  when  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  national  interest, 
accept  a  dependable  undertaking  to  make  full  payment  within  one 
hundred  and  twenty  days  after  delivery  of  the  defense  articles,  or  the 
rendering  of  the  defense  services  and  appropriations  available  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  may  be  used  to  meet  the  payments  required 
by  the  contracts  and  shall  be  reimbursed  by  the  amounts  subsequently 
received  from  the  country  or  international  organization:  Provided 
further,  That  the  President  may,  when  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the 
national  interest,  enter  into  sales  agreements  with  purchasing  countries 
or  international  organizations  which  fix  prices  to  be  paid  by  the  purchasing 
countries  or  international  organizations  for  the  defense  articles  or  defense 
services  ordered.  Funds  available  under  this  part  for  financing  sales 
shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable  appropriations  in  the  amounts 
required  by  the  contracts  which  exceed  the  price  so  fixed,  except  that  such 
reimbursement  shall  not  be  required  upon  determination  by  the  President 
that  the  continued  production  of  the  defense  article  being  sold  is  advan¬ 
tageous  to  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States.  Payments  by  purchas¬ 
ing  countries  or  international  organizations  which  exceed  the  amounts 
required  by  such  contracts  shall  be  credited  to  the  account  established, 
under  section  508.  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  prices  fixed 
under  any  such  sales,  agreement  shall  be  sufficient  to  reimburse  the  United 
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States  for  the  cost  of  the  defense  articles  or  defense  services  ordered.  The 
President  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  promptly  a  detailed  report  con¬ 
cerning  any  fixed-price  sales  agreement  under  which  the  aggregate  cost  to 
the  United  States  exceeds  the  aggregate  amount  required  to  be  paid  by 
the  purchasing  country  or  international  organization.  No  sales  of  un¬ 
classified  defense  articles  shall  be  made  to  the  government  of  any 
economically  developed  nation  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection 
unless  such  articles  are  not  generally  available  for  purchase  by  such 
nations  from  commercial  sources  in  the  United  States:  Provided,  how¬ 
ever,  That  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  waive  the  provisions  of  this 
sentence  when  he  determines  that  the  waiver  of  such  provisions  is  in 
the  national  interest. 

Sec.  508.  Reimbursements. — Whenever  funds  made  available  for 
use  under  this  part  have  been  or  are  used  to  furnish  military  assistance 
on  cash  or  credit  terms,  United  States  dollar  repayments,  including 
dollar  proceeds  derived  from  the  sale  of  foreign  currency  repayments 
to  any  agency  or  program  of  the  United  States  Government,  receipts 
received  from  the  disposition  of  evidences  of  indebtedness  and  charges 
( including  fees  and  premiums)  or  interest  collected  shall  be  credited  to 
[the  current  applicable  appropriation]  a  separate  fund  account,  and 
shall  be  available  until  expended  solely  for  the  purpose  of  [furnishing 
further  military  assistance  on  cash  or  credit  terms]  financing  sales 
and  guaranties,  including  the  overhead  costs  thereof,  and,  notwithstanding 
any  provision  of  law  relating  to  receipts  and  credits  accruing  to  the 
United  States  Government,  repayments  in  foreign  currency  may  be 
used  to  carry  out  this  part. 

Sec.  509.  Exchanges  and  Guaranties. — (a)  Defense  articles  or 
defense  services  transferred  to  the  United  States  Government  by  a 
country  or  international  organization  as  payment  for  assistance  fur¬ 
nished  under  this  part  may  be  used  to  carry  out  this  part,  or  may  be 
disposed  of  or  transferred  to  any  agency  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  for  stockpiling  or  other  purposes.  If  such  disposal  or  transfer 
is  made  subject  to  reimbursement,  the  funds  so  received  shall  be 
credited  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  funding  the  cost  of  the 
assistance  furnished  or  to  any  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  cur¬ 
rently  available  for  the  same  general  purpose. 

(b)  In  issuing  guaranties,  insurance,  coinsurance,  and  reinsurance, 
the  President  may  enter  into  contracts  with  exporters,  insurance  com¬ 
panies,  financial  institutions,  or  others,  or  groups  thereof,  and  where 
appropriate  may  employ  any  of  the  same  to  act  as  agent  in  the  issuance 
and  servicing  of  such  guaranties,  insurance,  coinsurance,  and  reinsur¬ 
ance,  and  the  adjustment  of  claims  arising  thereunder.  Fees  and 
premiums  shall  be  charged  in  connection  with  contracts  of  guaranty, 
insurance,  coinsurance,  and  reinsurance  ( excluding  contracts  with  any 
agency  of  the  United  States  Government).  Obligations  shall  be  recorded 
against  the  funds  available  for  credit  sales  under  this  part  in  an 
amount  not  less  than  25  per  centum  of  the  contractual  liability  related 
to  any  guaranty,  insurance,  coinsurance,  and  reinsurance  issued  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  part  and  the  funds  so  obligated  together  with  fees  and 
premiums  shall  constitute  a  single  reserve  for  the  payment  of  claims 
under  such  contracts.  Any  guaranties,  insurance,  coinsurance,  and 
reinsurance  issued  pursuant  to  this  part  shall  be  considered  contingent 
obligations  backed  by  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  United  States 
of  America. 
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Sec.  510.  Special  Authority. — (a)  During  the  fiscal  jmar  [1965], 
1966,  the  President  may,  if  he  determines  it  to  be  vital  to  the  security 
of  the  United  States,  order  defense  articles  from  the  stocks  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  and  defense  services  for  the  purposes  of  part  II, 
subject  to  subsequent  reimbursement  therefor  from  subsequent  appro¬ 
priations  available  for  military  assistance.  The  value  of  such  orders 
under  this  subsection  in  the  fiscal  year  [1965]  1966,  shall  not  exceed 
$300,000,000.  Prompt  notice  of  action  taken  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  given  to  the  Committees  on  Foreign  Relations,  Appropriations, 
and  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

(b)  The  Department  of  Defense  is  authorized  to  incur,  in  appli¬ 
cable  appropriations,  obligations  in  anticipation  of  reimbursements  in 
amounts  equivalent  to  the  value  of  such  orders  under  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section.  Appropriations  [to  the  President]  of  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  to  reimburse  the  applicable  appropriation,  fund,  or 
account  for  such  orders  are  hereby  authorized. 

******* 

Sec.  512.  Restrictions  on  Military  Aid  to  Africa. —  No  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  shall  be  furnished  on  a  grant  basis  to  any  country  in 
Africa,  except  for  internal  security  requirements  or  for  [programs 
described  in  section  505(b)  of  this  chapter]  civic  action  requirements, 
unless  the  President  determines  otherwise  and  promptly  reports  such 
determination  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  The  value  of 
grant  programs  of  defense  articles  for  African  countries  in  fiscal  year 
[1965]  1966,  pursuant  to  any  authority  contained  in  this  part  other 
than  section  507,  shall  not  exceed  $25,000,000. 

PART  III 

Chapter  1 — General  Provisions 

Sec.  605.  Retention  and  Use  of  Certain  Items  and  Funds. — 
(a)  Any  commodities  and  defense  articles  procured  to  carry  out  this 
Act  shall  be  retained  by,  or  upon  reimbursement,  transferred  to,  and 
for  the  use  of,  such  agency  of  the  United  States  Government  as  the 
President  may  determine  in  lieu  of  being  disposed  of  to  a  foreign 
country  or  international  organization,  whenever  in  the  judgement  of 
the  President  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States  will  he  served 
thereby,  or  whenever  such  retention  is  called  for  by  concurrent 
resolution.  Any  commodities  or  defense  articles  so  retained  may  be 
disposed  of  without  regard  to  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the  disposal 
of  property  owned  by  the  United  States  Government,  when  necessary 
to  prevent  spoilage  or  wastage  of  such  commodities  or  defense  articles 
or  to  conserve  the  usefulness  thereof.  Funds  realized  from  any 
disposal  or  transfer  shall  revert  to  the  respective  appropriation,  fund, 
or  account  used  to  procure  such  commodities  or  defense  articles  or 
to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently  available  for  the 
same  general  purpose. 

(b)  Whenever  commodities  are  transferred  to  the  United  States 
Government  as  repayment  of  assistance  under  this  Act,  such  com- 
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modities  may  be  used  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  and  within  the 
limitations  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Funds  realized  as  a  result  of  any  failure  of  a  transaction  financed 
under  authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act  to  conform  to  the  requirements  of 
this  Act,  or  to  applicable  rules  and  regulations  of  the  United  States 
Government,  or  to  the  terms  of  any  agreement  or  contract  entered  into 
under  authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act,  shall  revert  to  the  respective  appro¬ 
priation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  finance  such  transaction  or  to  the 
appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently  available  for  the  same  general 
purpose. 

(d)  Funds  realized  by  the  United  States  Government  from  the  sale, 
transfer,  or  disposal  of  defense  articles  returned  to  the  United  States 
Government  by  a  recipient  country  or  international  organization  as  no 
longer  needed  for  the  purpose  for  which  furnished  shall  be  credited  to  the 
respective  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  procure  such  defense 
articles  or  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently  available  for 

I  the  same  general  purpose. 

5|e  Hi  5|e  ijs 

Sec.  612.  Use  of  Foreign  Currencies. — (a)  Except  as  other¬ 
wise  provided  in  this  Act  and  other  Acts,  foreign  currencies  received 
either  (1)  as  a  result  of  the  furnishing  of  nonmilitary  assistance  under 
the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  or  any  Act  repealed 
thereby,  and  unobligated  on  the  date  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this 
Act,  or  (2)  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of  the 
furnishing  of  nonmilitary  assistance  under  the  Mutual  Security  Act 
of  1954,  as  amended,  or  any  Act  repealed  thereby,  or  (3)  as  a  result 
of  the  furnishing  of  assistance  under  part  I,  which  are  in  excess  of 
amounts  reserved  under  authority  of  section  105(d)  of  the  Mutual 
Education  and  Cultural  Exchange  Act  of  1961  or  any  other  Act  re¬ 
lating  to  educational  and  cultural  exchanges,  may  be  sold  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  to  agencies  of  the  United  States  Government 
for  payment  of  their  obligations  outside  the  United  States,  and  the 
United  States  dollars  received  as  reimbursement  shall  be  deposited 
into  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury.  Foreign  currencies  so 
received  which  are  in  excess  of  the  amounts  so  reserved  and  of  the 
(  requirements  of  the  United  States  Government  in  payment  of  its  obli¬ 
gations  outside  the  United  States,  as  such  requirements  may  be  de¬ 
termined  from  time  to  time  by  the  President,  shall  be  available  for 
the  authorized  purposes  of  part  I  in  such  amounts  as  may  be  specified 
from  time  to  time  in  appropriation  Acts. 

(b)i  *  *  * 

[(c)]  (6)  Any  Act  of  the  Congress  making  appropriations  to  carry 
out  programs  under  this  or  any  other  Act  for  United  States  operations 
abroad  is  hereby  authorized  to  provide  for  the  utilization  of  United 
States-owned  excess  foreign  currencies  to  carry  out  any  such  opera¬ 
tions  authorized  by  law. 

1  Sec.  2(1)  of  P.L.  88-638  (Amendments  to  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954)  amended  subsection  (b)  by  redesignating  it  as  subsection  (t)  of  section  104  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended.  Secs.  2(2)  and  2(3)  of  P.L.  88-638  further  amended 
the  subsection,  which  formerly  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  foreign  currency  needs  of  United  States  citizens  for  travel  or  other 
purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may  make  available  for  sale  for  United  States  dollars  to  such  citizens 
at  United  States  embassies  or  other  convenient  locations,  foreign  currencies  acquired  by  the  United  States 
through  operations  under  this  Act,  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  or  any  Act  repealed 
thereby,  or  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  which  (1)  he  deter¬ 
mines  to  be  in  excess  of  the  needs  of  departments  and  agencies  of  the  United  States  for  such  currencies, 
and  (2)  are  not  prohibited  from  such  use  or  committed  to  other  uses  by  agreement  heretofore  entered  into 
with  another  country.  United  States  dollars  received  from  the  sale  of  foreign  currencies  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury  as  miscelleanous  receipts.” 
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The  President  shall  take  all  appropriate  steps  to  assure  that,  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  United  States-owned  excess  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  are  utilized,  in  lieu  of  dollars.  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the 
term  “excess  foreign  currencies”  means  foreign  currencies  or  credits 
owned  by  or  owed  to  the  United  States  which  are,  under  applicable 
agreements  with  the  foreign  country  concerned,  available,  for  the  use 
of  the  United  States  Government  and  are  determined  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  be  excess  to  the  normal  requirements  of  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  United  States  for  such  currencies  or  credits  and  are  not 
prohibited  from  use  under  this  subsection  by  an  agreement  entered 
into  with  the  foreign  country  concerned. 

******* 

Sec.  620.  Prohibitions  Against  Furnishing  Assistance  [to 
Cuba  and  Certain  Other  Countries]. — (a)(1)  No  assistance  shall 
be  furnished  under  this  Act  to  the  present  government  of  Cuba;  nor 
shall  any  such  assistance  be  furnished  to  any  country  wdiich  furnishes  { 
assistance  to  the  present  government  of  Cuba  unless  the  President  de¬ 
termines  that  such  assistance  is  in  the  national  interest  of  the  United 
States.  As  an  additional  means  of  implementing  and  carrying  into 
effect  the  policy  of  the  preceding  sentence,  the  President  is  authorized 
to  establish  and  maintain  a  total  embargo  upon  all  trade  between  the 
United  States  and  Cuba. 

(2)  Except  as  may  be  deemed  necessary  by  the  President  in  the 
interest  of  the  United  States,  no  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under 
this  Act  to  any  government  of  Cuba,  nor  shall  Cuba  be  entitled  to 
receive  any  quota  authorizing  the  importation  of  Cuban  sugar  into 
the  United  States  or  to  receive  any  other  benefit  under  any  law  of 
the  United  States,  until  the  President  determines  that  such  govern¬ 
ment  has  taken  appropriate  steps  according  to  international  law  stand¬ 
ards  to  return  to  United  States  citizens,  and  to  entities  not  less  than 
50  per  centum  beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  or  to 
provide  equitable  compensation  to  such  citizens  and  entities  for 
property  taken  from  such  citizens  and  entities  on  or  after  January  1, 
1959,  by  the  Government  of  Cuba. 

(3)  No  funds  authorized  to  be  made  available  under  this  Act  (ex¬ 
cept  under  section  214)  shall  be  used  to  furnish  assistance  to  any  coun-  { 
try  which  has  failed  to  take  appropriate  steps,  not  later  than  60  days 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1963 — 

(A)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  from  trans¬ 
porting  to  Cuba  (other  than  to  United  States  installations  in 
Cuba) — 

(i)  any  items  of  economic  assistance, 

(ii)  any  items  which  are,  for  the  purposes  of  title  I  of  the 
Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951,  as 
amended,  arms,  ammunition  and  implements  of  war,  atomic 
energy  materials,  petroleum,  transportation  materials  of  stra¬ 
tegic  value,  or  items  of  primary  strategic  significance  used 
in  the  production  of  arms,  ammunition,  and  implements  of 
war,  or 

(iii)  any  other  equipment,  materials,  or  commodities, 
so  long  as  Cuba  is  governed  by  the  Castro  regime;  and 

(B)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  from  trans¬ 
porting  any  equipment,  materials,  or  commodities  from  Cuba 
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(other  than  from  United  States  installations  in  Cuba)  so  long 
as  Cuba  is  governed  by  the  Castro  regime. 

(b)  No  assistance  shall  "be  furnished  under  this  Act  to  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  any  country  unless  the  President  determines  that  such  country 
is  not  dominated  or  controlled  by  the  international  Communist  move¬ 
ment. 

(c)  No  assistance  shall  be  provided  under  this  Act  to  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  any  country  which  is  indebted  to  any  United  States  citizen 
or  person  for  goods  or  services  furnished  or  ordered  where  (i)  such 
citizen  or  person  has  exhausted  available  legal  remedies,  which  shall 
include  arbitration,  or  (ii)  the  debt  is  not  denied  or  contested  by  such 
government,  or  (iii)  such  indebtedness  arises  under  an  unconditional 
guaranty  of  payment  given  by  such  government,  or  any  predecessor 
government,  directly  or  indirectly,  through  any  controlled  entity: 
Provided,  That  the  President  does  not  find  such  action  contrary  to 
the  national  security. 

(d)  No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  section  201  of  this  Act 
for  construction  or  operation  of  any  productive  enterprise  in  any 
country  where  such  enterprise  will  compete  with  United  States  enter¬ 
prise  unless  such  country  has  agreed  that  it  will  establish  appropriate 
procedures  to  prevent  the  exportation  for  use  or  consumption  in  the 
United  States  of  more  than  20  per  centum  of  the  annual  production  of 
such  facility  during  the  life  of  the  loan.  In  case  of  failure  to  imple¬ 
ment  such  agreement  by  the  other  contracting  party,  the  President 
is  authorized  to  establish  necessary  import  controls  to  effectuate  the 

agreement.  The  restrictions  imposed  by  or  pursuant  to  this  subsec¬ 
tion  maybe  waived  by  the  President  where  he  determines  that  such 
waiver  is  in  the  national  security  interest. 

(e) (1)  The  President  shall  suspend  assistance  to  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  any  country  to  which  assistance  is  provided  under  this  or  any 
other  Act  when  the  government  of  such  country  or  any  government 
agency  or  subdivision  within  such  country  on  or  after  January  1, 
1962— 

(A)  has  nationalized  or  expropriated  or  seized  ownership  or 
control  of  property  owned  by  any  United  States  citizen  or  by  any 
corporation,  partnership,  or  association  not  less  than  50  per  cen¬ 
tum  beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  or 

(B)  has  taken  steps  to  repudiate  or  nullify  existing  contracts 
or  agreements  with  any  United  States  citizen  or  any  corporation, 
partnership,  or  association  not  less  than  50  per  centum  beneficially 
owned  by  United  States  citizens,  or 

(C)  has  imposed  or  enforced  discriminatory  taxes  or  other 
exactions,  or  restrictive  maintenance  or  operational  conditions, 
or  has  taken  other  actions,  which  have  the  effect  of  nationalizing, 
expropriating,  or  otherwise  seizing  ownership  or  control  of  prop¬ 
erty  so  owned, 

and  such  country,  government  agency,  or  government  subdivision  fails 
within  a  reasonable  time  (not  more  than  six  months  after  such  action, 
or,  in  the  event  of  a  referral  to  the  Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Com¬ 
mission  of  the  United  States  within  such  period  as  provided  herein, 
not  more  than  twenty  days  after  the  report  of  the  Commission  is 
received)  to  take  appropriate  steps,  which  may  include  arbitration, 
to  discharge  its  obligations  under  international  law  toward  such  citi¬ 
zen  or  entity,  including  speedy  compensation  for  such  property  in  con- 
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vertible  foreign  exchange,  equivalent  to  the  full  value  thereof,  as 
required  by  international  law,  or  fails  to  take  steps  designed  to  provide 
relief  from  such  taxes,  exactions,  or  conditions,  as  the  case  may  be; 
and  such  suspension  shall  continue  until  the  President  is  satisfied  that 
appropriate  steps  are  being  taken,  and  no  other  provision  of  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  to  authorize  the  President  to  waive  the  provisions  of 
this  subsection. 

Upon  request  of  the  President  (within  seventy  days  after  such  ac¬ 
tion  referred  to  in  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  or  (C)  of  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection),  the  Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission 
of  the  United  States  (established  pursuant  to  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  of  1954,  68  Stat.  1279)  is  hereby  authorized  to  evaluate  expropri¬ 
ated  property,  determining  the  full  value  of  any  property  nationalized, 
expropriated,  or  seized,  or  subject  to  discriminatory  or  other  actions 
as  aforesaid,  for  purposes  of  this  subsection  and  to  render  an  advisory 
report  to  the  President  within  ninety  days  after  such  request.  Un¬ 
less  authorized  by  the  President,  the  Commission  shall  not  publish 
its  advisory  report  except  to  the  citizen  or  entity  owning  such  prop¬ 
erty.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amount, 
to  remain  available  until  expended,  as  may  be  necessary  from  time  to 
time  to  enable  the  Commission  to  carry  out  expeditiously  its  functions 
under  this  subsection. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  no  court  in 
the  United  States  shall  decline  on  the  ground  of  the  federal  act  of 
state  doctrine  to  make  a  determination  on  the  merits  giving  effect  to 
the  principles  of  international  law  in  a  case  in  which  a  claim  of  title 
or  other  right  is  asserted  by  any  party  including  a  foreign  state  (or  a 
party  claiming  through  such  state)  based  upon  (or  traced  through)  a 
confiscation  or  other  taking  after  January  1,  1959,  by  an  act  of  that 
state  in  violation  of  the  principles  of  international  law,  including  the 
principles  of  compensation  and  the  other  standards  set  out  in  this  sub¬ 
section:  Provided,  That  this  subparagraph  shall  not  be  applicable  (1) 
in  any  case  in  which  an  act  of  a  foreign  state  is  not  contrary  to  inter¬ 
national  law  or  with  respect  to  a  claim  of  title  or  other  right  acquired 
pursuant  to  an  irrevocable  letter  of  credit  of  not  more  than  180  days 
duration  issued  in  good  faith  prior  to  the  time  of  the  confiscation  or 
other  taking,  or  (2)  in  any  case  with  respect  to  which  the  President 
determines  that  application  of  the  act  of  state  doctrine  is  required  in 
that  particular  case  by  the  foreign  policy  interests  of  the  United  States 
and  a  suggestion  to  this  effect  is  filed  on  his  behalf  in  that  case  with  the 
court,  or  (3)  in  any  case  in  which  the  proceedings  are  commenced 
after  January  1,  [1966]  1967. 

(f)  No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act,  as  amended, 
(except  section  214(b))  to  any  Communist  country.  This  restriction 
may  not  be  waived  pursuant  to  any  authority  contained  in  this  Act 
unless  the  President  finds  and  promptly  reports  to  Congress  that: 
(1)  such  assistance  is  vital  to  the  security  of  the  United  States;  (2) 
the  recipient  country  is  not  controlled  by  the  international  Communist 
conspiracy;  and  (3)  such  assistance  will  further  promote  the  inde¬ 
pendence  of  the  recipient  country  from  international  communism. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  phrase  "Communist  country” 
shall  include  specifically,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following  countries: 
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Peoples  Republic  of  Albania, 

Peoples  Republic  of  Bulgaria, 

Peoples  Republic  of  China, 

Czechoslovak  Socialist  Republic, 

German  Democratic  Republic  (East  Germany), 

Estonia, 

Hungarian  Peoples  Republic, 

Latvia, 

Lithuania, 

North  Korean  Peoples  Republic, 

North  Vietnam, 

Outer  Mongolia-Mongolian  Peoples  Republic, 

Polish  Peoples  Republic, 

Rumanian  Peoples  Republic, 

Tibet, 

Federal  Peoples  Republic  of  Yugoslavia, 

Cuba,  and 

Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics  (including  its  captive 
constituent  republics). 

(g)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  no  monetary 
assistance  shall  be  made  available  under  this  Act  to  any  government  or 
political  subdivision  or  agency  of  such  government  which  will  be  used 
to  compensate  owners  for  expropriated  or  nationalized  property  and, 
upon  finding  by  the  President  that  such  assistance  has  been  used  by 
any  government  for  such  purpose,  no  further  assistance  under  this 
Act  shall  be  furnished  to  such  government  until  appropriate  reim¬ 
bursement  is  made  to  the  United  States  for  sums  so  diverted. 

(h)  The  President  shall  adopt  regulations  and  establish  procedures 
to  insure  that  United  States  foreign  aid  is  not  used  in  a  manner  which, 
contrary  to  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States,  promotes  or  assists 
the  foreign  aid  projects  or  activities  of  the  Communist-bloc  countries. 

(i)  No  assistance  shall  be  provided  under  this  or  any  other  Act, 
and  no  sales  shall  be  made  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  to  any  country  which  the  President 
determines  is  engaging  in  or  preparing  for  aggressive  military  efforts 
directed  against — 

(1)  the  United  States, 

(2)  any  country  receiving  assistance  under  this  or  any  other 
Act,  or 

(3)  any  country  to  which  sales  are  made  under  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 

until  the  President  determines  that  such  military  efforts  or  prepara¬ 
tions  have  ceased  and  he  reports  to  the  Congress  that  he  has  received 
assurances  satisfactory  to  him  that  such  military  efforts  or  prepara¬ 
tions  will  not  be  renewed.  This  restriction  may  not  be  waived 
pursuant  to  any  authority  contained  in  this  Act. 

(j)  No  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  furnished  to  Indonesia 
unless  the  President  determines  that  the  furnishing  of  such  assistance 
is  essential  to  the  national  interest  of  the  United  States.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  and  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  fully  and  currently  informed  of  any  assistance  furnished  to 
Indonesia  under  this  Act. 
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(k)  Until  the  enactment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965  or 
other  general  legislation,  during  the  calendar  year  1965,  authorizing 
additional  appropriations  to  carry  out  programs  of  assistance  under 
this  Act,  no  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act  to  any  country 
for  construction  of  any  productive  enterprise  with  respect  to  which 
the  aggregate  value  of  such  assistance  to  be  furnished  by  the  United 
States  will  exceed  $100,000,000.  No  other  provision  of  this  Act  shall 
be  construed  to  authorize  the  President  to  waive  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection. 

(l)  No  assistance  shall  be  provided  under  this  Act  after  December 
31,  [1965J  1966,  to  the  government  of  any  less  developed  country 
which  has  failed  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  President  to 
institute  the  investment  guaranty  program  under  section  221(b)(1)  of 
this  Act,  providing  protection  against  the  specific  risks  of  inconverti¬ 
bility  under  subparagraph  (A),  and  expropriation  or  confiscation  under 
subparagraph  (B),  of  such  section  221(b)(1). 

(m)  No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  on  a  grant  basis  under  this  ( 
Act  to  any  economically  developed  nation  capable  of  sustaining  its 
own  defense  burden  and  economic  growth,  except  (1)  to  fulfill  firm 
commitments  made  prior  to  July  1,  1963,  or  (2)  additional  orientation 
and  training  expenses  under  part  II  hereof  during  each  fiscal  year  in 

an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500,000. 

(n)  Until  the  President  determines  that  North  Vietnam  has  ceased  all 
efforts  to  overthrow  the  Government  of  South  Vietnam,  no  funds  authorized 
to  be  made  available  under  this  Act  { except  under  section  21  If)  shall  be 
used  to  furnish  assistance  to  any  country  which  has  failed  to  take  appro¬ 
priate  steps,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965 — - 

{A)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  from  transporting 
to  North  Vietnam — 

( i )  any  items  of  economic  assistance, 

(ii)  any  items  which  are,  for  the  purposes  of  title  I  of  the 

Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951,  as  amended, 
arms,  ammunition  and  implements  of  war,  atomic  energy  ma¬ 
terials,  petroleum,  transportation  materials  of  strategic  value,  or 
items  of  primary  strategic  significance  used  in  the  production  of 
arms,  ammunition,  and  implements  of  war,  or  \ 

{Hi)  any  other  equipment,  materials,  or  commodities;  and 
( B )  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  from  transport¬ 
ing  any  equipment,  materials,  or  commodities  from  North  Vietnam. 

Chapter  2 — Administrative  Provisions 
******* 

Sec.  622.  Coordination  With  Foreign  Policy. — -(a)  Nothing 
contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  infringe  upon  the  powers  or 
functions  of  the  Secretary  of  State. 

(b)  The  President  shall  prescribe  appropriate  procedures  to  assure 
coordination  among  representatives  of  the  United  States  Government 
in  each  country,  under  the  leadership  of  the  Chief  of  the  United  States 
Diplomatic  Mission.  The  Chief  of  the  diplomatic  mission  shall  make 
sure  that  recommendations  of  such  representatives  pertaining  to  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  {including  any  civic  action  and  sales  program )  are 
coordinated  with  political  and  economic  considerations,  and  his 
comments  shall  accompany  such  recommendations  if  he  so  desires. 
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(c)  Under  the  direction  of  the  President,  the  Secretary  of  State 
shall  be  responsible  for  the  continuous  supervision  and  general  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  assistance  programs  authorized  by  this  Act,  including  but 
not  limited  to  determining  whether  there  shall  be  a  military  assistance 
program  ( including  any  civic  action  and  sales  'program )  for  a  country 
and  the  value  thereof,  to  the  end  that  such  programs  are  effectively 
integrated  both  at  home  and  abroad  and  the  foreign  policy  of  the 
United  States  is  best  served  thereby. 

Sec.  624.  Statutory  Officer. — (a)  The  President  may  appoint, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  twelve  officers  in 
the  agency  primarily  responsible  for  administering  part  I,  and  in  the 
selection  of  one  of  such  persons  due  consideration  shall  be  given  to 
persons  qualified  as  professional  engineers. 

(b)  Within  the  limitations  established  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  the  President  may  fix  the  rate  of  compensation,  and  may  desig¬ 
nate  the  title  of,  any  officer  appointed  pursuant  to  the  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  that  subsection.  The  President  may  also  fix  the  order  of 
succession  among  the  officers  provided  for  in  [paragraph  (3)  of] 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  in  the  event  of  the  absence,  death,  resig¬ 
nation,  or  disability  [of  the  officers  provided  for  in  paragraphs  (1)  and 
(2)  of  that  subsection]  of  one  or  more  of  said  officers. 

(c)  Any  person  who  was  appointed  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  to  any  statutory  position  authorized  by  any 
provision  of  law  repealed  by  section  642(a)  and  who  is  serving  in  one 
of  such  positions  at  the  time  of  transfer  of  functions  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
sections  (c)  and  (d)  of  section  621,  may  be  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  a  comparable  position  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  on  the  date  of  the  establishment  of  the  agency  primarily  re¬ 
sponsible  for  administering  part  I,  without  further  action  by  the 
Senate. 

(d) (1)  In  addition  to  the  officers  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  there  shall  be  in  the  Department  of  State  an  officer  with 
the  title  of  “Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,”  who  shall  be 
appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate.  In  addition,  there  shall  be  one  Deputy  Inspector  General, 
Foreign  Assistance,  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  and  two  Assistant  Inspec¬ 
tor  Generals,  Foreign  Assistance,  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the 
President,  and  such  other  personnel  as  may  be  required  to  carry  out 
the  functions  vested  in  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  by 
this  subsection.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  law,  such 
of  the  personnel  employed  under  the  authority  of  section  533A  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  as  the  Inspector  General, 
Foreign  Assistance,  may  designate,  and  such  of  the  property,  records, 
and  funds  of  the  office  established  by  such  section  533A  as  the  In¬ 
spector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  may  deem  necessary,  may  be 
transferred  to  the  office  of  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance. 

(2)  The  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  shall  report  directly 
to  the  Secretary  of  State  and  shall  have  the  following  duties  and 
responsibilities : 

(A)  He  shall  arrange  for,  direct  or  conduct  such  reviews,  in¬ 
spections  and  audits  of  programs  being  conducted  under  part  I 
of  this  Act  and  of  the  Peace  Corps,  and  programs  being  conducted 


58 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 


by  United  States  Government  agencies  under  [Public  Law  86- 
735]  the  Latin  American  Development  Act,  as  amended,  as  he 
considers  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  efficiency 
and  the  economy  of  their  administration,  their  consonance  with 
the  foreign  policy  of  the  United  States,  and  the  attainment  of 
their  objectives. 

(B)  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  extent  to  which  pro¬ 
grams  of  assistance  being  carried  out  under  part  II  of  this  Act  and 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended,  are  in  consonance  with  the  foreign  policy  of  the 
United  States,  are  aiding  in  the  attainment  of  the  objectives  of  this 
Act,  and  are  being  carried  out  consistently  with  the  responsibili¬ 
ties  with  respect  thereto  of  the  respective  United  States  chiefs  of 
missions  and  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  as  well  as  the  efficiency 
and  the  economy  with  which  such  responsibilities  are  discharged, 
he  shall  arrange  for,  direct  or  conduct  such  reviews,  inspections 
and  audits  of  programs  of  assistance  under  part  II  of  this  Act  \ 
and  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  as  he  considers  necessary. 

(3)  The  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  shall  maintain  con¬ 
tinuous  observation  and  review  of  programs  with  respect  to  which  he 
has  responsibilities  under  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection  for  the 
purpose  of — 

(A)  determining  the  extent  to  which  such  programs  are  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations; 

(B)  making  recommendations  for  the  correction  of  deficiencies 
in,  or  for  improving  the  organization,  plans  or  procedures  of,  such 
programs;  and 

(C)  evaluating  the  effectiveness  of  such  programs  in  attaining 
United  States  foreign  policy  objectives  and  reporting  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  with  respect  thereto. 

(4)  In  order  to  eliminate  duplication  and  to  assure  full  utilization 

of  existing  data,  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  shall,  in 
carrying  out  his  duties  under  this  Act,  give  due  regard  to  the  audit, 
investigative  and  inspection  activities  of  the  various  agencies,  includ¬ 
ing  those  of  the  General  Accounting  Office  and  of  the  military  In¬ 
spectors  General.  | 

(5)  For  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  carrying  out  his  duties  under  this 
Act,  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  shall  have  access  to 
all  records,  reports,  audits,  reviews,  documents,  papers,  recommenda¬ 
tions,  or  other  material  of  the  agencies  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  administering  part  I  or  II  of  this  Act,  and  [Public  Law  86-735] 
the  Latin  American  Development  Act,  as  amended]  the  Peace  Corps  or 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended.  All  agencies  of  the  United  States  Government  shall 
cooperate  with  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  and  shall 
furnish  assistance  upon  request  to  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign 
Assistance,  in  aid  of  his  responsibilities. 

(6)  The  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  shall  have  authority 
to  suspend  all  or  any  part  of  any  project  or  operation  (but  not  a  coun¬ 
try  program)  with  respect  to  which  he  has  conducted  or  is  conducting 
an  inspection,  audit  or  review  provided  he  first  has  given  written 
notice  to  the  Secretary  of  State.  Any  such  suspension  shall  remain 
effective  until  such  program  or  part  thereof  is  ordered  resumed  by  the 
Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  or  by  the  Secretary  of  State. 
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This  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to  part  II  of  this  Act,  and  with 
respect  to  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954,  as  amended,  shall  appty  only  to  projects  and  operations 
administered  by  the  Secretary  of  State. 

(7)  Expenses  of  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  with 
respect  to  programs  under  part  I  or  II  of  this  Act,  and  [Public  Law 
86-735]  the  Latin  American  Development  Act ,  as  amended,  and  the 
Peace  Corps  shall  be  charged  to  the  appropriations  made  to  carry  out 
such  programs,  and  with  respect  to  programs  under  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  shall  be 
charged  to  funds  available  under  the  authority  of  this  Act:  Provided, 
That  such  appropriatons  shall  not  be  charged  with  such  expenses  after 
the  expiration  of  a  thirty-five  day  period  which  begins  on  the  date  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  or  any  committee  of  the  Congress,  or 
any  duly  authorized  subcommittee  thereof,  charged  with  considering 
legislation,  appropriations,  or  expenditures  under  the  Act,  has  deliv¬ 
ered  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  State  a  written  request  that  it  be 
furnished  any  document,  paper,  communication,  audit,  review,  finding, 
recommendation,  report,  or  other  material  which  relates  to  the  opera¬ 
tion  or  activities  of  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  unless 
and  until  there  has  been  furnished  to  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
or  to  such  committee,  or  subcommittee,  as  the  case  may  be,  (A)  the 
document,  paper,  communication,  audit,  review,  finding,  recommen¬ 
dation,  report  or  other  material  so  requested,  or  (B)  a  certification  by 
the  President  personally  that  he  has  forbidden  the  furnishing  thereof 
pursuant  to  such  request  and  his  reason  for  so  doing.  The  waiver 
authority  in  section  614(a)  of  this  Act  and  the  provisions  of  section 
634(c)  of  this  Act  shall  not  apply  to  this  subsection.  Such  expenses 
shall  not  exceed  $2,000,000  in  any  fiscal  year.  The  Inspector  General, 
Foreign  Assistance,  may  make  expenditures  (not  in  excess  of  $2,000 
in  any  fiscal  year)  of  a  confidential  nature  when  he  finds  that  such 
expenditures  are  in  aid  of  inspections,  audits  or  reviews  under  this 
subsection.  A  certificate  of  the  amount  of  each  such  expenditure,  the 
nature  of  which  it  is  considered  inadvisable  to  specify,  shall  be  made 
by  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  and  every  such  certificate 
shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient  voucher  for  the  amount  therein  specified. 

Sec.  625.  Employment  of  Personnel. — (a)  Any  agency  or  officer 
of  the  United  States  Government  carrying  out  functions  under  this 
Act  is  authorized  to  employ  such  personnel  as  the  President  deems 
necessary  to  cany  out  the  provisions  and  purposes  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Of  the  personnel  emplo3~ed  in  the  United  States  to  carry  out 
part  I  or  coordinate  part  I  and  part  II,  not  to  exceed  one  hundred  and 
ten  may  be  appointed,  compensated  or  removed  without  regard  to 
the  provisions  of  any  law,  of  whom  not  to  exceed  fifty-one  may  be 
compensated  at  rates  higher  than  those  provided  for  grade  15  of  the 
general  schedule  established  by  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  1071  et  seq.) ,  but  not  in  excess  of  the  highest  rate  of 
grade  18  of  such  general  schedule:  Provided,  That,  under  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  the  President  shall  prescribe,  officers  and  employees  of  the 
United  States  Government  who  are  appointed  to  any  of  the  above 
positions  may  be  entitled,  upon  removal  from  such  position,  to  rein¬ 
statement  to  the  position  occupied  at  the  time  of  appointment  or  to  a 
position  of  comparable  grade  and  salary.  Such  positions  shall  be  in 
addition  to  those  authorized  by  law  to  be  filled  by  Presidential  appoint- 
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ment,  and  in  addition  to  the  number  authorized  by  section  505  of  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

(c)  Of  the  personnel  employed  in  the  United  States  to  carry  out 
part  II,  not  to  exceed  eight  may  be  compensated  at  rates  higher  than 
those  provided  for  grade  15  of  the  general  schedule  established  by  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  but  not  in  excess  of  the  highest 
rate  of  grade  18  of  such  general  schedule.  Such  positions  shall  be 
in  addition  to  those  authorized  by  law  to  be  filled  by  Presidential  ap¬ 
pointment,  and  in  addition  to  the  number  authorized  by  section  505 
of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

(d)  For  the  purpose  of  performing  functions  under  this  Act  out¬ 
side  the  United  States  the  President  may — 

(1)  employ  or  assign  persons,  or  authorize  the  employment  or 
assignment  of  officers  or  employees  by  agencies  of  the  United 
States  Government,  who  shall  receive  compensation  at  any  of  the 
rates  provided  for  the  Foreign  Service  Reserve  and  Staff  by  the 
Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  801  et  seq.), 
together  with  allowances  and  benefits  thereunder;  and  persons  so 
employed  or  assigned  shall  be  entitled,  except  to  the  extent  that 
the  President  may  specify  otherwise  in  cases  in  which  the  period 
of  employment  or  assignment  exceeds  thirty  months,  to  the  same 
benefits  as  are  provided  by  section  528  of  that  Act  for  persons 
appointed  to  the  Foreign  Service  Reserve,  and  the  provisions  of 
section  1005  of  that  Act  shall  apply  in  the  case  of  such  persons, 
except  that  policymaking  officials  shall  not  be  subject  to  that  part 
of  section  1005  of  that  Act  which  prohibits  political  tests  ;  and 

(2)  utilize  such  authority,  including  authority  to  appoint  and 
assign  personnel  for  the  duration  of  operations  under  this  Act, 
contained  in  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended,  as  the 
President  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  functions  under  this  Act; 
and  such  provisions  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as 
amended,  as  the  President  deems  appropriate  shall  apply  to  per¬ 
sonnel  appointed  or  assigned  under  this  paragraph,  including  in 
all  cases  the  provisions  of  section  528  of  that  Act:  Provided,  how¬ 
ever,  That  the  President  may  by  regulation  make  exceptions  to  the 
application  of  section  528  in  cases  in  which  the  period  of  appoint¬ 
ment  or  assignment  exceeds  thirty  months:  Provided  further, 
That  Foreign  Service  Reserve  officers  appointed  or  assigned  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  paragraph  shall  receive  within-class  salary  increases 
in  accordance  with  such  regulations  as  the  President  may  pre¬ 
scribe:  Provided  further,  That,  whenever  the  President  deter¬ 
mines  it  to  be  important  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  President 
may  initially  assign  personnel  under  this  paragraph  for  duty 
within  the  United  States  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  two  years  for 
the  purpose  of  preparation  for  assignment  outside  the  United 
States ;  however,  the  authority  contained  in  this  proviso  may  not 
be  exercised  with  respect  to  the  assignment  to  such  duty  of  more 
than  [twenty]  fifty  persons  at  any  one  time. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Sec.  626.  Experts,  Consultants,  and  Retired  Officers. — (a) 
Experts  and  consultants  or  organizations  thereof  may,  as  authorized  by 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  be 
employed  for  the  performance  of  functions  under  this  Act,  and  in¬ 
dividuals  so  employed  may  be  compensated  at  rates  not  in  excess  of 
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$100  per  diem,  and  while  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places 
of  business,  they  may  be  paid  actual  travel  expenses  and  per  diem  in 
lieu  of  subsistence  at  the  applicable  rate  prescribed  in  the  standardized 
Government  travel  regulations,  as  amended  from  time  to  time.  Con¬ 
tracts  for  such  employment  with  such  organizations,  employment  of 
personnel  as  experts  and  consultants,  not  to  exceed  ten  in  number, 
contracts  for  such  employment  of  retired  military  personnel  with 
specialized  research  and  development  experience,  not  to  exceed  ten  in 
number,  and  contracts  for  such  employment  of  retired  military  per¬ 
sonnel  with  specialized  experience  of  a  broad  politico-military  nature, 
not  to  exceed  five  in  number,  may  be  renewed  annually. 

(b)  Service  of  an  individual  as  an  expert  or  consultant  under 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  not  be  considered  as  employment 
or  holding  of  office  or  position  bringing  such  individual  within  the 
provisions  of  section  13  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  2263),  section  872  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as 
amended,  or  any  other  law  limiting  the  reemployment  of  retired 
officers  or  employees  or  governing  the  simultaneous  receipt  of  com¬ 
pensation  and  retired  pay  or  annuities,  subject  to  section  201  of  the 
Dual  Compensation  Act. 

(c)  *  *  *  [Repealed — -1964] 

[(d)]  ( c )  Persons  of  outstanding  experience  and  ability  may  be 
employed  without  compensation  by  any  agency  of  the  United  States 
Government  for  the  performance  of  functions  under  this  Act  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  710(b)  of  the  Defense 
Production  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  (50  U.S.C.  App.  2160(b)),  and 
regulations  issued  thereunder. 

Sec.  630.  Terms  of  Detail  or  Assignment. — Details  or  assign¬ 
ments  may  be  made  under  section  627  or  628  of  this  Act  or  section  408 
of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended — 

(1)  without  reimbursement  to  the  United  States  Government 
by  the  foreign  government  or  international  organization; 

(2)  upon  agreement  by. the  foreign  government  or  international 
organization,  to  reimburse  the  United  States  Government  for 
compensation,  travel  expenses,  benefits  and  allowances,  or  any 
part  thereof,  payable  to  the  officer  or  employee  concerned  during 
the  period  of  assignment  or  detail;  and  such  reimbursements  (in¬ 
cluding  foreign  currencies)  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriation, 
fund,  or  account  utilized  for  paying  such  compensation,  travel 
expenses,  benefits  or  allowances,  or  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or 
account  currently  available  for  such  purposes; 

(3)  upon  an  advance  of  funds,  property,  or  services  by  the 
foreign  government  or  international  organization  to  the  United 
States  Government  accepted  with  the  approval  of  the  President 
for  specified  uses  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act;  and 
funds  so  advanced  may  be  established  as  a  separate  fund  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  Government,  to  he  available  for  the 
specified  uses,  and  to  be  used  for  reimbursement  of  appropriations 
or  direct  expenditure  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  any 
unexpended  balance  of  such  account  to  be  returned  to  the  foreign 
government  or  international  organization;  or 
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(4)  subject  to  the  receipt  by  the  United  States  Government  of 
a  credit  to  be  applied  against  the  payment  by  the  United  States 
Government  of  its  share  of  the  expenses  of  the  international  orga¬ 
nization  to  which  the  officer  or  employee  is  detailed  or  assigned, 
such  credit  to  be  based  upon  the  compensation,  travel  expenses, 
benefits  and  allowances,  or  any  part  thereof,  payable  to  such 
officer  or  employee  during  the  period  of  detail  or  assignment  in 
accordance  with  section  629. 

******* 

Sec.  635.  General  Authorities. — (a)  Except  as  otherwise  spe¬ 
cifically  provided  in  this  Act,  assistance  under  this  Act  may  be  fur¬ 
nished  on  a  giant  basis  or  on  such  terms,  including  cash,  credit,  or  other 
terms  of  repayments  (including  repayment  in  foreign  currencies  or  by 
transfer  to  the  United  States  Government  of  commodities)  as  may  be 
determined  to  be  best  suited  to  the  achievement  of  the  purposes  of  this 
Act  and  shall  emphasize  loans  rather  than  grants  wherever  possible. 

(b)  The  President  may  make  loans,  advances,  and  grants  to,  make 
and  perform  agreements  and  contracts  with,  or  enter  into  other  trans¬ 
actions  with,  any  individual,  corporation,  or  other  body  of  persons, 
friendly  government  or  government  agency  whether  within  or  without 
the  United  States,  and  international  organizations  in  furtherance  of 
the  purposes  and  within  the  limitations  of  this  Act. 

(c)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  President,  in  furthering  the 
purposes  of  this  Act,  shall  use  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  the 
services  and  facilities  of  voluntary,  nonprofit  organizations  registered 
with,  and  approved  by,  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Voluntary  Foreign 
Aid. 

(d)  The  President  may  accept  and  use  in  furtherance  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act,  money,  funds,  property,  and  services  of  any  kind 
made  available  by  gift,  devise,  bequest,  grant  or  otherwise  for  such 
purpose. 

(e)  Any  agency  of  the  United  States  Government  is  authorized  to 
pay  the  cost  of  health  and  accident  insurance  for  foreign  participants 
in  any  program  of  furnishing  technical  information  and  assistance 
administered  by  such  agency  while  such  participants  are  absent  from 
their  homes  for  the  purpose  of  participation  in  such  program. 

(f)  Alien  participants  in  any  program  of  furnishing  technical  in¬ 
formation  and  assistance  under  this  Act  may  be  admitted  to  the  United 
States  if  otherwise  qualified  as  nonimmigrants  under  section  101(a) 
(15)  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  as  amended  (8  U.S.C. 
1101  (a)  (15)),  for  such  time  and  under  such  conditions  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  State  and  the 
Attorney  General. 

(g)  In  making  loans  and  sales  under  this  Act,  the  President — 

(1)  may  issue  letters  of  credit  and  letters  of  commitment; 

(2)  may  collect  or  compromise  any  obligations  assigned  to,  or 
held  by,  any  legal  or  equitable  rights  accruing  to  him,  and,  as  he 
may  determine,  refer  any  such  obligations  or  rights  to  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General  for  suit  or  collection; 

(3)  may  acquire  and  dispose  of,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  he  may  determine,  any  property,  including  any  instrument 
evidencing  indebtedness  or  ownership  (provided  that  equity  secu¬ 
rities  may  not  be  directly  purchased  although  such  securities  may 
be  acquired  by  other  means  such  as  by  exercise  of  conversion  rights 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 


63 


or  through  enforcement  of  liens  or  pledges  or  otherwise  to  satisfy 
a  previously  incurred  indebtedness),  and  guarantee  payment 
against  any  such  instrument; 

(4)  may  determine  the  character  of,  and  necessity  for,  obliga¬ 
tions  and  expenditures  of  funds  used  in  making  such  loans  and 
the  manner  in  which  they  shall  be  incurred,  allowed,  and  paid, 
subject  to  provisions  of  law  specifically  applicable  to  corporations 
of  the  United  States  Government;  and 

(5)  shall  cause  to  be  maintained  an  integral  set  of  accounts 
which  shall  be  audited  by  the  General  Accounting  Office  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  principles  and  procedures  applicable  to  commer¬ 
cial  corporate  transactions  as  provided  by  the  Government  Cor¬ 
poration  Control  Act,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  841  et  seq.). 

(h)  A  contract  or  agreement  which  entails  commitments  for  the 
expenditure  of  funds  available  under  titles  II,  V,  and  VI  of  chapter 
2  of  part  I  and  under  part  II  may,  subject  to  any  future  action  of  the 

^  Congress,  extend  at  any  time  for  not  more  than  five  years. 

(i)  Claims  arising  as  a  result  of  investment  guaranty  operations 
may  be  settled,  and  disputes  arising  as  a  result  thereof  may  be  arbi¬ 
trated  with  the  consent  of  the  parties,  on  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  the  President  may  direct.  Payment  made  pursuant  to  any  such 
settlement,  or  as  a  result  of  an  arbitration  award,  shall  be  final  and 
conclusive  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law. 

(j)  The  provisions  of  section  955  of  title  18  of  the  United  States 
Code  shall  not  apply  to  prevent  any  person,  including  any  individual, 
partnership,  corporation,  or  association,  from  acting  for,  or  participat¬ 
ing  in,  any  operation  or  transaction  arising  under  this  Act,  or  from 
acquiring  any  obligation  issued  in  connection  with  any  operation  or 
transaction  arising  under  this  Act. 

(k)  Any  cost-type  contract  or  agreement  (including  grants)  entered 
into  with  a  university,  college,  or  other  educational  institution  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  programs  authorized  by  part  I  may  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  payment  of  the  reimbursable  indirect  costs  of  said  uni¬ 
versity,  college,  or  other  educational  institution  on  the  basis  of  pre¬ 
determined  fixed-percentage  rates  applied  to  the  total,  or  an  element 
thereof,  of  the  reimbursable  direct  costs  incurred. 

I  Sec.  636.  Provisions  on  Uses  of  Funds. — (a)  *  *  * 

******* 

(e)  Funds  available  under  this  Act  (other  than  title  I  of  chapter  2 
of  part  I)  may  be  used  to  pay  costs  of  training  United  States  citizen 
personnel  employed  or  assigned  pursuant  to  section  625(d)(2) 
(through  interchange  or  otherwise)  at  any  State  or  local  unit  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  public  or  private  nonprofit  institution,  trade,  labor,  agricul¬ 
tural,  or  scientific  association  or  organization,  or  commercial  firm;  and 
the  provisions  of  Public  Law  84-918  (7  U.S.C.  1881  et  seq.)  may  be 
used  to  carry  out  the  foregoing  authority  notwithstanding  that  inter¬ 
change  of  personnel  may  not  be  involved  or  that  the  training  may  not 
take  place  at  the  institutions  specified  in  that  Act.  Such  training  shall 
not  be  considered  employment  or  holding  of  office  under  [section  2  of 
the  Act  of  July  31,  1894,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  62)]  section  SOI  of  the 
Dual  Compensation  Act  ( 5  U.S.C.  3105),  and  any  payments  or 
contributions  in  connection  therewith  may,  as  deemed  appropriate  by 
the  head  of  the  agency  of  the  United  States  Government  authorizing 
such  training,  be  made  by  private  or  public  sources  and  be  accepted  by 
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any  trainee,  or  may  be  accepted  by  and  credited  to  the  current  ap¬ 
plicable  appropriation  of  such  agency:  Provided,  however That  any 
such  payments  to  any  employee  in  the  nature  of  compensation  shall  be 
in  lieu,  or  in  reduction,  of  compensation  received  from  the  United 
States  Government. 

(f)  Funds  made  available  under  section  212  may  be  used  for  ex¬ 
penses  (other  than  those  provided  for  under  section  637(a))  to  assist 
in  carrying  out  functions  under  title  I  of  chapter  2  of  part  I,  under 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1691  et  seq.),  and  under  the  [Act  to  provide  for 
assistance  in  the  development  of  Latin  America  and  in  the  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  Chile  and  for  other  purposes]  Latin  American  Development 
Act,  as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  1942  et  seq.),  performed  by  the  agency 
primarily  responsible  for  administering  part  I. 

******* 

Sec.  637.  Administrative  Expenses. — (a)  There  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President  for  the  fiscal  year  [1965] 
1966  not  to  exceed  [$52,500,000]  $53,2^0,000  for  necessary  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  agency  primarily  responsible  for  administering 
part  I. 

(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts 
as  may  be  necessary  from  time  to  time  for  administrative  expenses 
which  are  incurred  for  functions  of  the  Department  of  State  under 
this  Act  and  unrepealed  provisions  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  or  for  normal  functions  of  the  Department  of  State 
which  relate  to  such  functions. 

Sec:  638.  Peace  Corps  Assistance. — No  provision  of  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  assistance  to  any  country  pursuant  to 
the  Peace  Corps  Act,  as  amended;  the  Mutual  Educational  and  Cul¬ 
tural  Exchange  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  or  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act  of  1945,  as  amended  [;  or  famine  or  disaster  relief,  including 
such  relief  through  voluntary  agencies,  under  title  II  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended]. 

Sec.  639.  Famine  and  Disaster  Relief. — No  provision  of  this 
Act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  assistance  to  any  country  for  famine  or 
disaster  relief. 

Chapter  3 — Miscellaneous  Provisions 

Sec.  641.  Effective  Date  and  Identification  of  Programs. — 
This  Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  its  enactment.  Programs 
under  this  Act  shall  be  identified  appropriately  overseas  as  “American 
Aid”. 

Sec.  642.  Statutes  Repealed. — (a)  There  are  hereby  repealed — 

(1)  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered  7  of  1953; 

(2)  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (except  sec¬ 
tions  [143,]  402,  408,  414,  417,  502(a),  502(b),  514,  523(d),  and 
536)  [:  Provided,  That  until  the  enactment  of  legislation  author¬ 
izing  and  appropriating  funds  for  activities  heretofore  carried 
on  pursuant  to  sections  405(a),  405(c),  405(d),  and  451(c)  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  such  activities  may 
be  continued  with  funds  made  available  under  section  451(a)  of 
this  Act]; 
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(3)  section  12  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1955; 

(4)  sections  12,  13,  and  14  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1956; 

(5)  section  503  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1958; 

(6)  section  108  of  the  Mutual  Security  Appropriation  Act, 
1959; 

(7)  section  501(a),  chapter  VI,  and  sections  702  and  703  of  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  of  1959,  as  amended;  and 

(8)  section  604  and  chapter  VIII  of  the  Mutual  Security  Act 
of  1960. 

(b)  References  in  law  to  the  Acts,  or  provisions  of  such  Acts, 
repealed  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  hereafter  be  deemed 
to  be  references  to  this  Act  or  appropriate  provisions  of  this  Act. 

(c)  The  repeal  of  the  Acts  listed  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  affect  amendments  contained  in  such  Acts  to 
Acts  not  named  in  that  subsection. 

******* 

Sec.  644.  Definitions. — As  used  in  this  Act — 

(a)  “Agency  of  the  United  States  Government”  includes  any 
agency,  department,  board,  wholly  or  partly  owned  corporation, 
instrumentality,  commission,  or  establishment  of  the  United  States 
Government. 

(b)  “Armed  Forces”  of  the  United  States  means  the  Army,  Navy, 
Air  Force,  Marine  Corps,  and  Coast  Guard. 

(c)  “Commodity”  includes  any  material,  article,  supply,  goods,  or 
equipment  used  for  the  purposes  of  furnishing  nonmilitary  assistance. 

(d)  “Defense  article”  includes— 

(1)  any  weapon,  weapons  system,  munition,  aircraft,  vessel, 
boat,  or  other  implement  of  war; 

(2)  any  property,  installation,  commodity,  material,  equip¬ 
ment,  supply,  or  goods  used  for  the  purposes  of  furnishing  military 
assistance; 

(3)  any  machinery,  facility,  tool,  material,  supply,  or  other 
item  necessary  for  the  manufacture,  production,  processing, 
repair,  servicing,  storage,  construction,  transportation,  operation, 
or  use  of  any  article  listed  in  this  subsection ;  or 

(4)  any  component  or  part  of  any  article  listed  in  this  subsec¬ 
tion;  but 

shall  not  include  merchant  vessels  or,  as  defined  by  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C.  2011),  source  material, 
byproduct  material,  special  nuclear  material,  or  atomic  weapons. 

(e)  “Defense  information”  includes  any  document,  writing,  sketch, 
photograph,  plan,  model,  specification,  design,  prototype,  or  other 
recorded  or  oral  information  relating  to  any  defense  article  or  defense 
service,  but  shall  not  include  Restricted  Data  and  formerly  Restricted 
Data  as  defined  by  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended. 

(f)  “Defense  service”  includes  any  service,  test,  inspection,  repair, 
training  including  orientation;  training  aid,  publication,  or  technical 
or  other  assistance,  including  the  transfer  of  limited  quantities  of 
defense  articles  for  test,  evaluation,  or  standardization  purposes,  or 
defense  information  used  for  the  purposes  of  furnishing  military 
assistance. 
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(g)  “Excess  defense  articles”  mean  the  quantity  of  defense  articles 
owned  by  the  United  States  Government,  and  not  procured  in  antici¬ 
pation  of  military  assistance  or  sales  requirements,  or  pursuant  to  a  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  or  sales  order,  which  is  in  excess  of  the  mobilization 
reserve  at  the  time  such  articles  are  dropped  from  inventory  by  the 
supplying  agency  for  delivery  to  countries  or  international  organiza¬ 
tions  [as  grant  assistance]  under  this  Act. 

(h)  “Function”  includes  any  duty,  obligation,  power,  authority, 
responsibility,  right,  privilege,  discretion,  or  activity. 

(i)  “Mobilization  reserve”  means  the  quantity  of  defense  articles 
determined  to  be  required  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  to  support  mobilization  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  Government  in  the  event  of  war  or  national  emergency. 

(j)  “Officer  or  employee”  means  civilian  personnel  and  members  of 
the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States  Government. 

(k)  “Services”  include  any  service,  repair,  training  of  personnel,  or 
technical  or  other  assistance  or  information  used  for  the  purposes  of 
furnishing  nonmilitary  assistance. 

(l)  “Surplus  agricultural  commodity”  means  any  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  or  product  thereof,  class,  kind,  type,  or  other  specification 
thereof,  produced  in  the  United  States,  either  publicly  or  privately 
owned,  which  is  in  excess  of  domestic  requirements,  adequate  carry¬ 
over,  and  anticipated  exports  for  United  States  dollars,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

(m)  “Value”  means — 

(1)  with  respect  to  excess  defense  articles,  the  gross  cost  in¬ 
curred  by  the  United  States  Government  in  repairing,  rehabili¬ 
tating,  or  modifying  such  articles; 

(2)  with  respect  to  nonexcess  defense  articles  delivered  from 
inventory  to  countries  or  international  organizations  under  this 
Act,  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time  such  articles  are 
dropped  from  inventory  by  the  supplying  agency.  Such  standard 
price  shall  be  the  same  [standard  price]  price  ( including  author¬ 
ized  reduced  prices )  used  for  transfers  or  sales  of  such  articles  in  or 
between  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States  Government,  or, 
where  such  articles  are  not  transferred  or  sold  in  or  between  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States,  the  gross  cost  to  the  United 
States  Government  adjusted  as  appropriate  for  condition  and 
market  value;  and 

(3)  with  respect  to  nonexcess  defense  articles  delivered  from 
new  procurement  to  countries  or  international  organizations 
under  this  Act,  the  contract  of  production  costs  of  such  articles. 

Military  assistance  and  sales  programs  and  orders  shall  be  based  upon 
the  best  estimates  of  stock  status  and  prevailing  prices;  reimburse¬ 
ments  to  the  supplying  agency  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the  stock 
status  and  prices  determined  pursuant  to  this  section.  Notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  prescribe  regulations  authorizing  reimbursements  to  the  supply¬ 
ing  agency  based  on  negotiated  prices  for  aircraft,  vessels,  plant 
equipment,  and  such  other  major  items  as  he  may  specify:  Provided, 
That  such  articles  are  not  excess  at  the  time  such  prices  are  negotiated: 
Provided  further,  That  such  prices  are  negotiated  at  the  time  firm 
orders  are  placed  with  the  supplying  agency  [by  the  military  assistance 
program]. 
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Sec.  645.  Unexpended  Balances. — Unexpended  balances  of  funds 
made  available  pursuant  to  this  Act,  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended  or  [Public  Law  86-735]  the  Latin  American  Development 
Act,  as  amended  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  continued  available  for  the 
general  purposes  for  which  appropriated,  and  may  at  any  time  be  con¬ 
solidated,  and,  in  addition,  may  be  consolidated  with  appropriations 
made  available  for  the  same  general  purposes  under  the  authority^of 
this  Act. 

******  * 


SECTION  107  OF  THE  AGRICULTURE  TRADE  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  AND  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1954 

Sec.  107.  As  used  in  this  Act,  “friendly  nation”  means  any  coun¬ 
try  other  than  (1)  the  U.S.S.R.,  or  (2)  any  nation  or  area  domi¬ 
nated  or  controlled  by  the  foreign  government  or  foreign  organization 
controlling  the  world  Communist  movement  or  (3)  for  the  purpose 
only  of  title  I  any  nation  or  area  dominated  or  controlled  by  a  Com¬ 
munist  government,  or  (4)  for  the  purpose  only  of  title  I  any  nation 
which  permits  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  to  transport  to  or 
from  Cuba  (excluding  United  States  installations  in  Cuba)  any  equip¬ 
ment,  materials,  or  commodities,  so  long  as  Cuba  is  governed  by  the 
Castro  regime.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Act,  the  President  is 
authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  for  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  for  dollars  under  title  IV  with  nations  which  fall  within 
the  definition  of  “friendly  nation”  for  the  purpose  of  that  title.  In  the 
case  of  any  such  agreement  which  would  be  prohibited  by  any  other 
Act  but  for  the  foregoing  sentence  the  maximum  payment  period  shall 
be  five  years,  instead  of  twenty  years. 

The  President  is  directed  that  no  sales  under  this  Act  shall  be  made 
with  any  country  if  he  finds  such  country  is  (a)  an  aggressor,  in  a 
military  sense,  against  any  country  having  diplomatic  relations  with 
the  United  States,  or  (b)  using  funds  of  any  sort  from  the  United 
States  for  purposes  inimical  to  the  foreign  policies  of  the  United  States. 

No  sale  under  title  I  oj  this  Act  shall  be  made  to  the  United  Arab 
Republic  unless  the  President  determines  that  such  sale  is  essential  to  the 
national  interest  oj  the  United  States.  No  such  sale  shall  be  based  on  the 
requirements  oj  the  United  Arab  Republic  jor  more  than  one  jiscal  year. 
The  President  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  and  the  Av- 
propriations  Committee  oj  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  oj  the  House  oj 
Representatives  jully  and  currently  injormed  with  respect  to  sales  made  to 
the  United  Arab  Republic  under  title  I  oj  this  Act. 
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MINORITY  VIEWS 


Each  year  we  have  set  forth  very  basic  reasons  why  the  vast 
expenditure  of  billions  of  dollars  for  foreign  aid  represents  an  invest¬ 
ment  in  which  prudent  men  would  not  indulge.  Each  year,  oblivious 
to  the  wishes  of  a  big  majority  of  American  taxpayers,  the  program, 
in  its  present  form,  has  gone  on  to  a  point  now  where  we  are  financing 
commodities,  equipment,  projects,  and  whole  programs  to  some  eighty- 
odd  countries,  some  of  which  are  Communist  inclined.  Each  year, 
the  bureaucracy  administering  this  sprawling  monster  increases; 
AID  personnel  in  Washington  numbers  nearly  3,000 — just  about  the 
V  largest  in  the  history  of  the  program. 

Now,  finally,  a  crescendo  of  protest  has  reached  such  proportions 
from  over  America,  that  all  signs  indicate  that  it  will  be  heeded.  The 
end  of  foreign  aid  in  its  present  form  is  plainly  in  sight. 

This  year  we  have  chosen  to  identify  some  of  the  major  areas  of 
weakness,  but  strongly  emphasize  that  these  are  not  all  that  exist. 
To  attempt  to  cover  the  field  would  result  in  a  report  of  encyclopedic- 
proportions.  The  American  people  are  entitled  to  know,  and  we  have 
set  forth  in  detail  facts  that  showing  that: 

The  drain  on  the  U.S.  gold  stocks  are  a  direct  result  of  the  aid 
program ; 

The  United  States  has  a  total  of  over  a  billion  dollars  in 
foreign  currency  in  almost  every  country  of  the  world,  some  of 
which  could  be  used  to  lessen  the  strain  on  our  dollars; 

The  cost  of  the  foreign  aid  package  is  greatly  in  excess  of  the 
“barebones”  amount  requested  by  the  executive  branch; 

The  Congress  is  increasingly  abdicating  its  responsibility  to 
control  the  funds  requested  for  foreign  aid ; 

The  unexpended  balances  (pipeline)  in  the  program  after  June 
30  this  year  will  total  over  $9  billion — many  times  the  amount 
I  actually  being  authorized  this  year  and  accountability  is  being 

lost; 

There  is  inadequate  review  of  the  expenditures  under  the 
foreign  aid  program; 

There  seems  to  be  a  general  lack  of  concern  for  congressional 
intent  expressed  in  some  instances  in  the  hearings  on  foreign  aid 
and  sometimes  in  the  law  itself; 

Some  actions  being  taken  under  the  program  may  be  detri¬ 
mental  to  American  business  interest; 

The  use  of  contractual  technical  and  advisory  services  by  AID 
is  being  used  far  to  excess; 

Civic  action  projects  financed  under  military  assistance  are 
being  broadened  to  include  large-scale  economic  assistance  pro¬ 
jects,  rather  than  being  limited  to  a  grassroots  approach  which 
has  been  its  primary  virtue  in  the  past; 

Economic  assistance  is  not  sufficiently  reaching  the  people  of 
the  aid-recipient  countries;  and 
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The  policy  of  increased  East- West  trade  could  very  well  be 
detrimental  to  the  peoples  of  the  Communist  captive  nations. 

FOREIGN  AID  AND  THE  GOLD  FLOW 

Supporters  of  the  program  contend  that  the  vast  outpouring  of 
billions  annually  on  foreign  aid  really  does  not  have  any  effect  on  the 
U.S.  balance  of  payments  or  gold  flow  since  85  percent  or  more  of  the 
dollars  made  available  for  foreign  aid  are  being  spent  in  the  United 
States.  This  is  a  spurious  contention.  It  would  be  true  only  if  the 
dollars  spent  resulted  in  an  increase  in  exports  from  the  United  States. 
Unfortunately,  this  is  not  the  case.  For  example,  in  six  countries 
receiving  so-called  program  loans,  which  are  used  to  purchase  com¬ 
modities  or  equipment,  dollar  expenditures  totaled  over  half  a  billion 
dollars  in  1964.  Exports  from  the  United  States  to  those  countries 
are  estimated  to  be  increased  about  $60  million  in  the  same  period. 

Imports  from  the  United  States 


[In  millions] 


1963 

1964 

Procram  loan 
expenditures, 
calendar  1964 

India _ 

$728 

$820 

208 

$214. 3 
19. 1 

Israel _ _ 

185 

Pakistan _ 

392 

393 

139.7 

Turkev _ _ 

212 

177 

64.3 

BraziL . _ . ___  _  _ 

457 

440 

50.  0 

Chile _ _ _ _ 

224 

220 

80.1 

Total _ 

2. 19S 

2, 258 

567S  5 

AID  estimates  that  this  type  of  loan  is  expected  to  represent  50  to 
60  percent  of  the  development  lending  in  fiscal  year  1966  (about  $700 
million)  and  if  the  same  conditions  continue  to  exist,  we  will  be  in  a 
still  worse  position  a  year  or  two  hence. 

U.S.  bilateral  aid  to  Latin  America  has  increased  on  a  net  basis  from 
$212  million  in  1956  to  $630  million  in  1963.  At  the  same  time,  the 
U.S.  share  of  total  imports  of  Latin  America  has  declined  consistently 
by  about  1  percent  a  year  over  the  1956-63  period.  These  facts  tend 
to  prove  conclusively  that  AID’s  technique  of  letter  of  credit  sales 
of  U.S.  goods  and  services  to  Latin  American  countries  are  being 
substituted  for  commercial  sales  and  that  the  foreign  exchange  saved 
in  the  process  is  being  used  to  purchase  goods  from  third  countries. 

Outstanding  economists  and  financial  analysts  have  testified  before 
the  committee  and  have  made  many  public  statements  that  our 
continuing  outflow  of  dollars  is  directly  related  to  our  massive  foreign 
aid  gifts  which  transfers  dollars  overseas.  This  sustained  and  growing 
negative  balance  of  payments  has  resulted  in  increased  foreign  claims 
against  our  gold.  The  European  Monetary  Committee  indicated  in 
its  annual  report,  issued  recently,  that  six  nations  of  the  European 
Common  Market  are  likely  to  draw  on  the  United  States  for  more 
gold  this  year  than  last.  This  is  ascribed  to  the  fact  that  the  develop¬ 
ing  countries  which  receive  U.S.  aid  in  dollars  will  be  spending  more  of 
those  dollars  to  buy  goods  from  the  Common  Market  countries  which 
will  then  purchase  gold  with  these  dollars,  thereby  depleting  our  gold 
stocks  still  further. 
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The  March  1965  issue  of'  Survey  of  Current  Business  published  by 
the  Department  of  Commerce  devotes  much  of  its  content  to  the  U.S. 
balance  of  payments  in  1964.  For  1964  as  a  whole,  the  adverse  bal¬ 
ance  (as  measured  by  changes  in  monetary  reserves  and  liquid  liabili¬ 
ties  to  foreigners)  amounted  to  $2.8  billion.  Of  this  total,  the  fourth 
quarter  alone  accounted  for  $1.3  billion.  In  analyzing  the  factors 
affecting  the  balance,  the  article  notes  that: 

The  deterioration  in  the  U.S.  balance  with  the  less- 
developed  countries  reflect  increased  U.S.  capital  flows  and 
government  grants  which  were  not  fully  offset  by  the  rise 
in  the  U.S.  export  surplus. 

Government  grants  (excluding  military)  and  capital  outflows  for 
1963  and  1964  are  as  follows: 


[In  millions] 


Calendar  years— 

1963 

1964 

Outflows  under  assistance  programs: 

Under  farm  products  disposal  programs _ 

$1,668 
2. 145 
509 
62 
97 

94 

148 

231 

25 

5 

$1.  771 
2.011 
338 
112 
158 

87 

170 

322 

-30 

-18 

Under  Foreign  Assistance  Act  and  related  programs _ 

Under  Export-Import  Bank  Act _ 

Subscriptions  to  IDA  and  IDB _  _ 

Other  assistance  programs _ _ 

Foreign  currency  claims  acquired  in  the  collection  of— 

Less:  Foreign  currencies  used  for  U.S.  Government  uses  other  than  grants 
or  loans.  _  _  _ 

Advances  under  exchange  stabilization  agreement  (net) _ 

Other  (net) _ _ 

Total,  Government  grants  and  capital  outflows _ 

4.522 

4.277 

BETTER  USE  OF  U.S. -OWNED  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES 

We  are  convinced  that  maximum  use  has  not  been  made  of  U.S.- 
owned  foreign  currencies  in  lieu  of  dollar  expenditures  in  aid  recipient 
countries.  Certainly,  it  is  in  the  U.S.  interest  to  use  these  currencies 
wherever  possible  in  place  of  dollars  particularly  in  view  of  our  current 
balance-of-payments  dilemma.  As  of  December  31,  1964,  the  United 
States  had  available  for  nonrestricted  use  $1.2  billion  in  seven  excess 
currency  countries  (where  the  supply  available  substantially  exceeds 
the  U.S.  normal  operating  requirements)  and  about  $100  million  in 
nonexcess  countries  around  the  globe. 

The  General  Accounting  Office,  “watchdog  of  the  Congress, ” 
recently  found  that  AID  unnecessarily  spent  $3.8  million  to  finance 
goods  produced  in  one  aid-receiving  country  for  shipment  to  other 
aid-receiving  countries.  The  United  States  had  sufficient  foreign 
currency  of  its  own  to  purchase  the  goods,  and  an  agreement  with  the 
country  permitted  such  usage.  Instead,  dollar  purchases  were  made. 
In  other  instances,  various  U.S.  Government  agencies  were  found  to 
be  spending  dollars  for  air  travel  by  their  personnel  rather  than  using 
U.S.-owned  foreign  currency  which  was  available  for  such  use.  About 
$2.3  million  annually  applicable  to  eight  countries  is  estimated  to  be 
expended  unnecessarily.  The  United  States  is  losing  the  equivalent 
of  millions  of  dollars  annually  because  in  many  countries,  its  foreign 
currency  holdings  are  being  deposited  in  non-interest-bearing  ac- 
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counts.  A  potential  $7  million  in  interest  was  lost  in  the  Republic  of 
China  alone  over  a  2-year  period  because  U.S.  agencies  had  not 
negotiated  with  the  Chinese  Government  to  pay  interest  on  the  large 
holdings  of  U.S. -owned  foreign  currency  in  that  country.  The 
management  of  these  currencies  is  so  diffused  among  the  Departments 
of  State  and  Treasury  and  AID  that  it  is  impossible  to  pinpoint 
responsibility  under  the  present  setup  to  take  proper  corrective  action. 

COST  OF  FOREIGN  AID  PACKAGE  FAR  IN  EXCESS  OF  “BAREBONES” 

REQUEST 

We  cannot,  in  good  conscience,  support  or  endorse  a  foreign  aid 
package  that  approximates  nearly  twice  as  much  as  the  President’s 
“barebones”  request  of  $3.4  million.  While  the  new  authorization 
request  for  fiscal  year  1966  is  slightly  over  $2  billion,  amounts  pre¬ 
viously  authorized  bring  the  total  to  $3,380,000.  When  other  appro¬ 
priation  requests  for  foreign  assistance  are  added  in,  the  total  identi¬ 
fiable  amount  for  fiscal  year  1966  is  about  $6  billion,  as  follows: 


Foreign  Assistance  Act: 

Economic  assistance _  $2,  197,  670,  000 

Military  assistance _  1,  170,  000,  000 

Peace  Corps _  115,  000,  000 

Food  for  peace  (Public  Law  4S0) _  1,  658,  000,  000 

Inter- American  Development  Bank: 

Fund  for  Special  Operations _  1  500,  000,  000 

Capital  stock  subscriptions _  206,  000,  000 

International  Development  Association  (IDA) _  104,  000,  000 


5,  950,  670,  000 

1  Includes  $250,000,000  supplemental  request  for  fiscal  year  1965 

This  does  not  include  about  $3  billion  annually  for  U.S.  military 
expenditures  abroad  and  other  hidden  benefits  such  as  favorable 
tariffs  on  beef  imports,  coffee  agreements,  and  world  sugar  quotas. 

Also  not  included  this  year  is  a  blank  check  standby  authority  for 
Vietnam.  Last  year,  pursuant  to  Executive  request,  the  committee 
authorized  $125  million  additional  for  use  in  Vietnam. 

A  more  prudent  use  of  excess  Government-owned  property  by  AID, 
as  provided  by  law,  could  lessen  the  annual  request  for  additional 
funds  by  many  millions  of  dollars  each  year.  The  General  Accounting 
Office  found  that  in  five  countries  where  that  Office  reviewed  the  use 
being  made  of  excess  Government-owned  property,  about  $3  million 
in  new  purchases  could  have  been  aA-oided  if  excess  property  already 
owned  by  AID  or  available  from  other  Federal  agencies  had  been  used. 

It  seems  apparent  that  the  bones  have  considerably  more  fat  than 
the  executive  branch  would  have  us  believe. 

ABDICATION  OF  CONGRESSIONAL  CONTROL  OVER  FUNDS 

The  growing  tendency  to  lessen  congressional  control  over  the 
foreign  assistance  program  is  probably  causing  our  forefathers  to  turn 
over  in  their  graves.  The  Constitution  very  carefully  established  the 
right  of  the  Congress  to  control  the  Nation’s  purse  strings.  The  long 
history  of  legislative  review  established  the  authorization  process  as 
an  integral  part  of  this  control.  Yet  today,  when  the  world  situation 
requires  close  and  more  frequent  scrutiny  by  a  responsible  committee, 
it  is  being  lessened. 
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By  giving  the  President  standby  authority  in  Vietnam  to  use  what¬ 
ever  sums  he  wishes  in  fiscal  year  1966,  just  so  long  as  the  Congress  is 
told  about  it,  this  committee  has  abdicated  its  responsibility  in  the 
most  critical  area  of  the  world  today.  The  argument  advanced  that 
time  might  be  of  the  essence  is  a  specious  one.  This  committee  found 
it  could  work  with  alacrity,  if  need  be,  when  it  approved  funds  for  the 
new  Saigon  Embassy  just  24  horn’s  after  the  President  requested  the 
funds.  Just  this  week,  the  Congress  again  demonstrated  its  ability  to 
move  with  utmost  speed  in  the  Vietnam  crisis  when  it  approved  the 
President’s  request  for  funds  for  Vietnam  one  day  after  the  request 
was  made. 

The  committee  relinquished  all  control  over  the  Inter-American 
Development  Bank  which  formerly  administered  the  Social  Progress 
Trust  Fund  (SPTF)  which  was  supplanted  by  the  Fund  for  Special 
Operations.  This  $750  million  grab  was  the  successor  to  the  Social 
Progress  Trust  Fund  (SPTF),  which  had  been  previously  authorized 
by  this  committee — a  fund  also  totaling  $750  million  on  which  the 
Congress  failed  to  place  any  checks  or  audits,  either  by  the  executive 
or  the  legislative  branch.  Earlier  this  year,  funds  for  disarmament 
control  were  authorized  to  be  made  available  to  the  executive  branch 
on  a  3-year  basis,  the  longest  period  in  the  history  of  the  agency 
administering  those  funds. 

There  are  other  provisions  in  this  year’s  bill — relatively  obscure — 
which  will  give  the  executive  branch  new  authority  to  spend  many 
millions  of  dollars  without  congressional  review.  For  example,  the 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  has  a  rather  large-scale  sales  organi¬ 
zation  peddling  arms  around  the  world.  In  this  connection,  we 
understand  that  our  European  allies  are  disturbed  by  this  action 
since  it  is  injurious  to  their  own  economies.  Up  to  now,  all  costs  of 
the  sales  organization  were  charged  to  the  military  assistance  appro¬ 
priation;  interest  and  other  fees  received  presently  amounting  to  $30 
to  $40  million  annually  went  back  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 
Under  the  new  legislation,  a  revolving  fund  is  established  to  finance 
overhead  costs  which  completely  does  away  with  congressional  control. 
In  a  similar  manner,  authority  has  been  given  to  AID  to  reuse  refunds 
amounting  to  some  $15  million  annually  received  from  aid-recipient 
countries  on  account  of  expenditures  made  illegally  or  without  regard 
to  regulation  (purchase  of  eye  shadow,  contraceptives,  etc.).  Under 
normal  procedure,  refunds  from  prior  year  appropriations  are  returned 
to  the  Treasury.  This  year,  also,  DOD  is  being  given  authority  to 
reuse  cash  proceeds  received  from  the  sale  of  material  returned  from 
countries  no  longer  able  to  use  it.  Up  to  now,  these  funds,  amounting 
to  some  $4  million  a  year,  were  returned  to  the  Treasury. 

PIPELINE 

Each  year  foreign  assistance  funds  are  authorized  and  appropriated 
far  beyond  the  amount  needed  to  carry  out  well  worked  out  projects 
and  programs  ready  to  be  financed.  This  action  results  in  a  so-called 
pipeline,  a  reservoir  of  available  money  from  prior  years’  appropria¬ 
tions.  These  funds,  when  added  to  the  sum  authorized  in  this  bill, 
makes  the  total  available  for  expenditures  after  fiscal  year  1965  $9.6 
billion.  Details  follow: 
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[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reserva¬ 
tions, 

June  30,  1964 

Estimated 
unexpended 
balance 
June  30, 1965 

2, 018, 772 
302, 173 
1,304,608 

1,977,926 
348, 633 
1, 447. 698 

782, 307 
111,702 
9,599 
401,  000 

1, 012, 136 
114,  562 
0 

321,000 

IDB  trust  fund - - - 

320, 645 
186, 905 
69, 409 
-2,421 

371, 550 
124, 216 
78, 681 
4,893 

Other  programs - 

4, 200,  091 

4, 353, 597 

14, 966 
500.  502 
1,646,307 
530, 292 
1, 407, 963 
100,  061 

520, 566 
1,605, 262 
545, 516 
1, 552, 885 
129, 368 

4, 200,  091 

4, 353, 597 
1,922,900 

2, 197, 670 
1,170,000 

Total  authorizations,  fiscal  year  1966,  (including  amounts  previously 
authorized) : 

9, 644, 467 

AID  pipeline — European  countries 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 

Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 

Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 

Berlin: 

Supporting  assistance _ 

338 

1 

339 

8 

3, 648 

6 

2,760 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Berlin _ _ 

Iceland:  Contingency  fund _ 

Spain: 

Development  loans _ 

Development  grants _ 

Supporting  assistance _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Contingency  fund _ .. _ _ _ _ 

Total,  Spain _ _ _ 

6,414 

7,998 

207 

Yugoslavia: 

Development  loans . . . . . . . . . 

Development  grants _ 

Contingency  fund . . . . . . 

Total,  Yugoslavia _ _ _ _ _ _ 

8,205 

11, 646 
213 
3,098 

9 

14, 966 

European  summary: 

Development  loans _ 

Development  grants _ _ 

Supporting  assistance . . . . . 

Contingency  fund . . . . 

Total,  Europe . . . . . 
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AID  pipeline — African  countries 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 


Algeria: 

Development  grants . 

Supporting  assistance _ 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Algeria _ _ 

Burundi:  Development  grants _ 

Cameroon: 

Development  loans . . 

Development  grants _ 

Supporting  assistance _ 

Contingency  fund . . . 

Total,  Cameroon . 

Central  African  Republic: 

Development  grants _ _ 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Central  African  Republic. 

Chad: 

Development  grants _ 

Contingency  fund . 

Total,  Chad _ _ _ 

Congo  (Brazzaville): 

Development  loans _ _ _ 

Development  grants _ _ 

Contingency  fund . . 

Total,  Congo  (Brazzaville) _ 

Congo  (Leopoldville): 

Development  grants _ 

Supporting  assistance _ 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Congo  (Leopoldville) . 

Dahomey:  Development  grants _ 

Ethiopia: 

Development  loans . . 

Development  grants _ 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Ethiopia _ 

Gabon:  Development  grants _ 

Ghana: 

Development  loans _ 

Development  grants _ 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Ghana _ 

Guinea: 

Development  grants . . 

Supporting  assistance . . . 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Guinea _ 

Ivory  Coast: 

Development  loans _ 

Development  grants _ _ _ 

Contingency  fund _ _ 

Total,  Ivory  Coast... . . 

Kenya: 

Development  loans _ _ _ 

Development  grants _ 

Contingency  fund . . 


Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 


Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 


1,275 

349 

58 


1,682 

472 


9,200 

1,564 

712 


11, 476 


1,486 


1, 486 


1,283 


1,283 


2, 700 
709 


3, 409 


2,727 
20, 000 
-4 


22, 723 
704 


7, 141 
6,939 
114 


14, 194 
899 


76, 253 
785 
20 


77,058 


5, 133 
7,391 
110 


12,634 


6, 700 
1,532 


8,232 


2,200 

4,367 


6,567 


1,508 

149 


1, 657 
638 


8, 800 
1,932 
212 


10, 944 


1,181 


1,181 


1,368 


1, 368 


469 


469 


2, 555 
17, 000 


19, 555 
710 


3, 141 

8,286 


11,427 

587 


73, 253 
659 


73, 912 


6,842 
8, 851 


15, 693 


6,200 

1,225 


7,425 


2,500 

6,306 


8,806 


Total,  Kenya. 
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AID  pipeline — African  countries — Continued 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 


Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30.  1964 


Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 


Liberia: 

Development  loans.. 
Development  grants. 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Liberia. 


Libya: 

Development  loans _ 

Development  grants... 
Supporting  assistance. 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Libya. 


Malagasy  Republic: 
Development  loans.. 
Development  grants. 
Contingency  fund.... 


Total,  Malagasy  Republic. 
Malawi:  Development  grants _ 


Mali: 


Development  loans _ 

Development  grants... 
Supporting  assistance. 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Mali. 


Mauritania: 

Development  grants... 
Supporting  assistance. 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Mauritania. 


Morocco: 

Development  loans _ 

Development  grants... 
Supporting  assistance. 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Morocco.. 


Niger: 

Development  loans.. 
Development  grants. 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Niger. 


Nigeria: 

Development  loans.. 
Development  grants.. 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Nigeria. 


Rwanda: 

Development  grants... 
Supporting  assistance . 


Total,  Rwanda.. 


Senegal: 

Development  loans.. 
Development  grants. 
Contingency  fund. ... 


Total,  Senegal. 


Sierra  Leone: 

Development  loans.. 
Development  grants. 
Contingency  fund... 


Total,  Sierra  Leone- 


37,  678 
11, 128 
72 


48, 878 


154 
1,  224 
216 
6 


1,600 


577 


577 

2,491 


3,200 

1,363 

655 

1,284 


6,502 


225 

..... 


226 


16, 975 
750 
28, 778 
3,653 


50, 156 


2,300 
1, 012 


3,312 


43,404 
28, 714 
566 


72,684 


530 


530 


1,300 

728 


2,028 


2,948 

26 


2, 974 


40, 678 
11,675 


52,  353 


54 

922 

121 


1,097 


722 


722 

3,291 


2, 300 
1,698 
100 
164 


4,262 


206 


206 


12, 775 
925 
20, 278 
1,053 


35, 031 


1,800 

1,041 


2,841 


71, 204 
31,914 
66 


103, 184 


616 

800 


1,416 


1,100 

503 


1,603 


3, 474 


3, 474 
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AID  pipeline — African  countries — Continued 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 

Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 

Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 

Somali  Republic: 

Development  loans _ _ 

4, 915 
6, 527 

4 

3,415 

7,069 

Development  grants _ _ _ _ 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Somali  Republic _ _ _ _ __ 

11,446 

117 

10,484 

17 

Southern  Rhodesia:  Development  grants _ _ _ 

Sudan: 

Development  loans _ _ _ 

5,800 

6,941 

6 

4, 300 
5,995 

Development  grants _ _ 

Contingency  fund .  . 

Total,  Sudan _ _ _ 

12, 747 

10, 295 

Tanzania: 

Development  loans . . . . .  . . 

10,  758 
4,136 

4,958 
7, 761 

Development  grants _ _ _ 

Contingency  fund _ _ _  _ 

Total,  Tanzania _ _ 

14,  894 

12, 719 

Togo: 

Development  grants _ _ _ _ _ _ __ 

558 

28 

437 

Contingency  fund _ _ _  _ 

586 

437 

Tunisia: 

Development  loans . .  ...  _  . . 

70, 718 
4,  636 
875 

56,118 
4, 150 
25 

Development  grants...  . .  ..  . 

Supporting  assistance . . 

Contingency  fund _  _  _ 

Total,  Tunisia _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

76, 229 

60,293 

Uganda: 

Development  loans _  _  __ 

4,800 

3,449 

2,800 

4,375 

Development  grants . . . .  . . . 

Total,  Uganda . 

8,249 

7, 175 

Upper  Volta: 

Development  grants _  _  . 

575 

4 

655 

Total,  Upper  Volta _ _ ...... 

579 

232 

655 

621 

Regional  U.S.  AID:  Development  grants _  _  _ 

Regional: 

Development  loans _ _  _ 

1,500 
17, 933 

2, 400 
21, 700 

Development  grants _  _ _ _ 

900 

Total,  regional _ _ _ _  _ _  - _ 

19,433 

25,000 
27, 200 

Zambia: 

Development  grants _  _  _ 

1,181 

31 

1,817 

Total,  Zambia _  ..  _  _  . 

1, 212 

1,817 

Africa,  summary: 

307, 696 
127, 851 
58, 976 
5,979 

324,990 
145, 851 
48. 436 
1,283 

500,502 

520,  566 
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AID  pipeline — Near  East  and  south  Asian  countries 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 

Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 

Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 

Afghanistan: 

Development  loans _ _ 

10, 830 
17. 715 
4,399 
17, 907 

14. 100 
19. 392 
3,809 
10, 550 

Development  grants _  _ 

Supporting  assistance _ _ _ _ _ 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Afghanistan _  _ 

50, 851 

47. 851 

Ceylon: 

Development  loans... _ _ _ 

72 

Development  grants _ _ _ _ 

Contingency  fund _ _ _ 

Total,  Ceylon..  ..  _ _ _ _ 

72 

Cyprus: 

Development  loans _  _ _ _ 

2,275 

632 

2,025 

382 

Development  grants _  _ _ _ 

Total,  Cyprus. _ _ _ _ 

2,907 

2,407 

Greece: 

Development  loans _ _ _ _  ... 

56, 296 

6 

540 

25 

24,  367 

Development  grants _  _ 

Supporting  assistance _ 

500 

Contingency  fund _ _ 

Total,  Greece _ _ _ _ _ 

56, 867 

24,867 

India: 

Development  loans..  _ _ _ 

735,  566 
14, 105 

740,180 

15.000 

Development  grants _ _ _ 

Total,  India _ _ _ 

749, 671 

755, 180 

Iran: 

Development  loans _  .  _ _ _  ..  .  . 

23, 132 
3, 713 
300 
21 

29, 172 
4, 059 

D evelopm ent  grants _ _ _ 

Supporting  assistance _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Iran _  _ 

27, 166 
934 

33, 231 
500 

Iraq:  Development  grants _ _ _ 

Israel: 

50,664 

5 

44,650 

Supporting  assistance _ _ _ 

Total,  Israel _ 

50,669 

44, 650 

Jordan: 

Development  loans _ 

2 

7,377 

9, 037 
5,730 

Supporting  assistance _ 

Contingency  fund _ ...  . . . . . . .  . 

Total,  Jordan _ _ _ _ _ _ 

7, 379 

14, 767 

Lebanon: 

Development  loans _  _ _ _ 

870 

298 

Development  grants _ 

Total,  Lebanon.  _ _ _  .. 

1,168 

Nepal: 

Development  loans _ _ _ 

1,342 
4, 432 

452 

5,298 

Development  grants _  .  . . 

Contingency  fund _  _ _  _ 

Total,  Nepal _ 

5,  774 

5,750 
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AID  pipeline — Near  East  and  south  Asian  countries — Continued 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 

Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 

Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 

Pakistan: 

Development  loans _ 

375, 326 
11, 577 
409 
113 

364, 969 
12, 650 
409 

Development  grants _ 

Supporting  assistance _  _ _ 

Contingency  fund _  _ 

Total,  Pakistan _ _ 

387, 425 

3 

378, 028 

Saudi  Arabia:  Supporting  assistance _  _ _ 

Syrian  Arab  Republic: 

15, 756 
894 

13  856 
644 

Development  grants _ 

C ontingeney  fund _  _  _  _ 

Total,  Syrian  Arab  Republic _ 

16, 650 

14, 500 

Turkey: 

Development  loans _ __  ... _ 

193,  541 
4, 638 
7,257 
66 

208,555 
5, 295 
1, 750 

Development  grants _  _ 

Supporting  assistance... _  .  _ _  _  _ _ _  _ 

Contingency  fund _ _  _ 

Total,  Turkey _ _ 

205, 492 

215, 600 

United  Arab  Republic: 

Development  loans _ 

38,877 

3,026 

22,723 

4,250 

Development  grants _ _ 

Contingency  fund _ 

6,320 

3,000 

Total,  United  Arab  Republic  .  _  _ 

47,223 

29, 973 

Yemen: 

Supporting  assistance _ _ _  _ 

2,432 

66 

4, 400 

Total,  Yemen _ 

2,498 

4, 400 

CENTO: 

Development  grants _  _ 

68 

26,088 

25, 500 

Supporting  assistance _ 

Total,  CENTO _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

26, 156 

25, 598 

Regional  NESA: 

Development  grants _ 

6,645 

715 

42 

7,460 

500 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  regional  NESA _ 

7,402 

7,960 

Near  East  and  south  Asia,  summary: 

Development  loans _ 

1, 504, 549 
76, 065 
42, 143 
23, 550 

1, 465, 049 
84,065 
42, 598 
13, 550 

Development  grants _ 

Total,  Near  East  and  south  Asia _ 

1,646,307 

1,605,262 
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AID  pipeline — Far  East  countries 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 


Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 


Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 


Burma: 

Development  grants... 
Supporting  assistance  . 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Burma. 


Cambodia: 

Development  grants... 
Supporting  assistance- 
contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Cambodia. 


China: 

Development  loans _ 

Development  grants.  __ 
Supporting  assistance.. 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  China. 


Indonesia: 

Development  loans _ 

Development  grants... 
Supporting  assistance.. 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Indonesia. 


Japan: 

Development  grants. ._ 
Supporting  assistance. 

Total,  Japan _ 


Korea: 

Development  loans _ 

Development  grants... 
Supporting  assistance. 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Korea. 


Laos: 

Development  grants.  _. 
Supporting  assistance  . 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Laos _ 

Malaysia:  Development  loans. 


Philippines: 

Development  loans _ 

Development  grants... 
Supporting  assistance  . 


Total,  Philippines.. 
Thailand: 

Development  loans _ 

Development  grants... 
Supporting  assistance  . 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Thailand. 


Vietnam: 

Development  loans _ 

Development  grants... 
Supporting  assistance  . 
Contingency  fund _ 


Total,  Vietnam. 


9,642 
2, 040 


11,682 


5,735 

1,787 

4,297 


11,819 


81,263 

2,247 

1 

201 


83, 712 


4,143 
13, 323 
1,745 
6,283 


25, 494 


27 


27 


65,060 
11,939 
78, 138 


155, 137 


4, 985 
18, 774 
10,  275 


34, 034 
1,389 


10,911 

4,559 


15, 470 


14,341 
7,  830 
6,434 
6,  614 


35, 219 


17, 774 
10, 101 
83,  708 
39, 926 


151,  509 


5,742 
3, 065 


8,807 


4,135 
1,250 
2, 200 


7,585 


66,  025 
1,297 


67,322 


2,170 
15,  023 


17,193 


76, 060 
8, 739 
59, 724 


144,  523 


12, 385 
21,453 


33, 838 


9,011 

5,289 


14,300 


25.841 
9, 290 
2,822 
2, 514 


40, 467 


8, 774 
11,801 
162, 520 
24,  926 


208,  021 
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AID  pipeline — Far  East  countries — Continued 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 

Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 

Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 

Western  Samoa:  Contingency  fund _ _ _ _ 

Regional: 

Development  loans.  _  _ _  -  _ _ _ _ _  _ 

2, 327 

2, 473 

2,987 

473 

Supporting  assistance _  _ _  _ _ 

Contingency  fund _  __  _  _ _ _ 

Total,  regional-- .  __  ___  . . . . . 

Far  East  summary: 

Development  loans.  _ _  _ _  __  _  _  .  _ 

4,800 

3,460 

194, 881 
72, 688 
195, 127 
67,  596 

187, 881 
76, 688 
251,307 
29, 640 

Development  grants _  _ _  ..  _ _ _ _ 

Supporting  assistance _ _ _  _ _ _  _  __  _ 

Contingency  fund _ _ _  _  _  .  __  .  _  _ _ _  _  . 

Total,  Far  East.  _  _  _  _ 

530, 292 

545,  516 

AID  pipeline — Latin  American  countries 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 

Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 

Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 

Argentina: 

Alliance  for  Progress _ _ _ 

88, 197 

73, 477 

Loans _ _  __  . . . 

85. 433 

2.  764 

70, 433 
3, 044 

Grants _  _ _ _ 

Contingency  fund.  _  _ _ _ 

20,000 

18,000 

Total,  Argentina.  ..  . . . . .  . . . 

108, 197 

91,477 

Bolivia: 

Alliance  for  Progress _ _ _ 

65,  505 

60, 105 

Loans _  _ _ _ 

58, 768 
6,737 

53, 768 
6,  337 

Grants.  _  _ 

Supporting  assistance _ _ _  _ 

7, 327 
3,616 

5,927 

1.616 

Contingency  fund _  __  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  Bolivia.  _  _ 

76,448 

67, 648 

Brazil: 

Alliance  for  Progress.  _  ..  _ _ _  _ 

173,  536 

323, 236 

148, 520 
25, 016 

298, 520 
24, 716 

50,000 

45, 000 

Total,  Brazil.  .  ..  __  _ 

223, 536 

368,236 

Chile: 

73,877 

130, 148 

58, 920 
5, 358 
9,599 

123,920 
6, 228 
0 

Grants.  _  _ _ _ _ _ 

Reconstruction  and  rehabilitation . . . . 

Contingency  fund . .  . . . . . 

59 

Total,  Chile . . . . . . . . . . 

73, 936 

130. 148 

47-055—65 - 7 
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AID  pipeline — Latin  American  countries — Continued 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 

Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 

Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 

Colombia: 

Alliance  for  Progress - - - 

106, 891 

129,961 

101  248 

4,  643 

126, 248 
3,  713 

Grants _ 

105, 891 

129, 961 

Costa  Rica: 

23,392 

22,821 

20, 947 
2,445 

20,447 

2,374 

Total,  Costa  Rica - - - - - - 

23,392 

22,821 

Dominican  Republic: 

2, 901 

5,601 

2,076 

825 

4, 076 
1,525 

Grants _ 

691 

10, 009 

3,592 

15, 610 

Ecuador: 

36, 627 

34, 947 

31,530 
5,  097 

30, 430 
4, 517 

52 

Total,  Ecuador . . . - . . . . 

36, 679 

34, 947 

El  Salvador: 

25,790 

23, 860 

23, 097 
2,693 

21, 297 
2,563 

Total,  El  Salvador _ _ _ 

25, 790 

23, 860 

Guatemala: 

Alliance  for  Progress _ 

14, 152 

15,672 

10, 494 
3, 658 

11,494 

4,178 

Grants _ 

Contingency  fund _ _ 

6 

Total t  Gnatem ala  _  __  __  _ 

14, 158 

15, 672 

Haiti: 

Alliance  for  Progress _ 

35 

Loans _ _ _ _ _ 

35 

Grants _ _ 

Supporting  assistance _ _ _ 

569 

169 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Haiti _  _ _ _ 

604 

169 
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AID  pipeline— Latin  American  countries — Continued 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 

Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 

Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 

Honduras: 

Alliance  for  Progress _  _  _ _ _ __  __  _ 

11,432 

12,412 

Loans . . .  . . . 

8,571 

2,861 

10, 271 
2,141 

Grants _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Supporting  assistance _ _  _ 

216 

Contingency  fund . . .  . . . . 

Total,  Honduras _ _ ... _ 

11, 648 

12,412 

Mexico: 

Alliance  for  Progress...  _ _ _  _ _ 

40,323 

30,318 

Loans _ _ _  _ _  _ _ _ 

40, 000 
323 

30, 000 
318 

Grants _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Contingency  fund _ _ _ _ _ 

Total,  Mexico _ _ _ 

40,323 

30, 318 

Nicaragua: 

Alliance  for  Progress . .  _ _  _ _ _ 

10,142 

16, 460 

Loans _ 

7, 368 
2, 774 

13, 568 
2,892 

Grants _  .  _ _ _ _ _ 

Panama: 

Alliance  for  Progress _ _ _ _ _ 

17, 488 

15,638 

Loans _ _ 

16, 229 

1, 259 

14, 229 
1,409 

Grants _ 

Supporting  assistance _  _ 

360 

4,318 

Contingency  fund _  _ _ _ 

5,813 

Total,  Panama _ 

22, 166 

21, 451 

Paraguay: 

Alliance  for  Progress _ 

7,861 

6,891 

Loans _ _  _ _ _ _ 

5,879 

1, 982 

5,379 
1, 512 

Grants _ _ 

Peru: 

Alliance  for  Progress _  _ 

91, 017 

102, 157 

Loans _  _  _ _ _ 

81, 900 

9, 117 

92, 900 
9,257 

Grants  _ 

Contingency  fund  _ _ 

288 

Total,  Peru _ _ _ _ _ _ 

91,305 

102, 157 

Uruguay: 

9,080 

7,046 

Loans  __  _ 

6, 691 

2, 389 

4,691 
2, 355 

V  enezuela: 

41, 495 

31,497 

40, 086 
1,409 

30, 086 
1, 411 

41, 495 

31, 497 

British  Guiana: 

432 

3 

652 

3,803 

Total,  British  Guiana _ 

435 

4,455 

- i - 
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AID  pipeline — Latin  American  countries — Continued 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 


British  Honduras: 

Alliance  for  Progress:  Grants. . 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  British  Honduras _ 

Surinam: 

Alliance  for  Progress:  Grants _ 

Supporting  assistance _ 

Total,  Surinam _ 

J  amaica: 

Alliance  for  Progress . 

Loans _ 

Grants _ 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Jamaica _ 

Trinidad-Tobago: 

Alliance  for  Progress:  Grants - 

Supporting  assistance _ 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  Trinidad-Tobago _ 

IDB  Trust  Fund:  Alliance  for  Progress 

ROCAP: 


Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 

Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 

61 

36 

61 

36 

56 

16 

500 

56 

516 

8,690 

8,580 

7, 800 
890 

7,735 

845 

8,690 

8,580 

369 
12, 491 

3, 359 

169 
12, 491 
1,859 

16, 219 
401,000 

14,  519 
321,000 

Alliance  for  Progress 

Loans _ 

Grants _ 


33, 218 


26, 715 
6,503 


50, 247 


42, 644 
7,603 


Regional: 

Alliance  for  Progress:  Grants _ 

Contingency  fund _ 

Total,  regional _ 

Latin  America,  Summary: 

Alliance  for  Progress _ 

Loans _ 

Grants _ 

Chile  reconstruction  and  rehabilitation 

Supporting  assistance _ _ 

Contingency  fund . . . . . 


22,041 

24, 751 

22,  041 

24. 751 

903,  608 

1, 126, 698 

782, 307 
111,  702 

9, 599 

1, 012, 136 
114, 562 

20,963 
82, 392 

29,096 
76, 091 

1, 006, 963 
401,  000 

1, 231, 885 
321,000 

Total,  Latin  America _ 

Social  Progress  Trust  Fund 
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AID  pipeline — Nonreyional 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 

Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 

Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 

U.N.  technical  assistance: 

International  organizations _ _ _  _ _ _ 

34, 494 
836 

27,116 

Total,  UNTA  __  __  _  _  _ 

35, 330 

27, 116 

U.N.  Emergency  Force:  International  organizations .  _ 

Indus  waters: 

International  organizations _  __  _ _  _ _ 

4,104 

24,104 

Contingency  fund _ _ _ _ 

4,104 

24, 104 

•U.N.  Congo: 

12, 969 

12, 969 

Contingency  fund _ _ _  _  _  _ 

Total,  U.N.  Congo _ _  _  _  --  _  _ _  .  ..  _  _ 

12, 969 
7,787 

12, 969 
6,787 

U.N.  Children’s  Fund:  International  organizations _ _ _  _ 

NATO  science: 

U.N.  Relief  and  Works  Agency: 

8,000 

6,500 

Total  UNRWA  ..  ...  _ _ _ 

8,000 

6, 500 

2,?24 

1,000 

Afro-Malagasy  Organization  for  Economic  Cooperation:  International  or- 

Atoms  for  peace: 

Development  grants. .  _ 

2, 836 
1,805 

1,900 

1,205 

International  organizations _ _ _ 

Total,  atoms  for  peace _ _ _ _ _ 

4,641 

3, 105 

Malaria  eradication: 

Development  grants _ _ _ 

42 

Total,  malaria  eradication _ _ _ 

42 

Community  water  supply: 

87 

87 

250 

World  food  programs: 

370 

25 

20 

American  schools  and  hospitals  abroad: 

25, 697 

2, 652 

30, 293 
2, 652 

28, 349 
154 
901 

32, 945 
54 
1,531 

12 

Law  conference:  Development  grants. . . . - . 

86 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 


AI D  pipeline — Nonregional — Continued 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Country  and  function 

Unliquidated 
obligations 
and  reser¬ 
vations, 
June  30,  1964 

Estimated 
unexpended 
balance, 
June  30,  1965 

Worldwide  school  facilities: 

3, 035 
125 

5, 335 

3, 160 

5,335 

Ocean  freight  voluntary  relief: 

1,251 

1, 500 

1,251 

749 

333 

8,723 

1,500' 

13,  700' 

Interregional  programs: 

8, 796 
213 

15,941 

113 

9,009 
6, 402 
56 

-35, 477 

16,  0.54 
8,349 
197 
-35,  477 
3,000 
599 

99 

Nonregional  summary 

25, 347 
338 
69, 409 
-2, 421 
7,388 

42, 029- 
113 
78,681 
4, 893 
3, 652 

International  organizations _ 

Total,  nonregional _ _ _ 

100,061 

129, 368 

To  the  extent  funds  in  the  pipeline  represent  commitments  to  pay 
for  goods  and  services  on  order,  to  pay  for  services  being  performed 
under  contracts,  or  for  disbursements  under  loan  agreements  where 
the  projects  have  been  adequately  developed  and  are  moving  for¬ 
ward— the  funds  are  not  available  for  other  uses. 

Unfortunately,  AID  still  does  not  have  adequate  procedures  or 
controls  to  know  to  what  extent  funds  are  being  held  in  its  missions 
overseas  for  some  future  expenditure  completely  unrelated  to  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  first  set  aside.  In  just  one  relatively  small 
program,  a  staff  survey  team  of  the  committee  sent  to  Latin  America 
last  summer,  found  idle  money  of  this  nature.  After  it  was  brought 
to  the  attention  of  AID  officials  in  Washington,  the  field  mission  was 
instructed  to  release  the  funds,  almost  half  a  million  dollars.  We 
view  with  deep  concern  the  possibility  that  this  condition  could  very 
well  exist  in  many  other  of  AID’s  field  missions  and  that,  in  reality, 
AID  has  lost  accountability  for  many  millions  of  dollars. 

Similarly,  in  regard  to  loans  where  much  larger  dollar  amounts  are 
involved,  agreements  are  signed,  funds  are  tied  up  and  then  may  lie 
fallow  for  years.  This  is  because  the  country  is  not  willing  to  live  up 
to  the  conditions  of  the  loan  or  the  money  was  committed  prematurely 
in  the  Agency’s  usual  end-of-year  rush  to  obligate  funds  and  before 
details  of  the  projects  have  been  worked  out. 

Last  year,  we  commented  on  two  cases  of  $5  million  each  to  Greece 
signed  in  November  1962  against  which  no  expenditures  were  incurred. 
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As  of  December  31,  1964,  these  loans  were  still  unused  and  we  under¬ 
stand  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  projects  will  ever  move  forward. 
In  Ghana,  not  a  dollar  had  been  disbursed  as  of  December  31,  1964, 
against  a  $55  million  loan  agreement  which  was  signed  and  the  funds 
committed  in  June  1962.  The  number  and  amount  of  dollar  loans 
signed  prior  to  January  1,  1964,  on  which  no  disbursements  had  been 
made  1  year  later  is  shown  in  the  following  schedule: 


Latin  America _ _ 

Near  East  and  south  Asia. 
Africa _ 


Total. 


Region 


Number  of 
loans 


Amount 


22 

13 

19 


64 


$101, 200, 000 
92, 600,  000 
102, 300, 000 


296, 100, 000 


There  is  little  incentive  or  need  for  AID  to  take  action  to  cancel 
these  loans  and  use  them  elsewhere  because  there  is  more  money 
available  for  projects  than  there  are  projects  ready  to  be  financed. 

AID  has  operated  too  long  with  the  money  pipeline  filled  to  over¬ 
flowing.  A  much  more  judicious  management  of  funds  could  be 
accomplished  if  the  gap  between  commitment  and  expenditure  of 
funds  could  be  narrowed. 

AUDIT  AND  END-USE  EXAMINATIONS 

We  are  concerned  with  the  inadequacy  of  independent  reviews  of 
expenditures  under  the  foreign  aid  program.  This  committee  pro¬ 
vided  the  means  under  section  624  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961  for  an  independent  review  when  it  established  the  Office  of  the 
Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance.  Since  that  time,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  held  no  hearings,  has  seen  no  reports,  and  as  far  as  we 
know,  has  had  no  indication  whether  or  not  that  Office  is  serving  as 
the  independent  “watchdog”  it  was  designed  to  be.  Neither  the 
Inspector  General  nor  any  other  audit  agency  of  the  United  States  has 
any  authority  to  audit  or  examine  the  use  of  the  $750  million  which 
this  committee  authorized  for  the  Social  Progress  Trust  Fund  and  is 
administered  under  an  agent  relationship  by  the  Inter-American 
Development  Bank.  Similarly,  there  is  no  authority  for  any  U.S. 
Government  agency  to  examine  or  review  the  use  of  $7  50  million  made 
available  to  the  Fund  for  Special  Operations  of  the  Inter-American 
Development  Bank  recently  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  recently  forwarded  for  the  use  of 
the  Congress  two  reports  also  evidencing  the  inadequacy  of  review  of 
funds  authorized  or  appropriated  for  foreign  aid  use.  In  the  first 
instance  (GAO  Rept.  B-155180,  dated  Mar.  19,  1965),  AID’s  oversea 
mission  in  Greece  released  to  the  Government  of  Greece  counterpart 
funds  equivalent  to  $3.3  million  for  the  stated  purpose  of  “acquiring 
the  necessary  land  and  construction  of  a  wholesale  agricultural  produce 
market  for  the  city  of  Athens.”  The  funds  were  released  without  the 
mission’s  having  executed  an  agreement  with  the  Government  of 
Greece  (1)  defining  the  size  and  scope  of  the  project  and  market 
features  for  which  the  funds  were  to  be  used;  or  (2)  prescribing  adminis¬ 
trative  control  arrangements  for  the  project.  The  mission  had  informa- 
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tion  Oil  which  to  base  such  an  agreement  and  Agency  policy  at  that 
time  required  that  conditions  be  agreed  upon  in  advance  of  the  release 
of  funds.  In  the  second  instance,  the  GAO  found  in  its  review  of 
financial  claims  for  logistic  support  of  U.N.  forces  in  Korea  that  after 
13  years  of  negotiating,  starting  in  1951,  France  owes  us  $9  million, 
and  smaller  amounts  are  due  from  Australia,  New  Zealand,  and  the 
United  Kingdom.  In  addition  to  the  above,  there  is  a  total  of  about 
$195  million  long  overdue  from  a  number  of  countries;  the  (Department 
of  State  believes  most  of  the  amount  to  be  uncollectible  at  this  time 
due  largely  to  the  financial  situations  of  the  countries  involved. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  proved  the  inability  of  AID  to 
monitor  its  own  actions  in  a  report  issued  just  this  week.  AID 
approved  two  long-term,  low-interest  loans  for  Ecuador  totaling  $15 
million  to  help  meet  the  budget  deficit  in  that  country  in  1961  and 
1962.  At  the  time  the  loans  were  made,  Ecuador  had  substantial 
credit  in  the  Central  Bank  of  the  International  Monetary  Fund.  In 
addition,  various  autonomous  agencies  within  the  Government  of 
Ecuador  had  the  resources  on  which  the  central  government  could 
have  drawn.  In  another  report,  GAO  criticized  AID  for  a  $543,000 
loan  to  the  Central  Treaty  Organization  for  a  rail  link  between  Turkey 
and  Iran.  The  money  was  loaned  for  construction  of  a  roadbed. 
AID  had  information  that  the  roadbed  was  expected  to  be  completed 
before  the  equipment  arrived — it  was — so  AID  then  changed  the  loan 
to  make  it  for  maintenance  equipment. 

It  is  not  possible  for  GAO,  with  their  limited  manpower,  to  keep 
tabs  on  all  the  waste  that  goes  on  in  AID.  It  ought  to  be  possible  to 
better  control  it  if  proposed  legislation  were  enacted  to  make  the 
Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance,  responsible  for  all  end  use 
investigations  in  the  field. 

LACK  OF  CONCERN  FOR  CONGRESSIONAL  INTENT 

Over  the  years,  the  Congress  has  seen  fit,  in  its  concern  with  the 
manner  in  which  aid  funds  are  expended  and  the  program  adminis¬ 
tered,  to  insert  provisions  considered  to  be  essential  to  the  imple¬ 
mentation  or  improvement  of  the  program.  It  is  shocking  to  learn 
that  in  a  number  of  instances  these  provisions  are  either  being  ignored 
or  twisted  to  suit  the  whims  of  those  administering  the  program. 
For  example,  in  1963,  concern  with  the  possibility  of  aggressive 
military  action  in  the  Middle  East  resulted  in  an  amendment  to  the 
aid  legislation  (sec.  620  (i))  that  no  aid  could  be  provided  to  any 
country  which  the  President  determines  is  engaged  in  or  preparing 
for  aggressive  military  efforts  against  any  country  receiving  assistance 
under  this  or  any  other  act.  In  spite  of  this  provision,  and  in  spite 
of  the  United  Arab  Republic’s  actions  in  the  Congo,  which  reasonable 
men  would  deem  to  be  aggressive,  the  United  States  continues  to 
furnish  aid  to  that  country. 

For  several  years,  the  Congress  has  watched  with  increasing  appre¬ 
hension  the  situation  in  Indonesia  and  has  served  many  warnings 
that  our  AID  efforts  in  that  country  are  to  no  avail.  In  spite  of  this, 
the  executive  branch  has  endlessly  dragged  its  feet  and  has  continued 
to  this  very  moment  to  push  assistance  on  Indonesia  whose  President 
has  made  it  abundantly  and  bluntly  clear  that  he  wants  no  part  of  it. 
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Now  our  libraries  are  padlocked,  our  Peace  Corps  has  been  asked  to 
leave,  our  business  interests  appear  to  be  in  the  process  of  a  thinly 
veiled  expropriation,  our  Embassy  officials  have  their  lights  cut  off — 
but  we  still  linger.  Here  we  have  turned  the  other  cheek  once  too 
often. 

We  hope  the  situation  will  not  be  repeated  in  Africa.  So  far  our 
African  program  is  relatively  small.  But  we  note  a  tendency  to 
cover  the  waterfront — to  provide  assistance  to  countries  which  have 
made  it  explicitly  clear  that  they  welcome  the  Chinese  Communists 
and  ‘'to  hell”  with  the  United  States.  Ghana  is  perhaps  the  best 
example  of  this  but  there  are  others.  Sometimes,  the  objectives  of 
our  aid  program  are  vague,  indeed. 

AID  TO  BUSINESS 

Recognition  of  private  enterprise  should  be  encouraged  and 
expanded  and  the  congressional  mandate  to  suspend  foreign  assistance 
to  any  nation  which  takes  discriminatory  or  confiscatory  action 
against  U.S.  private  investment  must  be  observed.  Furthermore, 
courts  in  the  United  States  should  determine  and  apply  principles  of 
international  law  in  appropriate  cases  to  encourage  the  development 
of  an  international  set  of  rules  that  will  contribute  to  the  improvement 
of  the  investment  climate,  and  the  protection  of  private  property 
abroad. 

We  view  with  alarm  the  steps  AID  is  taking  to  change  the  Latin 
American  housing  guarantee  program,  which  a  representative  of  the 
American  homebuilding  industry  has  testified  will  throttle  the  pro¬ 
gram.  This  program,  authorized  as  a  pilot  project  in  1961,  was 
unique  in  two  ways:  (1)  it  provided  an  opportunity  for  American 
private  enterprise  to  demonstrate  its  building  know-how  in  areas 
where  housing  was  a  most  primary  need,  and  where  the  construction 
of  modestly  priced  private  homes  would  be  discernible  evidence  of 
our  own  democratic  institutions;  (2)  it  has  been  accomplished  thus 
far  without  any  expenditure  of  appropriated  funds  and  could  even 
produce  a  return  to  the  Federal  Treasury  if  handled  properly.  Any 
difficulty  the  program  has  faced  so  far  is  due  to  bureaucratic  redtape 
on  the  part  of  the  AID  organization.  It  evoked  great  interest  on  the 
part  of  American  builders  and  lenders.  We  understand  that  AID  has 
a  huge  backlog  of  applications. 

Now  the  limitation  in  the  amendment  severely  curtails  the  program. 
Instead  of  continuing  and  expanding  the  effort  to  stimulate  private 
home-ownership,  it  is  believed  that  it  will  effectively  prevent  American 
private  homebuilding  industry  from  further  participation.  Worse 
still,  the  amendment  requiring  particular  emphasis  on  guaranteeing 
funds  loaned  to  institutions  could  very  well  result  in  a  greater  admin¬ 
istrative  boondoggle  and  construction  of  fewer  homes. 

We  will  continue  to  review  with  concern  the  Government  actions 
in  Peru  aimed  at  nationalizing  U.S.  oil  properties.  Last  year,  that 
country  was  granted  a  record  $86.8  million  in  Alianza  help,  four  times 
the  amount  it  received  in  1960.  U.S.  companies  doing  business  in 
Peru  have  been  in  a  mood  to  expand  due  primarily  to  the  favorable 
investment  climate  which  has  existed  in  Peru  up  to  now.  We  fervently 
hope  that  this  condition  will  continue. 
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USE  OF  CONTRACTUAL  TECHNICAL  AND  ADVISORY  SERVICES  BY  AID 

AID  officials  justify  the  increasing  use  of  contract-hire  personnel 
over  direct  hire  (civil  service)  on  the  basis  that,  in  the  long  run,  a 
better  job  can  be  done  for  less  money. 

As  of  December  31,  1964,  AID  had  1,206  contracts  totaling  $404.2 
million  in  75  countries.  As  of  February  28,  1965,  oversea  U.S. 
national  contractor  personnel  numbered  1,986  as  compared  with 
1,874  at  June  30,  1964.  AID  acknowledges  that  these  figures  may  be 
inaccurate  since  the  Agency  experiences  difficulty  in  obtaining  con¬ 
sistency  from  contractors  on  their  employment  figures.  In  com¬ 
parison,  direct-hire  employment  of  U.S.  nationals  was  6,672  at 
February  28,  1965,  as  compared  with  6,688  at  June  30,  1964. 

It  seems  to  us  that  AID  has  gone  overboard  in  the  business  of 
hiring  consultants  and  contract  firms  to  tell  the  Agency  how  to 
operate.  The  fact  that  AID  is  not  even  sure  of  the  number  of  contract 
personnel  on  its  rolls  suggests  that  it  does  not  have  adequate  control 
of  the  work  of  these  people.  The  contention  that  it  is  cheaper  to 
contract  than  to  direct  hire  is  highly  questionable.  Last  year,  for 
example,  we  commented  on  the  fact  that  an  Agency  study  completed 
in  February  1964  comparing  the  oversea  service  costs  of  contractors 
and  direct-hire  employees  of  AID,  estimated  that  the  average  annual 
cost  of  maintaining  a  contract  employee  and  family  of  Arthur  D. 
Little  &  Co.  in  Nigeria  averaged  $67,700  compared  to  $34,400  for  an 
AID  employee  of  comparable  grade.  We  also  believe  that  AID 
contract  procedures  might  well  be  examined  to  ascertain  whether  or 
not  the  same  contractors  are  being  favored  over  the  years. 

We  view  with  interest  a  recent  decision  of  the  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States  in  which  he  stated  that  contracts  which  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  had  with  a  private  contractor  to  furnish  tech¬ 
nicians  to  work  alongside  military  personnel  and  civil  service  employees 
was  "not  authorized  by  law  and  violates  the  provisions  of  the  Civil 
Service  Act,  the  Veterans’  Preference  Act,  the  Classification  Act,  and 
other  personnel  statutes.”  This  opinion  is  particularly  timely  in  view 
of  the  extensive  waste  in  labor  costs  due  to  the  widespread  use  of  man¬ 
power  now  being  furnished  to  the  Federal  Government,  including 
AID,  by  contract. 

We  do  not  mean  to  imply  that  AID’s  direct  hire  procedures  are 
letter  perfect.  Far  from  it.  As  an  example,  in  a  recent  trip  to  a 
Latin  America  country,  one  of  our  colleagues  found  that  more  than 
40  percent  of  AID’s  personnel  listed  to  be  on  the  rolls  in  that  country 
were  not  there.1 

USE  OF  CIVIC  ACTION  FUNDS  TO  BENEFIT  ECONOMIC  ASSISTANCE 

In  past  years,  the  committee  authorized  the  use  of  military  assist¬ 
ance  funds  for  so-called  civic  action  projects,  recognizing  a  critical 
need  of  less  developed  countries  in  the  realm  of  public  works  and 
economic  development.  However,  the  committee,  in  its  report  on 
theMutual  Security  Act  of  1961  specifically  cautioned  that  the  use 
of  military  assistance  funds  to  finance  earth-moving  equipment, 
vehicles,  and  comparable  construction  items  for  public  works  projects 
in  the  less  developed  countries  was  not  intended. 


1  P.  26,  hearings  before  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  on  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965. 
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Last  year,  a  staff  survey  team  of  the  committee  found  that  civic 
action  funds  were  being  used  to  build  superhighways  in  Brazil, 
including  the  purchase  of  a  large  amount  of  equipment  of  a  com¬ 
mercial  nature  such  as  a  225  ton  per  hour  rock-crushing  unit.  The 
concept  that  civic  action  projects  bring  about  better  understanding 
between  military  personnel  and  the  populace  of  villages,  towns,  and 
interior  areas,  while  benefiting  the  area  economically,  is  defeated  by 
projects  of  this  nature. 

Now  the  Department  of  Defense  has  asked  for  and  received  un¬ 
limited  authority  under  this  bill  to  finance  large-scale  public  works 
programs  and  engage  in  other  activities  which  are  claimed  to  be 
helpful  to  the  economic  and  social  development  of  AID-recipient 
countries.  In  effect,  the  military  has  been  given  the  green  light  to 
engage  in  its  own  economic  assistance  programs. 

EAST-WTEST  TRADE 

The  executive  branch  is  developing  a  policy  toward  Communist 
governments  of  captive  nations  designed,  in  the  words  of  the  Secretary 
of  State,  to  “promote  trends  within  the  Communist  world  which  will 
lead  away  from  imperialism,  away  from  dictatorship  and  toward 
independence  and  open  society  with  freely  chosen  governments.” 

We  do  not  believe  that  the  contemplated  expansion  of  East-West 
trade  would  promote  the  liberalization  of  any  Communist  government 
or  encourage  the  separation  of  satellites  from  the  Soviet  Union. 

Any  U.S.  concession  to  Communist  regimes  must  be  on  a  quid  pro 
quo  basis  which  must  include  steps  to  alleviate  the  conditions  of  the 
captive  peoples.  The  U.S.  “price”  could  be  the  end  to  subversion 
and  invasion  of  South  Vietnam,  dismantling  the  Berlin  Wall,  and  a 
halt  to  Moscow-backed  subversion  from  Cuba. 

We  must  remind  the  members  that  the  oft-restated  purpose  of  the 
foreign  aid  program  is  to  halt  the  expansion  of  communism.  We  then 
must  point  out  to  the  members  that  it  is  inconsistent  to  pour  huge 
sums  of  money  into  this  program  annually  while  at  the  same  time 
following  a  policy  of  “peaceful  coexistence”  with  the  U.S.S.R.  Sub¬ 
sidized  trade  is  a  form  of  foreign  aid  that  is  inconsistent  with  the 
stated  objectives  of  this  program. 

Since  the  administration  is  officially  and  publicly  pursuing  a  policy 
of  “peaceful  coexistence”  while  simultaneously  expanding  our  efforts 
on  behalf  of  freedom  in  Vietnam  and  the  Dominican  Republic,  a  brief 
review  of  the  inconsistency  of  this  situation  is  in  order. 

“Peaceful  coexistence”  is  in  essence  the  opposite  of  genuine  peace 
and  all  the  sought-for  harmony  of  relations  this  implies.  Funda¬ 
mentally  a  cold  war  weapon,  the  Russian  charade  of  “peaceful  co¬ 
existence”  has  a  contradictory  intent  and  operation.  It  seems  to 
have  been  forgotten  by  many  that  Stalin  was  also  an  effective  manager 
of  planned  periods  of  “peaceful  coexistence.”  For  example,  he  led  the 
U.S.S.R.  into  the  League  of  Nations  while  at  the  same  time  he  financed 
plots,  subversion  activities,  and  popular  fronts  all  over  the  world,  not 
to  mention  many  “peace  movements”  during  the  30’s. 

We  recall  the  definition  given  by  the  81  Communist  and  Workers 
Parties  convening  in  Moscow  in  December  1960 :  “The  policy  of  peace¬ 
ful  coexistence  is  a  policy  of  mobilizing  the  masses  and  launching 
vigorious  action  against  the  enemies  of  peace.”  The  basic  contra- 
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diction  between  genuine  peace  and  Russian  "peaceful  coexistence”  in 
this  statement  was  well  pointed  out  by  Khrushchev  and  others  in 
1964  when  they  minced  no  words  about  supplying  arms  and  muni¬ 
tions  for  "wars  of  liberation,”  particularly  in  the  underdeveloped 
areas.  More  captive  nations  and  states  in  Asia,  Africa,  and  Latin 
America  would  only  bring  Moscow  closer  to  its  prime  global  objective. 

At  this  stage  Moscow’s  strategy  serves  a  number  of  purposes: 
(1)  it  buys  time  for  the  totalitarian  Red  empire  to  make  numerous 
internal  adjustments  for  its  greater  power  and  strength;  (2)  it  serves 
as  a  shield  for  even  more  intensive  cold  war  operations  in  the  under¬ 
developed  areas;  (3)  it  lulls  the  West  into  a  progressive  state  of  con¬ 
fusion,  division  and  friction,  which  Moscow’s  subversive  agents  feed 
upon;  and  (4)  it  even  facilitates  Western  technologic  and  economic 
contributions  to  the  empire’s  buildup.  Moreover,  the  strategy  breeds 
Western  indifference  to  the  captive  peoples,  thus  guaranteeing  the 
territorial  integrity  of  the  Red  colonial  empire.  Since  in  previous 
years  Congress  has  specifically  banned  aid  to  Red  governments,  it  is 
equally  consistent  to  maintain  a  prohibition  against  any  trade  which 
would  strengthen  the  economy  of  the  Communist  regimes. 

PEOPLE  TO  PEOPLE  APPROACH 

The  large  majority  of  AID  funds  are  being  spent  each  year  for 
large-scale  projects  costing  millions  of  dollars  that  may  or  may  not  be 
of  direct  benefit  to  the  local  populace  of  the  AID-recipient  countries. 
Sometimes,  material  or  equipment  furnished  by  the  United  States 
may  be  used  in  such  a  manner  that  the  image  of  the  United  States 
may  be  further  damaged  in  the  eyes  of  the  people. 

We  wonder  what  goes  on  in  the  minds  of  the  local  population  when 
tanks  or  other  heavy  equipment — furnished  by  the  United  States — 
are  being  sent  into  combat  by  both  sides  such  as  in  the  India-Pakistan 
conflagration  currently  going  on. 

We  would  like  to  see  increasing  emphasis  on  the  part  of  AID  to 
channel  funds  to  projects  of  a  grassroots  nature.  Carefully  thought 
out  projects  of  this  type  could  very  well  provide  the  ideological 
offensive  so  badly  needed  to  counter  the  Communist  subversive 
tactics  now  going  on  in  very  alarming  proportions  in  Latin  America 
and  other  less  developed  areas  of  the  world. 

CONCLUSION 

Foreign  aid  has  consistently  fallen  short  of  the  utopian  objectives 
so  ardently  expressed  each  year  the  program  is  presented. 

It  has  not  halted  either  the  expansion  of  communism  or  the  drift 
of  many  aid  recipient  nations  toward  Communist  ideologies.  Indo¬ 
nesia,  which  has  received  nearly  a  billion  dollars  of  U.S.  economic  and 
military  assistance,  and  Cambodia,  which  lias  received  nearly  $400 
million,  are  both  embracing  Peiping.  We  might  add  that  the  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars  given  to  Cuba  in  aid,  including  premium 
prices  on  sugar,  did  not  prevent  that  country’s  takeover. 

It  has  not  improved  the  image  of  America  in  the  eyes  of  the  aid 
recipient  nations.  In  every  corner  of  the  world  and  in  spite  of  our 
efforts  in  the  past,  nations  with,  or  often  without,  the  slightest  provo¬ 
cation,  take  the  opportunity  to  bitterly  criticize  the  United  States  and 
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her  policies.  At  the  present  time,  this  is  occurring  in  India  and 
Pakistan. 

It  has  not  improved  the  stability  of  government.  Current  situations 
in  the  Dominican  Republic  where  opposing  forces  have  no  regard  for 
law  and  order  and  in  Korea  where  the  Government  is  daily  com¬ 
bating  the  efforts  of  a  mass  of  organized  students  in  its  attempt  to  stay 
in  power  demonstrate  the  failure  of  this  objective. 

The  point  has  now  been  reached  where  the  foreign  aid  program 
must  be  drastically  reduced  or  an  outraged  public  will  end  it.  If 
submitted  today  to  a  referendum  of  the  American  people,  there  is 
no  doubt  that  it  would  be  doomed. 

Fiscal  year  1966  marks  the  end  of  the  long-term  authorizations  for 
the  development  loan  program  and  the  Alliance  for  Progress.  These 
programs,  representing  as  they  do  over  60  percent  of  the  total  appro¬ 
priation  request  for  economic  assistance  in  1966,  must  be  minutely 
scrutinized  before  entertaining  the  requests  of  the  executive  branch 
for  additional  funds.  We  do  not  believe  that  AID,  guided  by  its 
own  self-interest  for  preservation  of  the  status  quo,  qualifies  to  make 
the  required  top  to  bottom  review. 

A  principal  consideration  in  any  program  to  be  offered  is  the  selec¬ 
tivity  of  our  assistance.  New  nations,  as  they  attain  their  autonomy, 
take  the  attitude  that  our  largesse  is  their  inherent  right.  If  any 
aid  program  is  ever  to  have  any  benefit,  it  cannot  be  put  on  an  auto¬ 
matic  handout  basis. 

Saddled  with  back-breaking  debt  and  borrowing  billions  of  dollars 
each  year,  the  United  States  can  no  longer  fight  wars  and,  through  our 
aid  program,  finance  the  rest  of  the  so-called  free  world  without  itself 
being  plunged  into  bankruptcy. 

E.  Ross  Adair. 

H.  R.  Gross. 

E.  Y.  Berry. 

Edward  J.  Derwinski. 

Vernon  W.  Thomson. 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  1 53 


[Report  No.  321] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  29, 1965 

Mr.  Morgan  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Affairs 

May  7, 1965 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Assistance 

4  Act  of  1965”. 

5  Part  I 

6  CHAPTER  1— POLICY 

7  Sec.  101.  Section  102  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 

8  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  statement  of 

9  policy,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

10  new  paragraph: 

11  “It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance  under 
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this  or  any  other  Act  to  any  foreign  country  which  here¬ 
after  permits,  or  fails  to  take  adequate  measures  to  prevent, 
the  damage  or  destruction  by  mob  action  of  United  States 
property  within  such  country,  should  be  terminated  and 
should  not  be  resinned  until  the  President  determines  that 
appropriate  measures  have  been  taken  by  such  country  to 
prevent  a  recurrence  thereof.” 

CHAPTER  2— DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
Title  II — Technical  Cooperation  and  Development 

Grants 

Sec.  102.  Title  II  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  tech¬ 
nical  cooperation  and  development  grants,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

(a)  Amend  section  212,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$215,000,000”  and  substitut¬ 
ing  “1966”  and  “$210,000,000”,  respectively. 

(b)  Amend  section  214,  which  relates  to  American 
schools  and  hospitals  abroad,  as  follows: 

(1)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  “treat¬ 
ment,  education,”  and  substituting  “education”. 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (c)  by  striking  out  “1965, 
$18,000,000”  and  substituting  “1966,  $7,000,000”. 
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Title  III — Investment  Guaeanties 
Sec.  103.  Title  III  of  chapter  2  of  part  1  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  invest¬ 
ment  guaranties,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  221(b),  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Amend  the  introductory  clause  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(b)  The  President  may  issue  guaranties  to  eligible 
United  States  investors — ”. 

(2)  In  paragraph  (1),  strike  out  “$2,500,000,- 
000”  and  substitute  “$5,000,000,000”. 

(3)  Amend  paragraph  (2)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  proviso,  strike  out  “,  and  no 
such  guaranty  in  the  case  of  a  loan  shall  exceed 
$25,000,000  and  no  other  such  guaranty  shall  ex¬ 
ceed  $10,000,000”. 

(B)  In  the  third  proviso,  immediately  after 
“$300,000,000”  insert  the  following:  “,  and  guar¬ 
anties  issued  under  this  paragraph  (2)  for  other 
than  housing  projects  similar  to  those  insured  by  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration,  shall  not  exceed 
$150,000,000”. 
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(0)  In  the  fourth  proviso,  strike  out  “1966'’ 
and  substitute  “1967”. 

(b)  Amend  section  221(c),  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  by  inserting  after  the  word  “guaranty”  the  third 
time  it  appears,  the  words  “of  an  equity  investment”. 

(c)  Amend  section  222(b),  which  relates  to  general 
provisions,  by  inserting  after  “  (exclusive  of  informational 
media  guaranties),”  the  words  “and  to  pay  the  costs  of  in¬ 
vestigating  and  adjusting  (including  costs  of  arbitration) 
claims  under  such  guaranties,”. 

(d)  Amend  section  223,  which  relates  to  definitions, 
as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a) ,  strike  out  “and”  at  the  end 
thereof  and  in  subsection  (b)  strike  out  the  period  and 
substitute  “;  and”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection  (c)  : 

“(c)  the  term  ‘eligible  United  States  investors’ 

means  United  States  citizens,  or  corporations,  partner¬ 
ships,  or  other  associations  created  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  or  any  State  or  territory  and  substantially 
beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  as  well  as 
foreign  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations 
wholly  owned  by  one  or  more  such  United  States  citi¬ 
zens,  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations: 
Provided ,  That  the  eligibility  of  a  foreign  corporation 
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shall  be  determined  without  regard  to  any  shares,  in 
aggregate  less  than  5  per  centum  of  the  total  of  issued 
and  subscribed  share  capital,  required  by  law  to  be  held 
by  persons  other  than  the  United  States  owners.” 

(e)  Amend  section  224,  which  relates  to  housing  proj¬ 
ects  in  Latin  American  countries,  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  224.  Housing  Peojects  in  Latin  Ameeican 
Counteies. —  (a)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  order 
to  stimulate  private  home  ownership  and  assist  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  stable  economies  in  Latin  America,  the  author¬ 
ity  conferred  by  this  section  should  be  utilized  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  assisting  in  the  development  in  the  American  Repub¬ 
lics  of  self-liquidating  pilot  housing  projects,  the  development 
of  institutions  engaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs, 
with  particular  emphasis  on  cooperatives,  free  labor  unions, 
savings  and  loan  and  other  institutions  in  Latin  America 
engaged  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mort¬ 
gages,  the  construction  of  homes  for  lower  income  persons 
and  families,  the  increased  mobilization  of  savings  and  the 
improvement  of  housing  conditions  in  Latin  America. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a),  the 
President  is  authorized  to  issue  guaranties,  on  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  shall  determine,  to  eligible  United  States 
investors  as  defined  in  section  223  assuring  against  loss  of 
loan  investments  made  by  such  investors  in* — 
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“  ( 1 )  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  proj¬ 
ects  in  Latin  America  of  types  similar  to  those  insured 
by  the  Federal  Housing  Administration  and  suitable 
for  conditions  in  Latin  America  ; 

“(2)  credit  institutions  in  Latin  America  engaged 
directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages, 
such  as  savings  and  loan  institutions ; 

“(3)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  for  lower 
income  families  and  persons,  which  projects  shall  be 
constructed  in  accordance  with  maximum  unit  costs 
established  by  the  President  for  families  and  persons 
whose  incomes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the 
President ; 

“  (4)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  which  will 
promote  the  development  of  institutions  important  to 
the  success  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  such  as  free 
labor  unions  and  cooperatives ;  or 

“  (5)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  25  per 
centum  or  more  of  the  aggregate  of  the  mortgage  financ¬ 
ing  for  which  is  made  available  from  sources  within 
Latin  America  and  is  not  derived  from  sources  outside 
Latin  America,  which  projects  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  have  a  unit  cost  of  not  more  than 
$6,500. 

“(c)  The  total  face  amount  of  guaranties  issued  under 
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this  section  outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not  exceed 
$450,000,000  :  Provided,  That  no  payment  may  be  made 
under  this  section  for  any  loss  arising  out  of  fraud  or  mis¬ 
conduct  for  which  the  investor  is  responsible:  Provided 
further,  That  this  authority  shall  continue  until  June  30, 
1967.” 

Title  VI — Alliance  foe  Progress 

Sec.  104.  Section  252  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  Alliance  for  Prog¬ 
ress,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “in  fiscal  year  1965”  and 
substituting  “in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1965  and  1966”. 
CHAPTER  3— INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS 

AND  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  105.  Chapter  3  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  interna¬ 
tional  organizations  and  programs,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  301  (c) ,  which  relates  to  assist¬ 
ance  for  Palestine  refugees  in  the  Near  East,  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Contributions  by  the  United 
States  to  the  United  Nations  Relief  and  Works  Agency  for 
Palestine  Refugees  in  the  Near  East  for  the  calendar  year 
1966  shall  not  exceed  $15,200,000.” 

(b)  Amend  section  302,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$134,272,400”  and  substitut¬ 
ing  “1966”  and  “$144,755,000”,  respectively. 
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CHAPTER  4— SUPPORTING  ASSISTANCE 
Sec.  106.  Section  402  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  supporting  assistance, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  first  sentence  “1965”  and 
“$405,000,000”  and  substituting  “1966”  and  “$369,200,- 
000”,  respectively. 

CHAPTER  5— CONTINGENCY  FUND 
-  Sec.  107.  Section  451  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  contingency  fund, 
is  amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Amend  subsection  (a)  as  follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  “1965”  and  “$150,000,000”  and 
substitute  “1966”  and  “$50,000,000”,  respectively. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  sentence:  “In  addi¬ 
tion,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  to 
the  President  for  use  in  Southeast  Asia  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  in  the  fiscal  year  1966  for  programs 
authorized  by  parts  I  and  II  of  this  Act  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  applicable  to  such  programs  if  he 
determines  such  use  to  be  important  to  the  national 
interest:  Provided,  That  the  President  shall  present  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  the  pro¬ 
grams  to  be  carried  out  from  funds  requested  by  the 
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President  to  be  appropriated  under  authority  of  this 
sentence.” 

(b)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  “this  sec¬ 
tion”  and  substituting  “the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a) 

Part  II 

CHAPTER  2— MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 
Sec.  201.  Chapter  2  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  military  as¬ 
sistance,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  503(b),  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  by  striking  out  the  words  “in  foreign  countries”. 

(b)  Amend  section  504,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$1,055,000,000”  in  the  first 
sentence  and  substituting  “1966”  and  “$1,170,000,000”, 
respectively. 

(c)  Amend  section  505,  which  relates  to  utilization  of 
assistance,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  the  colon  and 
add  the  following:  “,  or  for  the  purpose  of  assisting 
foreign  military  forces  in  less  developed  friendly  coun¬ 
tries  (or  the  voluntary  efforts  of  personnel  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States  in  such  countries)  to  con¬ 
struct  public  works  and  to  engage  in  other  activities 
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helpful  to  the  economic  development  of  such  friendly 
countries.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  such 
foreign  military  forces  should  not  he  maintained  or  estab¬ 
lished  solely  for  civic  action  activities  and  that  such 
civic  action  activities  not  significantly  detract  from  the 
capability  of  the  military  forces  to  perform  their  military 
missions  and  be  coordinated  with  and  form  part  of  the 
total  economic  development  effort.” 

(2)  Strike  out  subsection  (b)  and  redesignate  the 
proviso  of  subsection  (a)  as  subsection  (b). 

(3)  In  redesignated  subsection  (b),  strike  out 
“ Provided ,  That  except”  and  substitute  “Except”; 
strike  out  “or  (2)”  and  substitute  “,  or  (2)  for  civic 
action  assistance,  or  (3)”. 

(d)  Amend  section  507,  which  relates  to  sales,  as 
follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  insert  the  following  new 
sentence  between  the  second  and  third  sentences : 
“Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  644  (m)  (2), 
nonexcess  defense  articles  may  be  sold  under  this  sub¬ 
section  at  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time  such 
articles  are  offered  for  sale  to  the  purchasing  country  or 
international  organization.” 

(2)  In  subsection  (b) ,  strike  out  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  proviso,  substitute  a  colon  and  add  the 
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following:  “ Provided  further,  That  the  President  may, 
when  he  determines  it  to  he  in  the  national  interest, 
enter  into  sales  agreements  with  purchasing  countries 
or  international  organizations  which  fix  prices  to  be 
paid  by  the  purchasing  countries  or  international  orga¬ 
nizations  for  the  defense  articles  or  defense  services 
ordered.  Funds  available  under  this  part  for  financing 
sales  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable  appro¬ 
priations  in  the  amounts  required  by  the  contracts  which 
exceed  the  price  so  fixed,  except  that  such  reimburse¬ 
ment  shall  not  be  required  upon  determination  by  the 
President  that  the  continued  production  of  the  defense 
article  being  sold  is  advantageous  to  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States.  Payments  by  purchasing  coun¬ 
tries  or  international  organizations  which  exceed  the 
amounts  required  by  such  contracts  shall  be  credited 
to  the  account  established  under  section  508.  To  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  prices  fixed  under  any  such 
sales  agreement  shall  he  sufficient  to  reimburse  the 
United  States  for  the  cost  of  the  defense  articles  or  de¬ 
fense  services  ordered.  The  President  shall  submit  to 
the  Congress  promptly  a  detailed  report  concerning  any 
fixed-price  sales  agreement  under  which  the  aggregate 
cost  to  the  United  States  exceeds  the  aggregate  amount 
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required  to  be  paid  by  the  purchasing  country  or  inter¬ 
national  organization.” 

(e)  Amend  section  508,  which  relates  to  reimbursement 
as  follows: 

( 1 )  After  “this  part”  the  first  time  it  appears,  in¬ 
sert  “have  been  or”. 

(2)  After  “United  States  Government,”  the  first 
time  it  appears  insert  “receipts  received  from  the  disposi¬ 
tion  of  evidences  of  indebtedness  and  charges  (including 
fees  and  premiums)  or  interest  collected”. 

(3)  Strike  out  “the  current  applicable  appropria¬ 
tion”  and  substitute  “a  separate  fund  account”. 

(4)  Strike  out  “furnishing  further  military  assist¬ 
ance  on  cash  or  credit  terms”  and  substitute  “financing 
sales  and  guaranties,  including  the  overhead  costs 
thereof”. 

(f)  Amend  section  509  (b) ,  which  relates  to  exchanges 
and  guaranties,  by  inserting  “  (excluding  contracts  with  any 
agency  of  the  United  States  Government)  ”  in  the  second 
sentence  between  the  last  word  thereof  and  the  period. 

(g)  Amend  section  510,  which  relates  to  special  author¬ 
ity,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  “1965”  each 
place  it  appears  and  substitute  in  each  such  place 
“1966”. 
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(2)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “to  the  Presi¬ 
dent”. 

(h)  Amend  section  512,  which  relates  to  restrictions  on 
military  aid  to  Africa,  as  follows : 

(1)  Strike  out  “programs  described  in  section  505 
(b)  of  this  chapter”  and  substitute  “civic  action  re¬ 
quirements”. 

(2)  Strike  out  “1965”  and  substitute  “1966”. 

Part  III 

CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  301.  Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  general 
provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  605,  which  relates  to  retention  and 
use  of  items,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  the  section  heading  strike  out  “Items”  and 
substitute  “Cektain  Items  and  Funds”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsections: 

“(c)  Funds  realized  as  a  result  of  any  failure  of  a 
transaction  financed  under  authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act 
to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  this  Act,  or  to  applicable 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  United  States  Government,  or 
to  the  terms  of  any  agreement  or  contract  entered  into  under 
authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act,  shall  revert  to  the  respective 
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appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  finance  such  trans¬ 
action  or  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently 
available  for  the  same  general  purpose. 

“(d)  Funds  realized  hy  the  United  States  Government 
from  the  sale,  transfer,  or  disposal  of  defense  articles  returned 
to  the  United  States  Government  by  a  recipient  country  or 
international  organization  as  no  longer  needed  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  for  which  furnished  shall  be  credited  to  the  respective 
appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  procure  such  defense 
articles  or  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently 
available  for  the  same  general  purpose.” 

(b)  Amend  section  612,  which  relates  to  use  of  foreign 
currencies,  hy  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsection 
(b>. 

(c)  Amend  section  620,  which  relates  to  prohibitions 
against  furnishing  assistance  to  Cuba  and  certain  other 
countries,  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Amend  the  section  heading  to  read  as  follows : 
“Peohibitions  Against  Fuenishing  Assist¬ 
ance.—”. 

(2)  In  paragraph  (2)  of  section  620(e),  which 
relates  to  the  application  of  the  federal  act  of  state  doc¬ 
trine,  strike  out  “January  1,  1966”  and  substitute 
“January  1,  1967”. 

(3)  In  section  620(1),  which  relates  to  the  pro- 
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liibition  against  furnishing  assistance  to  countries  which 
fail  to  enter  into  agreements  to  institute  the  investment 
guaranty  program  and  providing  protection  against  cer¬ 
tain  risks,  strike  out  “December  31,  1965”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  “December  31,  1966”. 

(4)  At  the  end  of  such  section  620,  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection: 

“  (n)  Until  the  President  determines  that  North  Viet¬ 
nam  has  ceased  all  efforts  to  overthrow  the  Government  of 
South  Vietnam,  no  funds  authorized  to  be  made  available 
under  this  Act  (except  under  section  214)  shall  be  used  to 
furnish  assistance  to  any  country  which  has  failed  to  take 
appropriate  steps,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965 — 

“  (A)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry 
from  transporting  to  North  Vietnam — 

“  (i)  any  items  of  economic  assistance, 

“  (ii)  any  items  which  are,  for  the  purposes  of 
title  I  of  the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control 
Act  of  1951,  as  amended,  arms,  ammunition  and 
implements  of  war,  atomic  energy  materials,  petro¬ 
leum,  transportation  materials  of  strategic  value,  or 
items  of  primary  strategic  significance  used  in  the 
production  of  arms,  ammunition,  and  implements  of 
war,  or 
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“  (iii)  any  other  equipment,  materials,  or  com¬ 
modities;  and 

“  (B)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry 
from  transporting  any  equipment,  materials,  or  com¬ 
modities  from  North  Vietnam.” 

CHAPTER  2— ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  302.  Chapter  2  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  administra¬ 
tive  provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  622,  which  relates  to  coordination 
with  foreign  policy,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (b) ,  immediately  after  “military 
assistance”  insert  “  (including  any  civic  action  and  sales 
program)  ”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (c) ,  immediately  after  “military 
assistance  program”  insert  “(including  any  civic  action 
and  sales  program)  ”. 

(b)  Amend  section  624,  which  relates  to  statutory 
officers,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (b) ,  strike  out  “paragraph  (3) 
of”  and  “of  the  officers  provided  for  in  paragraphs  ( 1 ) 
and  (2)  of  that  subsection”,  and  substitute  for  the  latter 
“of  one  or  more  of  said  officers”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (d),  strike  out  “Public  Law 
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86-735”  wherever  it  appears  and  substitute  “the  Latin 
American  Development  Act,  as  amended”. 

(c)  Amend  section  625(d),  which  relates  to  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  personnel,  by  striking  out  “twenty”  in  paragraph 
(2)  and  substituting  “fifty”. 

(d)  Amend  section  626,  which  relates  to  experts,  con¬ 
sultants,  and  retired  officers,  by  redesignating  subsection  (d) 
as  subsection  (c) . 

(e)  Amend  section  630,  which  relates  to  terms  of 
detail  or  assignment,  by  inserting  “benefits”  after  “travel 
expenses”,  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (4). 

(f)  Amend  section  635  (g) ,  which  relates  to  general 
authorities,  by  inserting  “and  sales”  after  “loans”  in  the 
introductory  clause. 

(g)  Amend  section  636,  which  relates  to  provisions  on 
uses  of  funds,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (e) ,  strike  out  “section  2  of  the 
Act  of  July  31,  1894,  as  amended  (5  U.S.O.  62)  ”  and 
substitute  “section  301  of  the  Dual  Compensation  Act 
(5  U.S.C.  3105)”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (f),  strike  out  “Act  to  provide 
for  assistance  in  the  development  of  Latin  America 
and  in  the  reconstruction  of  Chile,  and  for  other  pur- 
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poses”  and  substitute  “Latin  American  Development 
Act,  as  amended”. 

(k)  Amend  section  637  (a),  which  relates  to  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses,  by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$52,500,000” 
and  substituting  “1966”  and  “$53,240,000”,  respectively. 

(i)  Amend  section  638,  which  relates  to  Peace  Corps 
assistance,  by  striking  out  all  beginning  with  “;  or  famine” 
and  substituting  a  period. 

(j)  Add  the  following  new  section  639: 

“Sec.  639.  Famine  and  Disaster  Relief. — No  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  assistance 
to  any  country  for  famine  or  disaster  relief.” 

CHAPTER  3— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  303.  Chapter  3  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  miscellaneous 
provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  642(a)  (2),  which  relates  to  stat¬ 
utes  repealed,  by  striking  out  “143,”  and  all  beginning  with 
“:  Provided,”  up  to  the  semicolon. 

(b)  Amend  section  644,  which  relates  to  definitions, 
as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (g) ,  insert  “,  and  not  procured 
in  anticipation  of  military  assistance  or  sales  require¬ 
ments,  or  pursuant  to  a  military  assistance  or  sales 
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order,”  after  “United  States  Government”  and  strike 
out  “as  grant  assistance”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (m)  (2),  strike  out  “Such  price 
shall  be  the  same  standard  price”  and  substitute  “Such 
standard  price  shall  be  the  same  price  (including  au¬ 
thorized  reduced  prices) 

(3)  Amend  the  paragraph  following  the  numbered 
paragraph  (3)  in  subsection  (m)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  sentence,  insert  “and  sales” 
after  “Military  assistance”. 

(B)  In  ,the  second  proviso,  strike  out  “by  the 
military  assistance  program”. 

(c)  Amend  section  645,  which  relates  to  unexpended 
balances,  by  striking  out  “Public  Law  86-735”  and  sub¬ 
stituting  “the  Latin  American  Development  Act,  as 
amended”. 

CHAPTER  4r— AMENDMENT  TO  TIIE  AGRICUL¬ 
TURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  ACT  OE  1954 

Sec.  401.  Section  107  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

“No  sale  under  title  I  of  this  Act  shall  be  made  to  the 
United  Arab  Republic  unless  the  President  determines  that 
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1  such  sale  is  essential  to  the  national  interest  of  the  United 

2  States.  No  such  sale  shall  be  based  on  the  requirements  of 

3  the  United  Arab  Republic  for  more  than  one  fiscal  year. 

4  The  President  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 

5  and  the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Senate  and  the 

6  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  fully  and  currently 

7  informed  with  respect  to  sales  made  to  the  United  Arab 

8  Republic  under  title  I  of  this  Act.” 
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SENATE 

1.  DISASTER'' RELIEF.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendments  to  S.  327,  to  pro^Hde 

assistance  to  Calif.,  Ore.,  Wash.,  Nev. ,  and  Idaho  for  the  reconstruction  of 
aresfs  damaged  by  recent  floods  and  highwaters  (pp.  10726-7).  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  President.  See  Digest  90  for  a  summary  of  provisions  dsl 
lis  bill. 


2- 


2.\jOBACCO.  Passed  without  amendmendment  H.  J.  Res.  436,  to  permit  tobacco 

farmers  who  have  entered  into  a  lease  for  the  transfer  of  1965  tobacco  acreag? 
allotments  an  additional  20  days  after  enactment  of  this  joint  resolution  to/ 
fiH  such  leases  with  their  local  ASC  county  committee  (p.  10725).  This  bill 


will  Npow  be  sent  to  the  President. 


3. 


SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  a  National  Farmer/  Union 
policy  statement  supporting  increased  "funds  for  the  SCS  and  ACP  in/ceeping 
with  conservation  needs  inventory,"  and  expressing  opposition  to  '/the  Budget 
Bureau  proposal  for  Congress  to  authorize  a  revolving  fund  through  which  soil 
conservation  districts  and  farmers  and  ranchers  would  pay  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  a  part  of  the  costs  of  technical  assistance."  pp.  10660^-1 

Sen.  McGee  inserted  an  American  Forests  magazine  editorial  critical  of  the 
proposed  cut  in  "th^  technical  assistance  program  of  the  Boil  Conservation 
Service  by  $20  milli^p."  pp.  10665-6 


4. 


COTTON.  Sen.  Yarborough 'criticized  the  proposed  changes  by  this  Department  in 
the  rules  relating  to  skija-row  planting  of  cotton  ztnd  stated  that  "this  is  an 
indefensible  move  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricultur/  to  curtail  cotton  production 
by  using  his  powers  to  issueNregulations  rathe/ than  taking  the  proper  course 
of  coming  to  Congress  with  a  new  program  for /otton."  pp.  10689-90 


5.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Conferees  were  a/pointed/on  S.  1229,  to  provide  uniform  rules 
for  the  treatment  of  recreation  and  fisj/and  wildlife  benefits  and  costs  in 
connection  with  Federal  water  resourfce/projects  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  Puteau  of  Reclamation  (pp.  10724/5),.  House  conferees  have  not  yet  been 
appointed. 


6.  POLLUTION.  Sen.  Clark  inserted  at  series  of^articles  on  the  "increasing  pollu¬ 
tion  of  his  environment  by  man;"  including  ohe  reviewing  recreational  facili¬ 
ties  in  National  Parks  and  gdrests.  pp.  10710\21 


7.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  A/signments  were  made  to  the  various  subcommittees  of 
the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  p.  D427 


8.  AGRICULTURAL  ^PRIATION  BILL,  1966.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
this  bill,  8370  (H.  Rept.  364) (p.  10795).  Attached  to  this  Digest  is  a 

copy  of  the  Lttee  report  which  includes  a  summary  table  \eflecting  commit¬ 
tee  action,  a  bill. 


HOUSE 


9.  FORESTRY/  Passed  with  amendment  S.  435,  to  extend  the  boundaries  of  the  Kaniksu 
National  Forest/Idaho,  after  substituting  the  text  of  a  similar  bill, 

H.  R/  5798,  which  was  passed  earlier  as  reported  from  committee.  h\r.  5798 
wa#7  tabled,  pp.  10740-1 


RECREATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
H.  R.  89,  to  authorize  establishment  of  the  Tocks  Island  National  Recreati< 
Area,  Pa.  and  N.  J.  (H.  Rept.  360).  p.  10795 


11.  HOUSING.  Rep.  Ryan  commended  and  inserted  "Statement  on  Federal  Housing  Bill  ol 
1965  From  Strycker's  Bay  Neighborhood  Council,  New  York."  p.  10768 


12.  FOREIGN  AID.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H.  R.  7750,  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  pp.  10741-2 
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Township  63  north,  range  4  west,  Boise 
merid 

Section  18,  southeast  quarter  southeast 
quarter/section  19,  northeast  quarter  north¬ 
east  quarter,  lot  3  (southeast  quarter  north¬ 
east  quartert ;  section  20,  southwest  quarter 
northwest  quarter;  section  33,  lot  1  (north¬ 
east  quarter  \north  west  quarter),  lot  2 
(southeast  quarter  northwest  quarter) ,  lot 
3  (northeast  quarter  southeast  quarter),  lot 
6  (southeast  quarter  southwest  quarter), 
west  half  southwestSquarter  northeast  quar¬ 
ter,  west  half  northwest  quarter  southeast 
quarter,  southwest  quarter  southeast  quar¬ 
ter. 

Township  63  north,  rt^ge  5  west,  Boise 
meridian ; 

Section  24,  northeast  quarter  northeast 
quarter,  east  half  northwest  quarter  north¬ 
east  quarter,  northeast  quarter  northeast 
quarter  southwest  quarter  northeast  quarter, 
northwest  quarter  southeast  quarter  north¬ 
east  quarter,  lot  2  (northeast  quarter  south¬ 
east  quarter  northeast  quarter)  ,\  lot  3 
(northeast  quarter  southeast  quarter  south¬ 
east  quarter  northeast  quarter) . 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

Page  1,  lines  3  to  7  inclusive,  strike  out  “for 
the  purpose  of  authorizing  appropriations 
from  the  land  and  water  conservation  fund 
established  by  section  2  of  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965  for 
the  acquisition  of  lands  adjacent  to  national 
forests  as  authorized  by  section  6  of  such 
Act,". 

Page  2,  line  5,  strike  out  “exchange  or”. 

Page  2,  line  7,  after  “appraised”  insert  “at 
its  fair  market  value”. 

Page  2,  line  11,  strike  out  “his”  and  insert 
“an”. 

Page  2,  lines  12  to  19  inclusive,  strike  out 
all  of  paragraph  (3) . 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  435)  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  boundaries  of  the  Kaniksu 
National  Forest  in  the  State  of  Idaho, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  ClerJ 
read  the  Senate  bill,  as  follows: 

S.  435 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Ha6.se  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  Sfdtes  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  to  pro¬ 
mote  protection  and  conservation  6i  the  out¬ 
standing  scenic  values  and  natural  environ¬ 
ment  of  Upper  Priest  Lake  in  Idaho  and 
lands  adjacent  thereto  for  public  use  and 
enjoyment,  the  boundaries  of  the  Kaniksu 
National  Forest  are  hereby  extended  to  in¬ 
clude  those  of  the  lands  hereinafter  de¬ 
scribed  which  are  nyi  now  within  such 
boundaries.  In  order.-that  they  may  be  man¬ 
aged  under  the  principles  of  multiple  use 
and  sustained  yield{  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  is  hereby  Authorized  to  acquire  the 
following  lands/at  their  fair  market  value: 

Township  <J8  north,  range  4  west,  Boise 
meridian ; 

section  Jt8,  southeast  quarter  southeast 
quarter; 

19,  northeast  quarter  northeast 
lot  3  (southeast  quarter  northeast 

ction  20,  southwest  quarter  northwest 
er; 


section  33,  lot  1  (northeast  quarter  north¬ 
west  quarter) ,  lot  2  (southeast  quarter  north¬ 
west  quarter) ,  lot  3  (northeast  quarter  south¬ 
east  quarter) ,  lot  6  (southeast  quarter  south¬ 
west  quarter) ,  west  half  southwest  quarter 
northeast  quarter,  west  half  northwest 
quarter  southeast  quarter,  southwest  quarter 
southeast  quarter. 

Township  63  north,  range  5  west,  Boise 
meridian: 

section  24,  northeast  quarter  northeast 
quarter,  east  half  northwest  quarter  north¬ 
east  quarter,  northeast  quarter  northeast 
quarter  southwest  quarter  northeast  quarter, 
northwest  quarter  southeast  quarter  north¬ 
east  quarter,  lot  2  (northeast  quarter  south¬ 
east  quarter  northeast  quarter) ,  lot  3 
(northeast  quarter  southeast  quarter  south¬ 
east  quarter  northeast  quarter) . 

Sec.  2.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  not  to  exceed  $500,000  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

AMENDMENT  BY  MR.  ASPINALI, 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Aspinall  : 
Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause,  and 
^insert  the  provisions  of  H.R.  5798,  as  passed 
sty  the  House. 

[Tie  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
le  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third/ 
time/was  read  the  third  time  and  passed. 

A  sihiilar  House  bill  (H.R.  5798)  yfas 
laid  on  me  table.  / 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  ,on  the 
table. 

(Mr.  WHTXK  of  Idaho  (at  tbfe  request 
of  Mr.  Aspinah.)  was  granted, permission 
to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in 
the  Record.) 

Mr.  WHITE  ofTdaW  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  speak  today  on  behalf7 of  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  Upper  Priest.  Lake  in  Bonner 
County,  Idaho,  unquestionably  one  of  the 
most  remote  and'  beautiful  bodies  of 
water  in  the  Nation.  \And  there  is 
urgency  in  my/message. 

H.R.  5798, yk  bill  that  wohld  seal  off 
the  lake  from  private  development  and 
protect  this  scenic  gem  in  its  unspoiled 
forest  setting,  must  become  lawNbefore 
this  mohth  ends,  or  the  lake’s  shoreline 
will  be  subject  to  subdivision  and  com¬ 
mercial  development. 

its  present  state.  Upper  Priest  Lai 
in  be  reached  only  by  boat  and  is  sur¬ 
rounded  by  State  and  federally  owned 
land,  including  the  Kaniksu  National 
Forest.  I  believe  it  is  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest  that  the  417  acres  of  private  land 
involved  be  made  a  part  of  the  national 
forest  through  negotiated  purchases,  as 
provided  in  H.R.  5798. 

It  has  been  only  through  the  interven¬ 
tion  of  a  national  semiscientific  organi¬ 
zation,  Nature  Conservancy,  that  sub¬ 
division  of  a  140-acre  parcel  of  private 
land  for  cabin  sites  has  been  delayed. 
This  organization  provided  a  loan  to  the 
owners  to  buy  a  year’s*time  in  which  to 
save  the  lake.  This  period  of  grace  is 
nearly  over,  and  because  of  this,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  request  that  the  membership 
be  allowed  to  pass  H.R.  5798  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent. 


may  have  until  midnight  on  Saturday  to 
file  a  report  on  H.R.  9874,  the  housing 
bill.  The  bill  number  I  used  in  this  re/ 
quest  was  an  error.  Therefore  I  renew 
the  request  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency  may  have  until  midnight  Sat¬ 
urday  to  file  a  report  on  the  bill  H.R. 
7984,  the  Housing  and  Redevelopment 
Act  of  1965. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there'objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas?  '  / 

There  was  no  objection. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

/ 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  ordey  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Missouri  makes  the  point  of  order  that 
a  quoruni  is  not  present.  Evidently,  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr/  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
callbf  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  103] 


Adams 

Grabowskl 

Nix 

Andrews, 

Griffin 

Pelly 

George  W. 

Halleck 

Powell 

Andrews, 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Price 

N.  Dak. 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Race 

Baring 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Resnick 

Battin 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Roberts 

Blatnik 

Hebert 

Ronan 

Bonner 

Holland 

Roncalio 

Brown,  Ohio 

Jacobs 

Schmidhauser 

Callan 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Selden 

Callaway 

Kluczynski 

Shipley 

Clark 

Landrum 

Sickles 

Clausen, 

Lindsay 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Don  H. 

Long,  Md. 

Stafford 

Culver 

McMillan 

Teague,  Tex. 

Curtis 

Mackay 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Diggs 

Martin,  Ala. 

Todd 

Dole 

Martin,  Mass. 

Toll 

Flood 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Tupper 

Fogarty 

Mathias 

Watkins 

Foley 

Morrison 

Willis 

Fraser 

Morton 

Yates 

On  this  rollcall  368  Members  have 
answered  to  their  names,  a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with.  


COMITTEE  ON  BANKING  AND 
CURRENCY 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  yes¬ 
terday  I  asked  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1961 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf 
of  Mr.  Madden  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  395,  Report  359) 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed : 

H.  Res.  395 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  7750) 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  and  all  points  of  order  against  said 
bill  are  hereby  waived.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  con¬ 
tinue  not  to  exceed  four  hours,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
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ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 


May  20,  1965 


AUTHORIZING  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR  THE  ATOMIC  ENERGY  COM¬ 
MISSION  Fok,  FISCAL  YEAR  1966 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committaeon  Rules,  I  call  up 
the  resolution.  House  Resolution  394,  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the\resolution,  as 
follows: 

H.  Res.  394  \ 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  'move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  \  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bil\(H.R. 

8122)  to  authorize  appropriations 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  in  accordance 
with  section  261  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Actyf 
1954,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes 
and  aU  points  of  order  against  said  bill  are 
hereby  waived.  After  general  debate,  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue 
not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Atomic  Energy,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Tennes¬ 
see  [Mr.  Quillen]  and  pending  that,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  YOUNG  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  House  Res¬ 
olution  394  provides  for  consideration  of 
H.R.  8122,  a  bill  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  to  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission 
in  accordance  with  section  261  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes.  The  resolution 
provides  an  open  rule,  waiving  points  of 
order,  with  2  hours  of  general  debate. 

As  originally  submitted  to  Congress,  /tXernlanr 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission’s  request^  P°^eiPla^-j 
called  for  a  total  authorization  of  $2,59^- 
035,000  for  fiscal  year  1966. 

H.R.  8122  authorizes  a  total  of  $2il55,- 
521,000 — $2,260,776,000  for  operating  ex¬ 
penses  and  $294,745,000  for  plant  and 
capital  equipment — for  the  Commission 
for  fiscal  year  1966— a  difference  of  $36,- 
514,000.  7 

In  addition,  the  bill  would  authorize 
the  AEC  to  enter  into  t\yo  new  coopera¬ 
tive  arrangements  with  organizations 
outside  the  Federal  Government  for  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  nuclear  power- 
plants  embodying7  advanced  concepts. 

Included  within  -the  total  amount,  this 
bill  would  authorize  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  AEC  is  the'sum  of  $132,363,000,  which 
the  AEC  could  utilize  for  these  coopera¬ 
tive  arrangements.  The  bill  would  also 
authorize  AEC  to  waive  use  charges  on 
leased  special  nuclear  material  for  one 
project  in  an  amount  estimated  to  be 
$6,4/3,000,  and  to  purchase  uranium  en¬ 
riched  in  the  isotope  233  produced  under 
tire  arrangement. 


There  is  a  provision  in  the  bill  rescind¬ 
ing  prior  year  authorizations  for  five 
projects  amounting  to  $60,955,000,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  waiver  of  use  charges.  No 
additional  funding  is  provided  for  these 
projects  unless  justification  is  subse¬ 
quently  resubmitted  to  Congress  and  new 
authorization  provided. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
House  Resolution  394. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  QUILLEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks)  . 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
considering  House  Resolution  394,  which 
will  permit  consideration  of  H.R.  8122, 
to  authorize  appropriations  to  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission.  A  2 -hour 
open  rule  is  requested,  waiving  points 
of  order.  I  am  in  support  of  the  rule. 

H.R.  8122  authorizes  appropriations 
for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  for 
•he  fiscal  1966  of  $2,555,521,000. 

also  authorizes  the  AEC  to  begin 
civilian  cooperative  power  reactor 
projects  which  are  to  utilize  a  so-far 
unused  source  of  energy. 

Of  the  authorization,  $2, 260, 776, /00 
is  for  operating  expenses  and  $294745, 
000  is  for'xthe  plant  and  capital  pquip 
ment  expenditures. 

Great  progress  is  being  madb  by  the 
AEC  in  harnessing  atomic  /power  for 
peaceful  uses. 

Under  section  R)6  of  the/bill,  author! 
zation  is  given  td\the  /Commission  to 
enter  into  a  cooper  atiyb  project  with  a 
State,  its  department:  and  agencies,  or 
with  privately,  publicly\or  cooperatively 
owned  utilities  or/industrial  organiza¬ 
tions,  for  participation  in\the  research 
and  development,  design,  ^construction 
and  operatiomof  a  thorium  seqd-blanket 
nuclear  powgi-  plant. 

Section  107  of  the  bill  would  give  au¬ 
thorization  to  the  Commission  th.  con¬ 
tract  wjth  a  utility  or  group  of  utilities 
and  gP  equipment  manuf acturer\  or 
othe/ industrial  organization  for  partii 
paj/on  in  the  research  and  developmen 
sign,  construction  and  operation  of  a 
igh-temperature  gas-cooled  nuclear 


Under  this  section — 107 — the  Public 
Service  Co.  of  Colorado  plans  such  a 
plant  in  its  system.  I  am  advised  by  the 
committee  that  this  electric  utility  sys¬ 
tem  would  spend  approximately  $45  mil¬ 
lion,  which  will  purchase  the  power  fac¬ 
tor  from  the  AEC  manufacturing  unit. 

The  Government  authorization  is  $47,- 
306,000  making  a  total  estimated  cost 
for  this  project  of  some  $92,306,000. 

Under  section  106,  an  agreement  is  un¬ 
der  consideration  for  construction  by  the 
State  of  California  to  supply  power  to 
pump  water  for  the  State’s  water  supply 
project.  I  am  advised  that  the  State  of 
California’s  estimated  participation  is 
$80  million,  of  which  $40  million  will  go 
toward  reactor  costs  and  the  remainder 
toward  normal  plant  construction.  The 
Government  authorization  is  $91.5  mil¬ 
lion,  for  a  total  of  $171.5  million. 

What  payments  or  other  charges  are 
contemplated  in  the  future  by  companies 
which  then  desire  to  obtain  the  patent 
information  derived  from  these  coopera¬ 


tive  programs?  The  answer,  as  I  under^ 
stand  it,  is  that  no  payments  are  to 
made.  The  Government  owns  the  nrft- 
ent  rights  to  all  patents  developed  under 
the  cooperative  program,  even /those 
traceable  to  the  private  participant. 
The  Government  policy  is  toymake  all 
such  information  available  frae  of  charge 
to  other  companies.  Once  tne  process  is 
developed,  the  patents  aije  available  to 
all  interested  parties. 

In  Tennessee  we  are  fbrtunate  to  have 
the  Oak  Ridge  project  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission.  It  has  meant 
much  to  the  Sta/e  of  Tennessee.  Al¬ 
though  it  is  not  hi  my  district,  it  is  in  the 
district  of  my  good  friend  and  colleague, 
the  gentleman"  from  the  second  district 
of  Tennesse/j  John  J.  Duncan.  It  per¬ 
forms  a  very  worthwhile  service,  as  I 
am  sure  /the  other  agencies  and  opera¬ 
tions  of/ this  Commission  do  throughout 
the  Umted  States. 

Mn  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
the'  rule.  Reserving  the  remainder  of 
roT  time,  I  have  no  further  requests  for 
Time. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman 
on  the  Rules  Committee  or  the  gentle¬ 
man  who  brought  the  rule  to  the  floor 
of  the  House  today  will  explain  for  the 
benefit  of  the  House,  why  all  points  of 
order  are  to  be  waived  under  this  rule, 
House  Resolution  394. 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be 
glad  to  explain  to  the  gentleman.  As  I 
understand,  the  restrictive  language  in 
section  103,  on  page  7  of  the  bill,  makes 
the  waiver  necessary.  It  reads  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

(1)  such  construction  project  has  been  in¬ 
cluded  in  a  proposed  authorization  bill 
transmitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  and  (2)  the  Commission  determines 
that  the  project  is  of  such  urgency  that 
construction  of  the  project  should  be  initi¬ 
ated  promptly  upon  enactment  of  legislation 
appropriating  funds  for  its  construction. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  waiving  of  the 
jints  of  order  was  necessary  in  a  time 
oL  national  crisis  and  urgency  for  the 
Commission  to  commence  construction 
of  aNnecessary  project  immediately,  with¬ 
out  authorization  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  HALL.  In  other  words,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  saying  that  this  is  an  authori¬ 
zation  fok  an  immediate  start  on  this 
particular  construction  because  of  a  na¬ 
tional  emergency? 

Mr.  QUILLEN.  Crisis  or  urgency. 
Yes. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  Thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  M/.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 


AUTHORIZING  APPRi  PRIATIONS 
FOR  THE  AEC 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Sj  r,  I 
move  that  the  House  resolve  into 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  =  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  <  era- 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  8122)  to  \ 
appropriations  to  the  Atomic 
Commission  in  accordance  with  sectioT 
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ie  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall,  355 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

Bj\  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Ways  ancl  Means  have  until  midnight 
Saturday,  May  29,  to  file  a  report  to  ac¬ 
company  the  bill  H.R.  8371. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  \)f  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas? 

There  was  ho  objection. 


SPECIAL  SI 
ERAL 


COMMITTEE  ON  FED- 
TO  HIGHWAYS 


Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Special  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Feaeral  Aid  to  Highways 
be  permitted  to  sit\this  afternoon  during 
general  debate  andmlso  tomorrow. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

GENERAL  LABOR  SUBCOMMITTEE 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  General 
Labor  Subcommittee  of  me  Committee 
on  Education  and  Labor  ba  allowed  to  sit 
today  and  tomorrow  during  general  de 
bate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  Objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman\from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mi.  Speaker, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  g  did  not 
hear  the  request. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  requested  unani 
mous  consent  that  the  General  Labor 
Subcommittee  be  allowed  to  sit  toapy  and 
tomorrow  during  general  debate. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Who  Is  the 
ranking  Republican  member  of  thaoysub- 
committee? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Bell]  is  the  ri 
ing  Republican  member. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  \o 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cal: 
fornia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  395  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 
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H.  Res.  395 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shaU  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (HR. 
7750)  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  all  points  of  order  against  said 
bill  are  hereby  waived.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  con¬ 
tinue  not  to  exceed  four  hours,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered 
as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  there¬ 
to  to  final  passage  without  intervening  mo¬ 
tion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Smith],  and  at  this 
time  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

(Mr.  MADDEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  H.R. 
7750  will  extend,  with  modifications,  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961.  The  rule 
provides  4  hours  general  debate  and  after 
which  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ments  under  the  5-minute  rule. 

This  legislation  in  different  form  has 
been  debated  each  year  since  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  aiding  distressed  and  war  strick¬ 
en  nations  started  after  World  War  H. 

This  bill  is  in  conformance  with  the 
President’s  request  to  continue  the  fight 
to  curtail  Communist  aggression.  It  is 
a  program  to  help  weaker  nations  to  pre¬ 
serve  their  liberty  and  self-government. 

Chairman  Morgan  and  the  members 
of  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  are  to 
be  commended  for  the  2  months’  hear¬ 
ings  and  weeks  of  deliberation  on  this 
legislation.  They  reduced  this  1966  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  to  the  lowest  figure  in 
the  history  of  the  program. 

This  bill  authorizes  $2,004,195,000  in 
new  funds,  which  amount,  added  to  funds 
previously  authorized,  provides  a  total 
of  $3,367,670,000  for  foreign  aid  programs 
for  fiscal  1966.  This  program  for  next 
year  will  amount  to  one-half  of  1  percent 
of  our  gross  national  product  and  only 
3.5  percent  of  our  total  Federal  budget. 

The  1966  foreign  aid  program  has 
provisions  to  insist  that  aid  be  tied  to 
self-help  and  performance  on  the  part 
of  the  recipient  nation.  The  President, 
this  year,  recommended  greater  reliance 
on  private  initiative  and  private  enter¬ 
prise  to  improve  the  quality  of  assistance 
in  developing  new  and  weaker  nations. 
He  also  encouraged  more  private  Ameri¬ 
can  investment  in  Latin  America  and 
other  friendly  nations. 

Facts  not  generally  known  are  that 
U.S.  assistance  to  20  nations  in  Africa, 
Latin  America,  and  Asia  requires  that 
the  nation  must  allocate  an  average  of 
$6  for  each  dollar  contributed  for  devel¬ 
opment  of  its  own  resources.  Approxi¬ 
mately  86  percent  of  foreign  aid  funds 


are  spent  in  the  United  States.  Because 
of  this  large  expenditure  of  our  foreign 
aid  funds  in  the  United  States,  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  a  favorable  effect  on  our 
balance-of -payments  deficit. 

Our  exports  to  Latin  America  are  up 
23  percent  since  1960.  Many  recipient 
nations  have  enacted  major  tax  and  land 
reforms  and  constructed  thousands  of 
housing  units.  Over  12  million  children 
have  school  lunch  programs  and  75,000 
teachers  have  been  trained;  10  million 
schoolbooks  have  been  placed  in  circula¬ 
tion  and  40  U.S.  colleges  and  universities 
are  teaching  and  training  youngsters  in 
South  America. 

The  No.  1  program  of  Communists 
leaders  is  education  on  their  atheistic 
and  subversive  doctrines.  It  is  not  too 
late  to  combat  their  propaganda  by  edu¬ 
cating  youth  in  the  free  world  on  the 
truth  about  communisim. 

Our  foreign  aid  assists  schools,  hospi¬ 
tals,  development  loans,  investment 
guarantees,  housing,  military  assistance, 
et  cetera. 

The  House  committee  adopted  two 
important  amendments  to  this  bill.  One 
provides  that  assistance  to  any  nation 
will  be  terminated  if  that  nation  fails  to 
take  measures  to  prevent  the  damage 
or  destruction  of  mob  action  against 
U.S.  property  within  such  country.  The 
second  amendment  provides  that  : 

No  sale  under  title  I  of  this  act  shall  be 
made  to  the  United  Arab  Republic  unless  the 
President  determines  that  such  sale  is 
essential  to  the  national  interest  of  the 
United  States.  No  such  sale  shall  be  author¬ 
ized  for  more  than  1  fiscal  year.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Appropriations  Committee 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  fuUy  and  currently  in¬ 
formed  with  respect  to  sales  made  to  the 
United  Arab  Republic  under  title  I  of  this 
act. 

During  the  4  hours  provided  for  debate 
all  detail  and  aspects  of  this  important 
bill  will  be  fully  explained  by  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee. 

OUR  NATION  IS  FREEDOM’S  SAVIOR 

I  am  indeed  proud  that  during  my 
years  in  Congress  since  World  War  II,  I 
have  supported  our  Government’s  for¬ 
eign  policy  under  Presidents  Roosevelt, 
Truman,  Eisenhower,  Kennedy,  and 
Johnson. 

The  Communist  menace  beginning 
with  Lenin  and  followed  by  Stalin, 
Khrushchev,  and  today’s  Soviet  and  Chi¬ 
nese  tyrants  have  not  changed  or  curbed 
their  drive  for  world  enslavement. 

The  magnitude  of  their  strategy,  or¬ 
ganization,  and  propaganda  methods 
have  never  been  equaled  in  world  history. 
They  have  not  deviated  one  iota  from 
the  Lenin’s  worldwide  teachings  of  40 
years  ago. 

If  their  programs  succeed  in  subju¬ 
gating  nation  by  nation  into  communism 
enslavement,  our  own  free  Government 
and  liberty  will  collapse.  We  will  be¬ 
come  an  island  in  an  ocean  of  world 
communism. 

I  heard  a  few  Members  of  Congress 
during  the  Truman  administration  de¬ 
nounce  the  foreign  aid  program  includ¬ 
ing  aid  to  Greece  and  Turkey  as  a  give- 


10838 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


May  2If,  1965 


away  and  flagrant  waste  of  taxpayers’ 
money.  I  also  remember  General  Ei¬ 
senhower  in  1951  testifying  before  a  con¬ 
gressional  committee  and  saying: 

If  it  had  not  been  for  U.S.  foreign  assist¬ 
ance  aid,  all  Europe  would  be  under  com¬ 
munism  today. 

That  was  in  1951  before  he  was  elected 
President. 

The  same  statement  is  as  true  today  in 
regard  to  the  world  as  it  was  in  regard 
to  Europe  in  1951. 

The  American  people  are  more  in¬ 
formed  and  alert  on  Commuist  world 
enslavement  today,  than  they  were  in 
1951. 

LEST  WE  FORGET 

Millions  in  America  and  throughout 
the  world  today  have  learned  that: 

First.  A  small  well-organized  gang  of 
Bolsheviks  enslaved  175  million  Russians 
through  propaganda,  slave  labor  camps, 
massacres,  and  tortures. 

Second.  Khrushchev,  through  a  man¬ 
made  famine,  starved  5  million  Ukrain¬ 
ians  and  enslaved  that  nation. 

Third.  Millions  from  Poland,  Lith¬ 
uania,  Hungary,  Bulgaria,  Rumania, 
Czechoslovakia,  Latvia,  Estonia,  and 
other  captive  people  were  murdered  or 
worked  in  slave  labor  camps  and  others 
transported  in  boxcars  to  Siberia  so 
Soviet  Communists  could  start  on  the 
road  to  world  tyranny. 

In  the  winter  of  1940  over  14,000  of 
Poland’s  leaders  were  massacred  in  the 
Katyn  Forest  and  two  other  slave  camps 
so  Poland’s  fight  for  freedom  could  be 
defeated. 

A  well-organized,  relatively  small, 
group  of  Chinese  Communists  killed  20 
million  to  communize  500  million 
Chinese. 

Castro  took  over  Cuba  under  the  pre¬ 
tense  of  liberation — later  he  stated,  “I 
am  a  Marxist-Leninist  till  the  day  I  die.” 

J.  Edgar  Hoover  says  in  40  years  com¬ 
munism  has  taken  over  40  percent  of  the 
world’s  population  and  25  percent  of 
earth’s  surface. 

When  I  read  of  misinformed  students 
and  agitators  promoting  riots  and  picket¬ 
ing  the  White  House  and  public  build¬ 
ings,  protesting  Vietnam,  Santo  Do¬ 
mingo,  and  other  Communist  aggression 
areas,  I  feel  that  they  possess  very  little 
knowledge  of  true  communism.  If  the 
Communist  conspiracy  wins  this  world’s 
struggle,  these  bewhiskered,  long-haired 
intellectuals  will  never  do  any  more  pro¬ 
testing  and  placard  picketing.  If  that 
day  comes,  and  they  persist  in  their 
favorite  pastime,  they  will  be  incar¬ 
cerated  immediately  in  a  slave  labor 
camp  or  face  the  firing  squad  as  millions 
of  unfortunate  victims  in  the  captive 
nations  did  after  their  enslavement  by 
the  Communist  tryrants. 

THE  COMMUNIST  FRAUD 

Today  Communists  are  spending  over 
$3  billion  a  year  on  propaganda  which 
is  reaching  every  city  and  hamlet  in  the 
free  world.  They  are  resorting  to  mass 
agitation,  infiltration,  intimidation,  de¬ 
moralization,  subvervience,  and  every 
false  diplomatic  trick  to  promote  dis¬ 
sension  and  bitterness  in  the  nations  of 
the  free  world. 

They  promise  the  people  anything 
from  free  land,  free  religion,  free  educa¬ 


tion,  cancel  debts,  recreation,  no  taxes, 
and  a  utopia  on  earth.  When  the  take¬ 
over  is  complete,  the  promises  are  dis¬ 
carded  and  enslavement  is  completed. 

I  mention  these  facts  because  people 
forget  and  relax  in  this  fight  for  world 
freedom.  Let  us  defeat  this  interna¬ 
tional  menace.  Enacting  this  legislation, 
H.R.  7750,  is  a  major  step  to  destroy  the 
Communist  tryranny. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
use. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  House  Resolution  395  does  provide  an 
open  rule  with  4  hours  of  debate  for  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  7750  entitled  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1965.  The  rule 
also  waives  points  of  order. 

I  am  always  asked  why  points  of  order 
are  waived  when  I  make  that  statement. 
In  this  particular  instance  I  will  have  to 
state  to  you  that  at  the  time  this  rule 
was  granted  in  the  Committee  on  Rules 
I  did  not  know  why  points  of  order  were 
being  waived.  The  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee 
asked  for  4  hours  of  open  debate  and  did 
not  ask  to  waive  points  of  order.  The 
ranking  minority  member,  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Ohio  [Mrs.  Bolton],  con¬ 
curred  in  the  4  hours  of  debate  with  an 
open  rule,  as  did  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Adair],  who  has  some  ex¬ 
ceptions  to  the  bill.  Subsequently  the 
resolution  was  made.  Of  course,  the 
Committee  on  Rules  has  the  authority 
to  grant  any  rule  it  wants  to,  and  I  will 
not  fuss  too  much  about  it  except  that 
it  seems  to  me  that  there  might  be  mem¬ 
bers  of  a  particular  committee  who  pos¬ 
sibly  would  act  one  way  if  the  commit¬ 
tee  agreed  prior  to  this  on  the  4  hours 
and  act  differently  if  the  change  is  made 
after.  There  might  be  some  who  would 
object  to  it.  I  have  checked  through 
my  records  and  I  find  that  we  did  waive 
points  of  order  last  year  on  this  bill  and 
we  also  did  the  year  before,  and  un¬ 
doubtedly  points  of  order  would  have 
been  waived  had  the  request  been  made 
in  this  particular  instance.  So  I  say 
that  I  will  not  fuss  too  much  about  that 
except  I  do  feel  we  are  entitled  to  know 
and  this  body  is  entitled  to  know  that 
this  request  has  been  made,  and  as  a 
member  of  the  committee,  I  can  explain 
to  you  the  purpose  why  it  was  made. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  I  think  it  should  be  made 
very  clear  to  the  House  that  here  is  a  sit¬ 
uation  in  which  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  did  not  ask  for  a  waiver  of 
points  of  order,  in  which  the  ranking 
minority  member  did  not  ask  for  a  waiver 
of  points  of  order,  and  in  which  those  of 
us  who  dissent  from  this  bill  did  not  ask 
for  a  waiver  of  points  of  order,  and  yet 
here  before  us  today  is  a  rule  providing 
for  a  waiver  of  points  of  order.  Now,  it 
seems  to  me  more  than  a  little  strange 
that  this  should  be  the  case,  that  is,  the 
Committee  on  Rules  should  feel  there 
ought  to  be  this  waiver  of  points  of  order 
when  it  was  not  requested.  I  am  asking 


the  gentleman  from  California,  and  I 
will  possibly  ask  other  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  why  it  was  that  such 
a  rule  was  granted  when  it  was  not 
requested. 

I  recall,  as  do  other  members,  that  in 
times  past  we  were  told  that  certain 
changes  ought  to  be  made  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  so  that  broader  rules 
would  be  forthcoming,  so  that  the  broad¬ 
est  possible  debate  could  be  had  upon  a 
subject.  But  here  the  committee  on  its 
own  motion  took  it  upon  itself  to  limit 
debate  to  the  extent  that  points  of  order 
are  waived.  I  would  be  very  much  in¬ 
terested  to  know,  either  from  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  or  from  my  col¬ 
league  from  Indiana  who  spoke  previ¬ 
ously  why  it  was  felt  necessary  to  go  be¬ 
yond  any  requests  made  by  the  legisla¬ 
tive  committee  and  waive  these  points 
of  order. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  an¬ 
swer  to  my  colleague  from  Indiana  I 
might  say  that  every  time  this  legisla¬ 
tion  has  come  before  the  Committee  on 
Rules  it  has  been  reported  out  waiving 
points  of  order;  and  furthermore  it  does 
not  affect  the  operation  of  this  bill  from 
the  standpoint  of  expenditure  because  it 
pertains  to  the  revolving  funds  which  go 
over  from  year  to  year  some  of  the  money 
applied  in  one  branch  of  the  program  and 
some  in  another  branch  of  the  program. 
It  just  makes  the  financing  more  easy 
and  more  simple  for  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment.  It  was  primarily  at  their  re¬ 
quest  that  the  financing  of  this  program 
can  be  handled  with  greater  simplicity 
by  waiving  points  of  order  on  this  rule. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  yield  fur- 
there  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  fact  that  in  previous  years 
points  of  order  have  been  waived  is  not 
really  a  reason  for  waiving  them  this 
year.  If  my  memory  serves  me  correctly 
in  previous  years  there  was  a  request 
from  the  legislative  committee  for  that 
sort  of  thing,  and  the  Committee  on 
Rules  simply  responded  to  that  request. 
But  here,  I  repeat,  is  an  action  taken 
upon  the  motion  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  without  any  request. 

Now,  upon  the  other  point  that  my 
colleague  raises;  that  is,  that  there  is 
no  money  involved  here,  I  do  differ  a  lit¬ 
tle  with  him  on  that.  It  is  true,  as  he 
said,  that  we  are  talking  about  revolving 
funds  and  about  interest  and  fees.  But 
the  best  estimate  that  I  can  get,  on  rather 
short  notice,  is  that  with  respect  to  mili¬ 
tary  sales,  a  possible  point  of  order  might 
involve  up  to  $35  or  $40  million  in  the 
future  and  might  involve  on  sales  of  mil¬ 
itary  surplus  and  refunds  from  economic 
assistance  as  much  as  $20  million.  So  we 
are  in  fact  talking  about  substantial 
amounts  of  money,  in  my  opinion.  It 
seems  to  me  that  here  is  a  situation  in 
which  the  Committee  on  Rules  has  gone 
beyond  its  proper  function  in  bringing 
such  a  rule  before  the  House  today. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  The  mere 
fact  that  in  the  past  a  rule  waiving 
points  of  order  has  been  granted  is  not 
necessarily  a  proper  precedent  for  such 
action  today  unless,  of  course,  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  this  year  are  identical  with 
the  circumstances  in  previous  years.  It 
seems  to  me  that  one  or  two  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  that  may  have  been  subject  to  a 
point  of  order  are  new  sections  on  provi¬ 
sions  this  year  and  are  sections  that  we 
have  not  had  before  the  House  in  the 
past. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Pannsylvania,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  whether  on  pages  13  and  14  un¬ 
der  chapter  1,  section  301,  are  not  those 
rather  broad  changes  that  conceivably 
could  affect  significantly  the  amount  of 
dollars? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Well,  we  felt  very 
strongly  when  we  went  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Rules  that  these  provisions  of  the 
bill  were  not  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 

I  believe  we  are  making  a  mountain 
out  of  a  molehill  here.  I  am  not  sure 
where  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Adair]  got  the  figures  which  he 
quoted  a  while  ago.  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  amounts  of  money  he  mentions 
are  involved  in  either  section.  These 
sections  of  the  bill  represent  bookkeep¬ 
ing  changes  in  a  revolving  fund  that  was 
established  in  1957.  They  do  not  estab¬ 
lish  any  new  revolving  funds.  These 
changes  were  recommended  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  to  bring  these  funds 
under  the  regular  bookkeeping  proce¬ 
dures  for  revolving  funds.  That  is  all 
that  is  involved  here. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  it 
conceivably  could  result  in  funds  of 
sizable  magnitude - 

Mr.  MORGAN.  If  the  gentleman 
from  California  will  yield  further,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  is  saying 
“may  be  subject  to  a  point  of  order,” 
“could  be  subject  to  a  point  of  order,” 
but  no  one  said  they  are  subject  to  a 
point  of  order. 

We  went  to  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
and  we  went  there  in  all  sincerity.  We 
believed  that  nothing  in  this  bill  was 
subject  to  a  point  of  order.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules,  in  its  wisdom  in  grant¬ 
ing  previous  rules  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs,  has  always  granted  rules 
waiving  points  of  order.  They  decided 
to  grant  the  same  type  rule  which  has 
been  granted  heretofore,  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Affairs  concurred  in 
that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  see  no  reason  for  all 
this  conflict  when  the  provisions  in  ques¬ 
tion  represent  very  minor  changes  in  a 
revolving  funds  which  has  worked  very 
well  since  1957. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  was 
there  unanimity  in  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs  for  the  revisions  set  forth 
on  pages  13  and  14? 


Mr.  MORGAN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  yes;  there  was.  During  the  mark¬ 
up  there  were  no  efforts  to  amend  these 
sections. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  To  either 
one  of  those  provisions? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  To  either  one  of  those 
provisions. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  question  that  has 
not  been  answered  here  this  morning  is 
who  requested  a  waiver  of  points  of  order 
on  this  bill?  Obviously  the  chairman  did 
not  ask  for  the  waiver,  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  did  not  ask  for  a  waiver 
of  points  of  order  and  no  one  who  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  Rules  Committee,  inso¬ 
far  as  I  can  ascertain,  asked  for  the 
waiver.  From  where  did  this  request 
come?  Was  it  from  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  down  in  Foggy  Bottom?  Or  was  it 
from  the  White  House?  Where  did  the 
request  come  from? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  will  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa - 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  No,  I  do  not 
yield  any  further  right  now. 

I  want  to  clear  this  up  myself  and  state 
that  this  request  in  my  opinion  was  made 
in  all  honesty.  I  do  not  believe  there  was 
any  such  thing  involved  as  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  suggests.  I  just  simply  wanted 
to  bring  this  before  the  House  and  to 
give  my  interpretation  of  what  happened. 
I  voted  against  the  rule  because  the  re¬ 
quest  was  made  and  I  feel  as  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules  that  I  should  ex¬ 
plain  it.  But  there  is  nothing  like  that 
involved  here.  The  Committee  on  Rules, 
in  its  wisdom  on  the  motion  made,  feel¬ 
ing  that  the  points  of  order  should  be 
waived — the  committee  maybe  neglected 
to  ask  for  it — but  in  any  event  may  I 
state  to  the  gentleman,  the  rule  here  to¬ 
day  will  waive  points  of  order  and  it  can 
be  discussed  further,  if  necessary,  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union.  I  simply  want  to 
bring  that  to  the  attention  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  I  knew  all  of  the  facts 
pertaining  to  this  situation  I  might  not 
agree  with  the  gentleman  from  Califor¬ 
nia  that  the  committee  exercised  wisdom 
in  granting  a  waiver  of  points  of  order. 
I  hope  the  gentleman  will  concede  me  the 
right  to  disagree  with  the  Committee  on 
Rules. 

I  would  say  further  I  would  think  that 
the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  would 
have  discussed  this  in  the  final  markup 
of  the  bill  so  that  other  members  of  the 
committee  would  have  been  put  on  notice 
and  thus  had  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  the  Committee  on  Rules  to  con¬ 
test  an  application  for  a  waiver  of  points 
of  order.  This  was  not  done.  The  rank 
and  file  members  of  the  committee  were 
shortcircuited  in  this  case. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  That  was 
one  reason  I  mentioned  the  fact  that  pos¬ 
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sibly  this  could  be  avoided  in  the  future 
in  connection  with  other  bills. 

However,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  connection 
with  this  bill  before  us  today  there  are 
different  amounts  of  money  involved.  As 
to  how  much  the  total  will  be,  it  ranges 
al  the  way  from  possibly  $6  billion,  up  to 
probably  $9  billion,  and  this  includes  the 
money  in  the  pipeline. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a  total  of  $2 
billion  which  is  proposed  for  use  in  72 
countries  which  will  be  helped.  In  other 
instances  there  has  probably  been  100 
countries  which  will  be  helped  and  pos¬ 
sibly  as  much  as  $38  billion  have  been 
expended  on  the  entire  program.  But 
this  particular  bill  when  considered  in 
connection  with  all  the  other  bills  having 
to  do  with  foreign  aid  our  total  expendi¬ 
tures  would  go  up  to  probably  $110  bil¬ 
lion  over  the  years  the  program  has  been 
in  effect. 

Those  matters  will  be  brought  out,  I 
am  certain,  in  general  debate.  The 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Madden] 
has  set  forth  his  reasons  in  support  of 
the  bill.  I  agree  we  should  have  a  certain 
amount  of  military  and  economic  foreign 
aid,  but  I  think  the  program  has  gone 
too  far,  consistent  with  the  ability  of 
the  U.S.  taxpayer  to  pay,  and  because 
of  that  I  have  always  voted  against  this 
program. 

I  would  like  to  set  forth  in  the  Record 
some  of  the  objections  five  members  of 
the  committee  have.  I  well  realize  all  of 
us  have  had  the  opportunity  to  read 
these  in  the  report,  but  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  does  circulate  throughout 
the  United  States  and  many  people  are 
interested  in  reading  it.  I  am  inclined 
to  agree  with  these  statements  and  I 
would  like  to  insert  them  in  the  Record, 
commencing  on  page  69,  as  follows: 

The  drain  on  the  U.S.  gold  stocks  are  a 
direct  result  of  the  aid  program; 

The  United  States  has  a  total  of  over  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  in  foreign  currency  in  almost 
every  country  of  the  world,  some  of  which 
could  be  used  to  lessen  the  strain  on  our 
dollars; 

The  cost  of  the  foreign  aid  package  is 
greatly  in  excess  of  the  “barebones”  amount 
requested  by  the  executive  branch; 

The  Congress  is  increasingly  abdicating  its 
responsibility  to  control  the  funds  requested 
for  foreign  aid; 

The  unexpended  balances  (pipeline)  in  the 
program  after  June  30  this  year  will  total 
over  $9  billion — many  times  the  amount 
actually  being  authorized  this  year  and  ac¬ 
countability  is  being  lost; 

There  is  inadequate  review  of  the  expendi¬ 
tures  under  the  foreign  aid  program; 

There  seems  to  be  a  general  lack  of  concern 
for  congressional  intent  expressed  in  some 
instances  in  the  hearings  on  foreign  aid  and 
sometimes  in  the  law  itself; 

Some  actions  being  taken  under  the  pro¬ 
gram  may  be  detrimental  to  American  busi¬ 
ness  interest; 

The  use  of  contractual  technical  and  ad¬ 
visory  services  by  AID  is  being  used  far  to  ex¬ 
cess; 

Civic  action  projects  financed  under  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  are  being  broadened  to  in¬ 
clude  large-scale  economic  assistance  proj¬ 
ects,  rather  than  being  limited  to  a  grass¬ 
roots  approach  which  has  been  its  primary 
virtue  in  the  past; 

Economic  assistance  is  not  sufficiently 
reaching  the  people  of  the  aid-recipient 
countries;  and 
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The  policy  of  increased  East -West  trade 
could  very  well  be  detrimental  to  the  peoples 
of  the  Communist  captive  nations. 

Then  referring  further  to  the  conclu¬ 
sions  on  pages  92  and  93  of  the  minority 
report,  I  would  like  to  have  them  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Record  at  this  point.  They 
are  as  follows : 

CONCLUSION 

Foreign  aid  has  consistently  fallen  short  of 
the  utopian  objectives  so  ardently  expressed 
each  year  the  program  is  presented. 

It  has  not  halted  either  the  expansion 
of  communism  or  the  drift  of  many  aid  re¬ 
cipient  nations  toward  Communist  ideolo¬ 
gies.  Indonesia,  which  has  received  nearly 
a  billion  dollars  of  U.S.  economic  and  mili¬ 
tary  assistance,  and  Cambodia,  which  has 
received  nearly  $400  million,  are  both  em¬ 
bracing  Peiping.  We  might  add  that  the 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  given  to 
Cuba  in  aid,  including  premium  prices  on 
sugar,  did  not  prevent  that  country’s  take¬ 
over. 

It  has  not  improved  the  image  of  America 
in  the  eyes  of  the  aid  recipient  nations. 
In  every  corner  of  the  world  and  in  spite  of 
our  efforts  in  the  past,  nations  with,  or  often 
without  the  slightest  provocation,  take  the 
opportunity  to  bitterly  criticize  the  United 
States  and  her  policies.  At  the  present 
time,  this  is  occurring  in  India  and  Pakistan. 

It  has  not  improved  the  stability  of  gov¬ 
ernment.  Current  situations  in  the  Domin¬ 
ican  Republic  where  opposing  forces  have 
no  regard  for  law  and  order  and  in  Korea 
where  the  Government  is  daily  combating 
the  efforts  of  a  mass  of  organized  students 
in  its  attempt  to  stay  in  power  demonstrate 
the  failure  of  this  objective. 

The  point  has  now  been  reached  where 
the  foreign  aid  program  must  be  drastically 
reduced  or  an  outraged  public  will  end  it. 
If  submitted  today  to  a  referendum  of  the 
American  people,  there  is  no  doubt  that  it 
would  be  doomed. 

Fiscal  year  1966  marks  the  end  of  the  long¬ 
term  authorizations  for  the  development  loan 
program  and  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 
These  programs  representing  as  they  do  over 
60  percent  of  the  total  appropriation  request 
for  economic  assistance  in  1966,  must  be 
minutely  scrutinzed  before  entertaining  the 
requests  of  the  executive  branch  for  addi¬ 
tional  funds.  We  do  not  believe  that  AID, 
guided  by  its  own  self-interest  for  preserva¬ 
tion  of  the  status  quo,  qualifies  to  make  the 
required  top-to-bottom  review. 

A  principal  consideration  in  any  program 
to  be  offered  is  the  selectivity  of  our  assist¬ 
ance.  New  nations,  as  they  attain  their 
autonomy,  take  the  attitude  that  our  lar¬ 
gess  is  their  inherent  right.  If  any  aid 
program  is  ever  to  have  any  benefit,  it  can¬ 
not  be  put  on  an  automatic  handout  basis. 

Saddled  with  backbreaking  debt  and  bor¬ 
rowing  billions  of  dollars  each  year,  the 
United  States  can  no  longer  fight  wars  and, 
through  our  aid  program,  finance  the  rest 
of  the  so-called  free  world  without  itself 
being  plunged  into  bankruptcy. 

I,  too,  am  very  much  against  com¬ 
munism.  I  have  been  fighting  it  for  a 
good  many  years,  ever  since  back  in  the 
thirties  in  investigating  cases.  If  I  were 
satisfied  we  were  actually  winning  the 
fight  over  communism  in  spending  this 
amount  of  money,  I  would  change  my 
vote  and  vote  for  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram,  but  I  am  not  convinced  over  the 
years,  as  I  have  watched  the  program 
carefully,  that  we  have  stopped  com¬ 
munism  to  any  great  extent.  In  fact,  it 
is  my  opinion  the  Communist  Party  in 
the  United  States  is  making  more  prog¬ 
ress  than  it  has  made  in  recent  years 
in  the  United  States,  not  only  through 


its  own  actions  but  through  the  actions 
of  others  who  are  not  informed.  In  re¬ 
cent  years,  it  is  not  the  revolution  that 
is  going  to  come  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  situation  to  overtake  a  country 
like  the  United  States  of  America;  it  is 
going  to  come  about  if  we  spend  our¬ 
selves  into  bankruptcy.  They  may  be 
voted  in  and  will  take  over. 

Those  are  the  things  that  worry  me 
as  we  have  increased  the  program  vastly 
in  connection  with  spending  programs 
domestically  and  otherwise  all  over  the 
world. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE'  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  7750)  to  amend 
further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  7750,  with 
Mr.  Landrum  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Morgan]  will  be  recognized  for  2  hours 
and  the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio  [Mrs. 
Bolton]  will  be  recognized  for  2  hours. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Morgan]. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  13  minutes. 

(Mr.  MORGAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  before  us  this  afternoon  H.R.  7750 
which  authorizes  $2,004,195,000  to  carry 
on  the  foreign  assistance  program  for 
another  year  and  makes  a  number  of 
amendments  to  the  basic  act. 

There  has  been  a  good  deal  of  discus¬ 
sion  in  the  newspapers  of  growing  dis¬ 
satisfaction  with  foreign  aid.  There  are 
a  number  of  well-informed  people  who 
say  that  the  foreign  assistance  program 
is  obsolete  and  should  be  replaced  with 
something  better. 

I  would  be  the  first  to  recommend 
that  we  trade  in  the  present  AID  opera¬ 
tion  on  a  new  atomic  powered,  stream¬ 
lined  model  if  the  new  model  was  avail¬ 
able. 

Today  we  are  actively  engaged  in  de¬ 
fending  ourselves  against  Communist 
aggression  on  several  fronts.  Our  de¬ 
fense  strategy  is  based  on  the  availabil¬ 
ity  of  foreign  aid.  We  must  face  the 
fact  that  any  new,  all-purpose,  waste- 
proof,  foolproof,  and  low-cost  model  of 
a  foreign  aid  program  is  not  yet  on  the 
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drawing  boards.  We  cannot  postpone 
the  war  until  we  have  better  weapons. 
We  have  to  carry  on  with  what  is  avail¬ 
able. 

Let  me  point  out  that  I  am  not  ready 
to  concede  that  the  foreign  aid  program 
as  now  organized  and  operated  is  ob¬ 
solete  and  ready  for  the  junkyard.  We 
have  gotten  a  lot  of  mileage  out  of  it, 
and  we  are  getting  a  lot  of  mileage  out 
of  it  today. 

It  is  easy  to  compile  a  list  of  short¬ 
comings  of  our  foreign  aid  operations— 
of  tilings  it  has  failed  to  accomplish  and 
situations  it  is  unable  to  cope  with. 

It  was  easy  to  compile  a  list  of  the 
shortcomings  of  the  model  T  Ford. 
There  were  a  lot  of  things  it  could  not 
and  did  not  do.  Some  of  us  remember 
the  handcrank  and  the  magneto  lights. 
They  would  be  regarded  as  safety  haz¬ 
ards  today. 

Yet  the  model  T  played  a  vital  role  in 
the  Nation’s  transportation  for  a  quarter 
of  a  century. 

Let  us  not  concentrate  so  hard  on  the 
deficiencies  of  foreign  aid  that  we  over¬ 
look  what  it  is  doing  for  us.  We  do  not 
have  a  model  T  foreign  aid  program.  We 
have  a  1965  model  which  is  better  than 
the  older  models  and  which  will  render 
service  of  vital  importance  to  our 
country. 

We  are  learning  more  about  foreign 
aid  every  year,  and  we  are  making  bet¬ 
ter  use  of  it  every  day. 

We  know  that  foreign  aid  is  not  a  mir¬ 
acle  vaccine  which  immunizes  a  country 
against  communism.  We  have  to  ad¬ 
mit  that  we  may  have  poured  a  lot  of 
money  down  the  drain  in  Indonesia.  On 
the  other  hand,  every  critic  of  foreign 
aid  is  confronted  with  the  fact  that  the 
armed  forces  of  Brazil  threw  out  the 
Goulart  government  and  that  U.S.  mili¬ 
tary  aid  was  a  major  factor  in  giving 
these  forces  an  indoctrination  in  the 
principles  of  democracy  and  a  pro -U.S. 
orientation.  Many  of  these  officers  were 
trained  in  the  United  States  under  the 
AID  program.  They  knew  that  democ¬ 
racy  was  better  than  communism. 

We  find  ourselves  in  a  serious  situation 
in  Vietnam.  The  people  of  Vietnam  are 
fighting  and  dying  in  the  defense  of  their 
country.  They  have  not  surrendered  to 
the  invader.  They  have  not  resigned 
themselves  to  accepting  Communist 
domination  as  inevitable.  Without  our 
aid,  both  economic  and  military,  they 
could  not  carry  on. 

Eleven  countries  that  rim  the  Sino- 
Soviet  bloc,  from  Greece  across  Asia  to 
Korea,  maintain  3l/z  million  men  under 
arms.  Our  defense  strategy  depends  on 
these  forces  to  maintain  internal  security 
and  to  defend  against  small  scale  at¬ 
tacks.  These  forces  would  not  exist 
without  our  military  and  economic  aid. 

We  are  aware  that  there  are  countries 
which  after  receiving  aid  for  over  a 
decade  do  not  seem  to  be  any  better  off 
than  they  were  before.  On  the  other 
hand,  there  are  26  countries — they  are 
listed  on  page  11  of  the  hearings — which 
have  received  assistance  from  us  in  the 
past  and  no  longer  get  U.S.  economic 
aid.  In  most  cases  they  have  gotten  on 
their  feet  and  are  able  to  maintain  them¬ 
selves. 
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While  we  find  ourselves  engaged  in  hot 
wars  in  Vietnam  and  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public,  the  free  nations  of  all  continents 
are  resisting  Communist  domination. 
Without  the  support  which  the  United 
States  is  giving  or  is  able  to  give,  I  am 
sure  that  many  of  them  would  be  trying 
to  work  out  an  accommodation  with  the 
Communist  bloc. 

While  foreign  aid  has  not  accomplished 
everything  that  needs  to  be  done,  while 
it  has  failed  on  some  occasions,  while 
the  struggle  with  the  Soviet  Union  and 
Red  China  has  not  been  won,  foreign 
aid  has  made  it  possible  to  win  some 
important  battles  and  is  an  essential 
weapon  if  we  are  to  win  the  important 
battles  to  come. 

Now  let  me  say  something  about  the 
details  of  the- bill: 

The  President  is  asking  for  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $3,380,370,000  for  foreign  aid 
for  fiscal  1966.  The  request  for  new  au¬ 
thorization  was  $2,016,895,000.  The  dif¬ 
ference  is  represented  by  funds  previous¬ 
ly  authorized. 

The  committee  cut  the  funds  requested 
by  only  $12,700,000.  It  cut  the  authoriz¬ 
ation  for  voluntary  contributions  to  in¬ 
ternational  organizations  by  $10,700,000 
and  cut  administrative  expenses  by  $2 
million. 

In  addition  to  authorizing  funds,  the 
bill  imposes  some  restrictions  on  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  foreign  aid  program. 

On  page  15,  line  6,  of  the  bill — page  32 
of  the  report — there  is  a  provision  cut¬ 
ting  off  aid  to  any  country  permitting  its 
ships  to  carry  cargo  to  North  Vietnam. 
The  language  is  the  same  as  that  already 
in  the  act  relating  to  ships  going  to  Cuba. 
The  United  Kingdom  is  now  ineligible 
for  aid  because  it  has  not  stopped  its 
ships  from  going  to  Cuba,  but  some  of 
our  friends  and  allies  who  still  receive 
our  aid  have  been  permitting  their  ships 
to  serve  North  Vietnam.  This  provision 
should  make  clear  the  position  of  the 
Congress  and  increase  our  leverage  in 
dealing  with  foreign  governments. 

On  page  1,  line  11 — page  8  of  the  re¬ 
port — is  a  provision  indicating  that  aid 
should  be  cut  off  to  countries  which  per¬ 
mit  or  fail  to  prevent  destruction  of  our 
embassies  or  other  property  by  mob  viol¬ 
ence.  We  did  not  enact  a  rigid  require¬ 
ment  that  aid  be  cut  off  because  we  did 
not  feel  that  our  policy  toward  a  gov¬ 
ernment  should  be  determined  by  what  a 
mob  does  or  does  not  do.  On  the  other 
hand,  we  believe  that  the  Department  of 
State  and  the  recipients  of  our  aid  should 
give  a  higher  priority  to  the  protection  of 
U.S.  property  from  mob  violence.  We 
do  not  want  such  destruction  to  become 
an  accepted  procedure  in  the  conduct  of 
diplomacy. 

The  last  section  of  the  bill,  page  19, 
line  17 — report,  page  36 — amends  Public 
Law  480  to  forbid  sales  of  farm  products 
for  foreign  currency  to  Egypt  unless  the 
President  determines  that  such  a  sale  is 
essential  to  the  national  interest.  If 
the  President  makes  such  a  determina¬ 
tion,  a  sale  for  only  a  year  can  be  made. 
We  do  not  want  any  more  3  year  sales 
contracts  with  Nasser. 

The  bill  includes  several  amendments 
to  improve  the  effectiveness  of  our  for¬ 
eign  assistance  operations.  None  of 


them  is  revolutionary  in  nature.  They 
should  make  the  machinery  work  bet¬ 
ter  but  they  do  not  provide  for  a  basic 
reorganization. 

One  important  group  of  amendments, 
contained  in  title  III  of  the  bill,  begin¬ 
ning  on  page  3,  are  intended  to  facilitate 
the  operation  of  the  investment  guar¬ 
anty  program. 

I  think  most  of  us  would  agree  that  the 
best  thing  that  could  happen  to  develop 
the  undeveloped  countries  would  be 
for  the  U.S.  businessmen  to  undertake 
operations  there.  There  is  a  greater 
shortage  of  management  and  technical 
skill  than  there  is  of  capital  in  most 
cases. 

There  are  so  many  risks  connected 
with  doing  business  in  these  countries 
that  U.S.  firms  are  not  willing  to  assume 
them.  The  investment  guarantee  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  developed  to  make  it 
possible  for  American  businessmen  to 
go  into  undeveloped  countries  with  a 
reasonable  opportunity  to  make  a  profit. 

Guarantees  are  offered  against  incon¬ 
vertibility  of  earnings,  expropriation  and 
war,  revolution  and  insurrection.  The 
program  is  expanding  rapidly,  and  con¬ 
tracts  have  been  issued  at  the  rate  of  $80 
million  a  month  in  recent  months. 

As  the  program  has  expanded,  a  num¬ 
ber  of  problems  have  been  encountered, 
and  certain  changes  in  the  basic  au¬ 
thority  have  been  provided  as  well  as  a 
raising  of  the  ceiling  on  the  volume  of 
guarantee  contracts  which  can  be  en¬ 
tered  into.  A  detailed  description  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  10  of  the  committee  print. 

Another  significant  group  of  amend¬ 
ments  are  designed  to  facilitate  sales  of 
military  equipment  to  our  friends  and 
allies.  It  is  not  generally  realized  that 
the  United  States  is  selling  to  other  gov¬ 
ernments,  for  good  American  dollars,  as 
much  military  equipment  as  we  are  pro¬ 
viding  on  a  grant  basis. 

In  fiscal  year  1964  we  collected  $1,200 
million  for  sales  of  military  equipment  to 
50  allied  or  friendly  nations.  Sales  are 
currently  running  at  the  rate  of  $1,500 
million  a  year. 

As  long  as  we  desire  that  our  allies  and 
other  countries  on  our  side  have  ade¬ 
quate  supplies  of  modern  weapons,  it  is 
better  for  us  to  sell  to  them  than  to  sup¬ 
ply  them  free. 

The  bill  includes  a  number  of  amend¬ 
ments  to  existing  law  to  improve  the 
operation  of  this  sales  effort.  Details 
are  given  beginning  on  page  27  of  the 
committee  report. 

Before  I  close,  I  want  to  say  this.  I 
heard  some  talk  of  voting  against  the 
foreign  aid  bill  as  a  protest  against  what 
is  going  on.  Let  me  urge  that  before  any¬ 
one  votes  against  this  bill  he  give  a  lot  of 
thought  to  what  he  is  really  protesting 
against. 

A  vote  against  this  bill  will  not  produce 
a  new  and  better  program  for  the  critical 
months  ahead.  We  can  curtail  the  pro¬ 
gram,  we  can  eliminate  vital  parts  of 
it,  and  we  might  make  improvements  in 
its  effectiveness  by  amendment  to  the 
basic  legislation,  but  we  cannot  develop 
a  new  and  better  program  on  the  floor 
of  the  House. 

Every  one  of  us  must  decide  for  him¬ 
self  whether  there  is  any  possibility  of 


winning  the  war  in  Vietnam,  restoring 
tranquility  to  the  Dominican  Republic, 
defending  Latin  America  against  Castro¬ 
ism,  and  containing  the  aggression  of 
Red  China  without  the  funds  and  the 
authority  contained  in  the  bill  before 
us.  For  most  of  us,  I  am  sure,  the  answer 
is  clear.  The  foreign  assistance  program, 
this  foreign  assistance  program,  is  vital 
to  our  security. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  once  again  we  are  en¬ 
gaged  in  our  annual  “minuet  on  foreign 
aid.”  The  music  prepared  by  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  is  soft  and  soothing;  we  on 
the  committee  have  added  an  occasional 
note  or  a  random  bar  that  does  not  dis¬ 
turb  the  harmony.  Some  will  pirouette 
around  the  language  in  the  bill  until  the 
audience  is  no  less  dizzy  than  the  per¬ 
former  who  attempts  to  justify  the  pro¬ 
visions.  Others  will  curtsy  to  each  other 
as  they  exchange  explanations  of  what 
the  committee  has  reported  out.  And 
when  it  is  all  over,  we  will  have  voted  for 
another  year  of  an  international  Appa¬ 
lachia  program. 

Over  the  years  I  have  supported  the 
basic  objectives  of  our  mutual  security 
programs  under  both  Democratic  and 
Republican  Presidents.  But  I  have  dif¬ 
fered  with  each  from  time  to  time  on 
specific  items  in  the  program  and  the 
dollar  amounts  to  be  spent.  There  is  no 
question  but  that  the  AID  programs  un¬ 
der  their  various  names  have  made  mis¬ 
takes  of  both  original  decisions  and  ad¬ 
ministration.  How  could  it  have  been 
otherwise  when  there  were  11  directors 
in  15  years?  An  outstanding  failure  of 
the  present  AID  program  is  Indonesia, 
where  Sukarno  has  not  only  insulted  us 
but  worked  counter  to  our  national  in¬ 
terest.  On  the  other  hand,  there  are  ex¬ 
amples  where  success  has  been  achieved 
and  aid  is  ending.  An  impressive  such 
case  is  that  of  the  Republic  of  China,  on 
Taiwan.  The  efforts  of  their  people, 
with  U.S.  assistance,  have  brought  about 
remarkable  changes. 

Few  Members  of  this  House  have  lived 
with  the  foreign  aid  program  as  long  as 
I  have.  It  has  been  a  little  more  than 
24  years  since  I  was  first  catapulted  into 
the  middle  of  it. 

It  started  with  modest  objectives  and 
clear  priorities.  I  know  only  too  well 
that  the  world  into  which  it  was  born  has 
become  infinitely  more  complex  in  the  in¬ 
tervening  years.  The  leadership  that 
centered  around  our  country  and  the 
Soviet  Union  only  18  years  ago  has  been 
challenged,  and  in  some  cases,  splintered 
by  old  allies  and  new  neutrals.  I  often 
recall  a  phrase  used  by  our  former  col¬ 
league,  John  Vorys,  who  said  of  foreign 
aid  that  “it  is  like  shooting  at  a  moving 
target.”  That  is  so  true.  But  it  is  no 
reason  to  substitute  a  shotgun  for  a  rifle. 

Those  of  us  who  over  the  years  have 
fought  for  foreign  aid  are  suffering  from 
combat  fatigue.  Why?  Not  because  we 
weary  of  a  long  fight.  We  knew  that  we 
could  not  work  out  neat  time  phases  for 
each  part  of  the  program.  We  are  grow¬ 
ing  tired  because  the  program  has  grown 
confused  and  disordered.  First  things 
seem  to  come  first  except  in  foreign  aid 
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where  first  things  come  second  or  third — 
or  maybe  not  at  all. 

Let  me  offer  one  example.  In  every  one 
of  the  underdeveloped  countries  to  which 
we  are  giving  assistance,  the  most  per¬ 
sistent  problem  they  face  is  a  rapidly  ex¬ 
panding  population.  In  simple  terms 
this  means  more  mouths  to  feed.  How 
are  we  helping  them  meet  this  solution? 
Through  the  sale  of  our  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  we  help  them  deal  with 
today’s  needs.  But  if  they  are  to  cope 
with  tomorrow’s  demands,  they  must  di¬ 
rect  their  energies  and  we  must  gear  our 
assistance  to  intensive  and  concentrated 
attention  on  agricultural  production.  In 
my  scale  of  values  this  is  putting  first 
things  first. 

Are  we  doing  that?  I  fear  not.  In¬ 
stead,  we  are  dabbling  in  agriculture 
while  we  disperse  our  manpower  and 
money  in  fields  of  industry,  transporta¬ 
tion,  and  multitudes  of  very  costly  proj¬ 
ects.  The  result  is  that  we  contribute  to 
the  growing  gap  between  the  agricul¬ 
tural  sector  and  the  urban  sector  of  these 
countries,  stimulate  inflationary  trends, 
and  only  make  more  difficult  the  internal 
political  integration  that  so  many  of 
them  are  lacking.  The  political  evolu¬ 
tion  of  these  countries  will  do  more  to 
determine  the  course  of  their  economic 
development  than  all  the  aid  they  may 
receive. 

Would  it  not  have  served  our  pur¬ 
poses  and  the  needs  of  the  people  better 
if  in  Indonesia,  to  cite  one  instance,  we 
had  confined  our  program  to  one  that 
would  make  the  natural  abundance  of 
that  country  more  easily  available  to  its 
people?  Certainly,  Sukarno  would  have 
been  no  more  unhappy  with  our  assist¬ 
ance.  I  remember  long  ago  that  Burma 
had  lost  its  markets  for  its  rice  At  the 
same  time  we  sent  rice  to  those  coun¬ 
tries  that  had  formerly  bought  Bur¬ 
mese  rice.  They  did  not  have  to  buy  it 
from  Burma.  Who  regards  this  as  an  in¬ 
telligent  approach? 

It  is  no  satisfaction  to  say  that  in¬ 
creasingly  we  are  lending  instead  of  giv¬ 
ing  money. 

In  a  recent  report  made  by  the  Agency 
for  International  Development  on  the 
matter  of  loans  there  is  a  note  of  real 
caution  on  the  problems  raised  by  loans. 
Why?  Because  if  they  borrow  too  much 
they  will  not  be  able  to  pay  it  off.  I 
believe  we  should  think  of  it  from  their 
angle  some  of  the  time.  Among  the 
conclusions  in  that  report  is  this  state¬ 
ment: 

The  debt  service  burden  of  those  (de¬ 
veloping)  nations  Is  rising  at  a  pace  which 
threatens  the  success  of  the  development 
effort. 

Should  not  this  statement  in  itself 
serve  as  a  warning  that  perhaps  we  do 
not  know  as  much  about  the  intricacies 
of  development  as  we  are  led  to  be¬ 
lieve? 

I  say  that  because  so  many  people 
come  to  us  and  say  we  should  lend  and 
should  not  give  grants.  Perhaps  we 
should,  but  let  us  make  sure  that  we 
are  not  lending  to  countries  who  will 
never  be  able  to  repay  it  and  who  will 
go  bankrupt  if  they  tried  to. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  view  of  the  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  committee,  I  was  dis¬ 


appointed  that  the  reductions  made  were 
so  small.  Only  two  items  were  cut — 
one  for  administrative  expenses,  which 
could  well  be  cut,  and  the  other  for  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  field  of  international  orga¬ 
nization.  And  in  that  instance,  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  reported  that  it  could  not  use 
the  money  it  had  originally  requested. 

I  do  not  enjoy  a  meat-ax  reduction  in 
any  program.  I  would  prefer  to  make 
my  decision  on  the  amounts  on  the  basis 
of  the  merits  of  each  program.  Unhap¬ 
pily,  the  structure  of  this  program  is 
such  that  the  individual  Member  has  no 
alternative  but  to  propose  a  nice  round 
figure  to  be  sliced  off  and  hope  that  it 
affects  those  programs  of  which  he  does 
not  aprove  and  from  which  this  money 
should  be  taken.  The  same  observation 
can  be  made  about  the  personnel  who 
are  operating  this  program.  This  win¬ 
ter  our  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Hays],  who  is  intensely  inter¬ 
ested  in  our  personnel  overseas,  made  a 
quick  visit  to  one  country-  In  one  AID 
mission  he  found  that  40  percent  of  the 
personnel  listed  as  “on  board”  were  not 
in  that  country-  If  AID  does  not  know 
who  is  where,  can  we  expect  that  its  re¬ 
port  on  the  program  can  be  given  any 
credence?  I  am  objecting  to  the  way  it 
is  done.  I  am  not  objecting  to  the  fact 
that  we  must  do  it,  which  I  believe. 

Mr.  Chairman,  from  its  inception  for¬ 
eign  aid  has  suffered  more  from  its  un- 
constructive  proponents  than  it  has  from 
its  unreconstructed  opponents.  Those 
who  stand  somewhere  between  these  two 
extremes,  who  want  an  effective  foreign 
aid  program,  have  had  an  increasingly 
difficult  task  attempting  to  inject  some 
sense  of  order  and  priorities  into  it.  The 
Executive  has  a  responsibility  and  a  right 
to  propose  the  dimensions  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  No  one  quarrels  with  that.  But 
the  ultimate  responsibility  rests  right 
here,  in  this  body,  to  limit  Executive  dis¬ 
cretion  in  its  administration  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

We  in  the  Congress  perhaps  have  given 
much  more  encouragement  to  a  growing 
reliance  on  Executive  discretion.  We 
have  written  tough  language  in  the  law 
but  we  have  qualified  it  by  saying,  “it  is 
the  sense  of  Congress,”  or  “the  Presi¬ 
dent  may  waive”  a  particular  provision. 
I  fully  appreciate  that  Congress  does  not 
have  the  intimate  details  of  delicate  sit¬ 
uations  upon  which  to  make  findings  in 
every  international  crisis.  But  Congress 
does  have  the  right  to  determine  how 
this  Nation’s  resources  will  be  used. 
What  of  our  responsibility  in  this 
regard? 

I  know  only  too  well  that  the  foreign 
aid  program  has  been  studied  and  re¬ 
studied  by  individuals  and  groups  inside 
and  outside  the  Government.  Those 
within  the  executive  branch  are  hardly 
objective  analysists.  Those  outside  the 
Government  seldom  find  where  the 
bodies  are  buried.  One  instrument 
available  to  the  Congress  is  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  that  ancient  agency 
which  has  made  numerous  reports  upon 
deficiencies  in  particular  parts  of  the 
program.  But  how  many  Members  know 
what  those  reports  contain?  We  on  the 
committee  seldom  know  when  they  are 
sent  to  us.  Several  years  ago  our  com¬ 
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mittee  wrote  into  the  bill — and  it  was 
enacted  into  law — a  provision  establish¬ 
ing  the  office  of  inspector  general  for 
the  foreign  aid  program.  I  suppose  that 
office  is  busy — but  if  anyone  asked  me 
what  it  has  done  to  keep  the  program 
on  the  track,  I  would  have  to  confess 
that  I  have  never  seen  a  report  from  that 
office. 

If  I  seem  critical  of  foreign  aid — I  am. 
Not  because  I  have  lost  all  faith  but  be¬ 
cause  I  have  lost  much  hope.  Hope  that 
it  will  be  clear  in  its  objectives,  realistic 
in  its  programs,  firm  in  its  administra¬ 
tion.  It  is  not  a  program  that  can  be 
carried  on  by  consensus  but  only  by 
diligent  application  to  details.  Foreign 
aid  can  never  be  an  adequate  substitute 
for  foreign  policy.  It  is  only  one  instru¬ 
ment  which  is  available  to  further  our 
diplomatic  objectives.  If  we  make  it  the 
sole  or  principal  instrument  we  run  the 
risk  of  reducing  our  foreign  policy  to  an 
article  of  merchandise  that  can  be 
bought  and  sold.  Then  we  will  be  in  real 
trouble. 

I  shall  vote  for  HJR.  7750  though  with 
more  than  usual  reluctance.  I  believe 
that  this  country — my  country — has  as¬ 
sumed  a  responsibility  it  cannot  side¬ 
step.  I  am  not  one  to  sidestep  respon¬ 
sibility  in  any  foi'm.  That  your  com¬ 
mittee  has  given  much  time  and  effort  to 
its  consideration,  before  bringing  the  bill 
to  the  floor — is  surely  self-evident. 
Though  I  have  doubts  about  parts  of  it  I 
feel  it  should  be  passed.  To  that  end  I 
shall  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Rosenthal]. 

(Mr.  ROSENTHAL  asked  and  was 
given  pel-mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ROSENTHAL.  Mr.  Chairman, 
while  I  strongly  urge  the  passage  of  this 
authorization,  I  am  not  unmindful  of  a 
deep  and  growing  disquiet  about  foreign 
&id  and  indeed,  widespread  concern 
about  the  entire  range  of  our  foreign 
policy.  Many  of  us,  I  think,  are  also 
bothered  by  the  apparent  erosion  of  the 
congressional  role  in  foreign  affairs. 
Speedy  and  unchallenged  ratification  of 
policies  conceived  and  administered  by 
the  Executive  may  well  be  the  only  job 
left  to  Congress,  given  the  nature  of 
present  world  commitments  and  spon¬ 
taneous  crises.  But  we  must  recognize 
the  proportions  of  this  constitutional 
problem,  and  subject  it  to  careful  scru¬ 
tiny  and  discussion. 

The  foreign  aid  program  represents  the 
single  foreign  policy  issue  in  which  Con¬ 
gress  maintains  a  crucial  function.  Un¬ 
der  the  distinguished  leadership  of  Chair¬ 
man  Morgan,  the  Foreign  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee,  of  which  I  am  a  member,  has 
labored  extensively  and  diligently  to 
clarify  the  program,  to  examine  its 
specifics,  and  to  pass  judgment  on  its 
overall  character.  But  such  work  has, 
of  necessity,  taken  place  in  committee 
hearings,  usually  closed  to  the  public. 
And  now,  following  the  hearings,  the  en¬ 
tire  House  must  ratify  the  program,  and 
with  it  all  the  assumptions  underlying 
our  foreign  policy. 

I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  I  am 
deeply  bothered  by  what  seems  to  me  the 
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inadequate  execution  of  our  constitu¬ 
tional  commission  in  foreign  affairs. 
Several  weeks  ago,  during  the  short  de¬ 
bate  over  the  Vietnam  appropriation,  I 
suggested  that  the  Congress  was  largely 
guilty  of  a  conspiracy  of  silence  about 
Vietnam  in  particular,  and  foreign  af¬ 
fairs  in  general.  I  still  feel  that  way. 

I  am  hopeful  that  future  debates  over 
foreign  aid  will  initiate  all-encompassing 
and  open  discussion  of  American  for¬ 
eign  policy.  Such  action  would  be  fit¬ 
ting,  not  merely  because  consideration 
of  aid  is  a  special  congressional  duty, 
but  I  think  it  is  also  true  that  the  topic 
of  aid  itself  provides  a  valuable  focus 
for  the  consideration  of  larger  foreign 
policy  questions.  Our  uncertainty  about 
foreign  aid,  in  other  words,  is  really  a 
reflection  of  our  concern  about  our  en¬ 
tire  foreign  policy. 

For  example,  when  we  ask  questions 
about  the  feasibility  of  continued  aid  to, 
say,  Egypt  or  Indonesia,  we  are  really 
studying  the  nature  and  extent  of  all 
our  commitments  abroad.  When  we 
wonder  about  the  connection  between 
military  and  economic  aid  in  individual 
missions,  we  are  really  asking  questions 
about  the  form  and  manner  of  executing 
all  those  commitments.  And  when  we 
examine  the  administration  of  aid  pro¬ 
grams,  we  are  really  seeking  to  under¬ 
stand  how  we  should  relate  to  govern¬ 
ments  and,  equally  important,  peoples 
different  from  our  own. 

If  it  is  somehow  true  that  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  our  aid  program  are  really  min¬ 
iatures  of  those  issues  which  complicate 
our  entire  foreign  policy,  I  think  it  is 
proper  to  call  for  a  new  patience  in  deal¬ 
ing  with  foreign  aid.  For  it  is  quite 
clear  to  me  that  the  field  of  interna¬ 
tional  affairs  is  presently  in  radical  tur¬ 
moil,  undergoing  changes  which  we  must 
all  pause  to  comprehend.  In  so  doing, 
we  must  then  subject  our  discussions  of 
aid  to  the  new  realities  and  new  cate¬ 
gories  of  what  we  must  begin  to  call  the 
“second  cold  war.” 

Threats  to  stability  and  peace,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  no  longer  come  exclusively  from 
the  presence  of  the  Red  army  in  Eastern 
Europe  or  the  economic  vulnerability  of 
Western  Europe.  These  may  have  been 
the  original  realities  which  prompted 
foreign  aid  programs,  but  it  is  now  time 
to  release  ourselves  completely  from  the 
habits  and  perspectives  of  the  Marshall 
plan,  where  we  were  accustomed  to  ex¬ 
pect  speedy  and  equitable  political  re¬ 
turns  from  our  initial  economic 
investments. 

The  present  object  of  our  foreign  aid  is 
principally  the  building  of  societies  un¬ 
alined  with  the  Communists  or  the  West, 
rather  than  the  rebuilding  of  nations 
composing  our  own  alliance.  This  re¬ 
quires  an  entirely  new  attitude  to  world 
aid,  one  which  patiently  tries  to  see 
beyond  short-term  balances  of  power  to 
long-term  international  security. 

Those  who  prefer  to  talk  in  bare,  stra¬ 
tegic  terms  can  be  reminded  that  the 
character  of  conflict  in  this  second  cold 
war  makes  aid  programs  as  much  a 
weapon  as  a  handout.  For  it  should  be 
clear  that  indigenous  revolutionary 


movements  in  the  unalined  and  under¬ 
developed  third  world  would  have  now 
become  the  basic  sources  of  conflict  and 
instability  in  international  affairs. 
There  is  no  common  denominator  to 
such  movements  except  an  unrestrained 
dissatisfaction  with  exploitation,  repres¬ 
sion,  and  unattended  grievances.  Again 
and  again,  enlightened  proponents  of 
foreign  aid  have  made  it  clear  that  aid 
is  itself  a  strategy  for  anticipating  these 
conflicts  by  striking  at  their  roots.  This 
lesson  should  by  now  have  been  learned 
by  all  of  us.  What  we  should  presently 
be  doing,  therefore,  is  seeking  out  the 
implications  of  this  truth. 

First  and  foremost,  we  have  to  start 
learning  what  a  revolutionary  move¬ 
ment  is  all  about.  To  cry  “Communist” 
as  a  matter  of  conditioned  reflex  defeats 
every  purpose  underlying  a  proper 
strategy  of  foreign  aid  and  larger  policy 
goals.  In  the  Vietcong  and  Dominican 
rebels  we  have  clear  evidence  that  revo¬ 
lutionary  movements  differ  in  their  com¬ 
position,  aims,  and  ideologies.  Of 
course,  there  are  Communists  involved. 
But  to  pretend  that  such  movements 
represent  an  undifferentiated  worldwide 
conspiracy  inevitably  masterminded  by 
the  Kremlin,  Peiping,  Hanoi,  or  any¬ 
where  else  is  to  foreclose  any  hope  for 
resolution  of  conflict  and  for  peaceful 
progress.  At  their  outset,  these  move¬ 
ments  are  more  often  than  not  master¬ 
minded  by  nobody  at  all.  Their  birth 
takes  place  more  or  less  spontaneously. 
In  their  youth,  there  is  usually  a  coali¬ 
tion  of  forces  spending  as  much  time  dis¬ 
agreeing  within  itself  as  fighting  a  com¬ 
mon  enemy. 

But  what  such  movements  are  to  be¬ 
come  in  full  maturity  is  finally  a  matter 
of  what  we  help  them  to  become.  By 
assuming  they  are  Communist,  we  can 
help  make  them  Communist.  By  ac¬ 
knowledging  them  as  potentially  demo¬ 
cratic,  we  can  help  make  them  demo¬ 
cratic.  But  by  changing  horses  and 
riders  again  and  again  in  midstream, 
we  can  put  ourselves  in  the  position 
where  our  only  interest  is  in  some  sta¬ 
bility  and  order — regardless  of  what 
kind  of  stability  and  what  kind  of  order. 

All  of  this  bears  directly  on  the  topic 
of  foreign  aid.  Among  other  things,  for¬ 
eign  aid  is  the  mechanism  by  which  this 
country  seeks  to  guide  such  revolution¬ 
ary  movements  in  what  we  believe  to  be 
a  demqcratic  direction.  It  is  a  syste¬ 
matic  strategy  for  enlightened  interna¬ 
tionalism — though  we  should  also  realize 
it  is  a  form  of  interventionism.  Some¬ 
times,  I  wonder  if  such  action  is  proper. 
Sometimes,  I  wonder  if  we  have  any 
business  telling  other  people  what  sort 
of  society  they  should  run.  And,  some¬ 
times,  I  wonder  if  we  really  can  over¬ 
come  the  enormous  legacy  of  resentment 
in  the  postcolonial  world — resentment 
which  sees  any  American  presence  as 
incapable  of  benevolent  motivation. 
These  are  the  issues  which  desperately 
need  to  be  raised  and  discussed  in  de¬ 
bate,  here  in  Congress. 

But  as  long  as  there  is  a  consensus 
which  argues  that  we  have  commitments 
to  the  revolutionary  underdeveloped 


world,  then  we  ought  to  get  straight  how 
these  commitments  can  best  be  imple¬ 
mented. 

I  suggest  that  the  only  means  of 
achieving  a  useful  presence  in  such  parts 
of  the  world  lies  in  making  a  vast  pro¬ 
gram  of  foreign  aid  the  absolute  basis 
of  our  overall  policy.  I  am  talking  about 
$6,  $7,  or  $8  billion  a  year,  at  least  1  per¬ 
cent  of  our  annual  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct.  This  would  have  to  be  aid  in  depth, 
concentrated  in  crucial  and  representa¬ 
tive  areas,  rather  than  scattered  super¬ 
ficially  throughout  the  world.  It  would 
involve  administering  aid  to  people  and 
their  democratic  associations  and  move¬ 
ments,  rather  than  bolstering  up  uncer¬ 
tain  or  questionably  representative  gov¬ 
ernments.  We  would  have  to  follow  the 
qommunity  action  spirit  of  the  Peace 
Corps  and  poverty  program — grassroots 
projects  to  build  societies  from  the  bot¬ 
tom  up.  Such  programs  would  have  to 
be  executed  with  the  full  patience  and 
confidence  in  the  power  of  our  own  com¬ 
mitment — and  this  means  patience  and 
confidence  from  Congress.  We  must 
learn  to  outgrow  a  compulsive  paranoia 
about  Communists,  while  we  must  also 
refuse  to  underwrite  totalitarian  gov¬ 
ernments  unresponsive  to  the  plight  of 
their  people.  We  must  learn  to  accept 
and  even  promote  forms  of  association 
and  government  different  from  our  own, 
though  democratic  in  spirit.  Finally, 
however,  we  must  be  prepared  to  exer¬ 
cise  restraint  and  an  ability  to  accept 
realities,  to  follow  and  support  the  ex¬ 
pressed  will  of  such  peoples  and  move¬ 
ments  rather  than  seek  to  define  their 
futures  for  them. 

Much  of  this  spirit  can  be  found  in  our 
present  program  and  in  those  capable 
men  who  plan  and  execute  it.  But  noth¬ 
ing  less  than  the  extensive  commitment 
I  suggest — $6,  $7,  or  $8  billion  a  year — 
seems  to  me  to  have  any  real  chance  of 
yielding  the  peaceful  progress  we  seek. 
The  minimum  program  currently  before 
the  House  may  preserve  the  idea  of  for¬ 
eign  aid.  It  may  maintain  our  presence 
in  certain  eountries  where  we  have  made 
progress  and  where  more  progress  is  in 
sight.  But  I  cannot  see  a  successful  ex¬ 
ecution  of  an  enlightened  aid  program 
when  there  are  those  who  constantly  seek 
to  emasculate  it  by  denying  it  the  proper 
means  to  its  end.  This  is  like  sending  a 
battalion  to  do  the  job  of  a  division.  It 
is  a  holding  operation  at  best.  The  mili¬ 
tary  analogy  is  real  and  pertinent  be¬ 
cause,  as  I  have  suggested,  we  are  talk¬ 
ing  not  only  of  altruism  but  of  strategy. 

As  of  now,  old  enemies  and  former 
friends  of  foreign  aid  seem  to  be  calling 
for  an  end  to  aid  by  1967.  I  want  to  put 
myself  on  record  as  strongly  opposing 
any  such  action.  It  represents  a  failure 
of  patience,  nerve,  and  foresight.  How¬ 
ever,  I  also  want  to  make  it  clear  that 
the  present  program — a  skeleton  under 
attack  from  many  sides — will  never 
really  be  able  to  implement  fully  the  real 
strategy  of  foreign  aid. 

I  believe  that  our  failure  to  devise, 
equip,  and  most  important,  accept  in  our 
minds  an  extensive  and  enlightened  aid 
program  for  the  revolutionary  underde- 
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veloped  world  largely  explains  why  we 
are  so  intractably  involved  in  such  crises 
as  those  in  Vietnam  and  the  Dominican 
Republic.  Until  we  have  the  courage, 
will,  and  resources  to  aid  revolutions  in 
their  early  stages — such  as  the  South 
Vietnamese,  for  example,  in  1955 — or 
until  we  can  renounce  all  dictatorships 
and  back  democratic  revolutions  in  Latin 
America,  and  until  we  can  take  such  steps 
through  the  medium  of  a  bold  policy  of 
foreign  aid,  I  believe  we  must  sadly 
acknowledge  that  the  continuing  crises 
in  the  uncommitted  third  world  will  in- 
vole  us  in  a  protracted  second  cold  war, 
no  less  demanding  and  frustrating  than 
the  first  cold  war.  This  second  cold  war 
will  perhaps  be  less  dangerous  since  it 
may  be  limited  to  small  conflagrations 
rather  than  confrontations  on  the  brink 
of  nuclear  war.  But  it  will  be  more  com¬ 
plicated,  since  we  shall  be  dealing  not 
with  the  monolith  of  Russian  com¬ 
munism,  but  with  small  and  varying 
national  revolutionary  movements,  seek¬ 
ing  to  define  their  own  identity.  The 
overall  diplomatic  picture  will  be  altered 
by  the  Sino-Soviet  split.  Such  a  cold  war 
will  dissolve  much  of  our  energy,  and 
patience,  denying  us  the  resources  and 
attentions  with  which  we  hope  to  build 
the  Great  Society. 

I  believe  we  must  all  declare  our  com¬ 
mitment  to  foreign  aid,  as  both  a  human¬ 
itarian  sharing  of  our  abundance,  and  as 
a  strategy  for  anticipating  a  conflict  and 
nourishing  progress.  This  approach  will 
not  flourish  unless  we  are  prepared  to  be 
patient  and  sensitive  to  world  realities, 
as  a  first-rate  diplomatic  power,  as  well 
as  a  first-rate  military  power. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROSENTHAL.  I  will  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  New  York 
has  made  a  very  thought-prQvoking  and 
careful  analysis  of  our  diplomatic  prob¬ 
lem,  our  foreign  policy  strategy,  and  a 
strong  case  for  the  foreign  aid  program 
as  a  whole.  I  compliment  him  on  his 
concise  and  clear  thinking,  and  certainly 
I  want  to  associate  myself  with  his  fun¬ 
damental  conclusion. 

Mr.  ROSENTHAL.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  Adair], 

(Mr.  ADAIR  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  good 
many  of  us  are  opposed  to  this  legisla¬ 
tion  that  is  before  us.  We  are  opposed 
for  reasons  which  are  similar  to  or  iden¬ 
tical  with  reasons  which  we  have  pre¬ 
viously  set  forth.  Basically  it  is  because 
we  do  not  believe  this  legislation  is  ac¬ 
complishing  the  objectives  its  propon¬ 
ents  would  wish  that  it  might  accom¬ 
plish;  those  that  its  proponents  hope 
that  it  can  accomplish.  Therefore,  if 
it  is  not  accomplishing  them,  it  is,  in  the 
opinion  of  many  people,  including  my¬ 
self,  important  that  we  reconsider  our 
whole  concept  of  foreign  aid. 

At  the  outset,  let  me  bring  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  members  of  the  committee  the 


fact  that  I  have  in  my  hand  a  document 
classified  as  “secret”  which  lists  pro¬ 
posed  economic  and  military  assistance 
for  every  country  expected  to  receive 
such  aid  during  fiscal  year  1966.  I  men¬ 
tion  this  because  very  often  Members 
come  up  to  us  and  ask,  “How  much  is 
country  X  going  to  get,  how  much  is 
country  Y  going  to  get,  and  how  much 
is  country  Z  going  to  get?”  Under  clas¬ 
sifications  imposed  by  the  Executive, 
much  of  that  information  is  not  avail¬ 
able  to  be  made  public.  If  there  are 
such  questions,  I  would  again  suggest 
that  you  make  use  of  this  material  which 
I  have  had  gathered  together  and  which 
will  be  at  the  committee  table  here. 

We  have  heard  figures  today  about  the 
cost  of  the  foreign  aid  program.  Rough¬ 
ly  speaking,  in  round  numbers,  we  are 
asked  to  provide  appropriations  of  $3.4 
billion  this  year.  I  must  use  the  term 
“appropriations”  because,  as  previous 
speakers  have  pointed  out,  some  of  these 
funds  have  previously  been  authorized 
and  the  appropriations  will  be  made 
against  existing  authorizations.  How¬ 
ever,  this  appropriation  request  is  about 
$3.4  billion.  Some  will  say  that  is  all 
that  our  foreign  aid  is  going  to  cost  us 
for  fiscal  1966.  Such  is  certainly  not  the 
case. 

As  we  have  tried  to  point  out  in  previ¬ 
ous  years  foreign  aid  is  not  one  bill;  it 
is  not  one  simple  program.  Rather,  it 
is  a  number  of  pieces  of  legislation  all 
dealing  with  the  general  subject  of  f for¬ 
eign  aid.  On  page  72  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  report  in  the  minority  views  we  have 
prepared  a  tabulation  which  I  commend 
to  your  attention.  In  that  tabulation  we 
show,  that  by  including  other  items  which 
are  in  fact  foreign  aid  although  not  called 
by  that  name,  for  the  next  fiscal  year 
instead  of  $3.4  billion  we  are  in  fact  ex¬ 
pecting  to  appropriate  almost  $6  billion; 
not  quite  double,  but  a  very  great  increase 
over  the  amount  bandied  about  as  the 
annual  cost  of  our  foreign  aid. 

There  is  in  this  year’s  bill  one  item 
which  concerns  very  deeply  a  number  of 
us.  That  is  the  standby  authority,  some¬ 
times  referred  to  as  the  blank  check,  for 
southeast  Asia.  The  President  requested 
authority  to  ask  for  appropriations  not 
limited  in  amount  for  use  in  Vietnam. 
The  committee  in  the  bill  which  it  re¬ 
ported  out  granted  such  authority  to  the 
President  for  southeast  Asia. 

In  other  words,  without  any  further 
authorization,  without  giving  the  ques¬ 
tion  the  consideration  which  the  au¬ 
thorization  process  brings  to  it,  the  Pres¬ 
ident  is  now  authorized  in  this  bill  to 
ask  for  the  appropriation  of  such  sums 
of  money,  military  and  economic,  as  he 
desires  for  use  in  southeast  Asia.  I 
think  this  is  unwise  for  a  number  of 
reasons.  First  of  all  I  think  that  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  especially  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs,  has  an  obligation  to  look 
at  the  specifics  of  these  requests  and  not 
grant  this  authority  in  blank. 

Secondly,  we,  the  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  particularly  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  have  demonstrated 
twice  in  the  very  recent  past  that  when 
called  upon  to  act  quickly  on  matters  in 
that  part  of  the  world  we  can  do  so.  You 
will  recall  that  after  the  chancery  build¬ 
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ing  of  our  Embassy  in  Saigon  was 
bombed,  within  a  matter  of  hours,  I 
think  a  little  more  than  24  hours,  we 
heard  testimony  considered,  and  author¬ 
ized  $1  million  for  the  construction  of 
a  new  chancery.  It  was  forthcoming 
almost  at  once. 

A  second  time,  when  the  President 
called  many  of  us  to  the  White  House  to 
point  out  that  he  needed  an  additional 
$700  million  for  the  war  in  southeast 
Asia,  within  a  few  days  he  had  the  au¬ 
thorization  which  he  needed.  I  am  say¬ 
ing  that  these  two  actions  give  every  as¬ 
surance  that  when  necessary  the  Con¬ 
gress  can  and  will  act  quickly,  expedi¬ 
tiously,  if  it  is  in  the  national  interest. 

Therefore  I  feel  that  the  broad  au¬ 
thority  which  we  have  given  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  with  respect  to 
southeast  Asia  is  unnecessary  and  un¬ 
warranted. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ADAIR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 
I  should  like  to  compliment  him  on  his 
statement.  While  he  and  I  do  not  agree 
as  to  the  wisdom  of  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  I  feel  strongly  that  he  is  on  sound 
ground  in  pointing  out  the  weaknesses  of 
this  so-called  standby  provision  of  the 
contingency  fund. 

We  have  a  matter  of  considerable  sub¬ 
stance  involved  in  this  provision,  one 
which  concerns  far  more  than  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs.  If  we  should  grant  an  authori¬ 
zation  for  any  amount,  with  no  ceiling 
of  any  kind,  for  economic  and  military 
assistance  for  any  place  in  southeast 
Asia;  we  would  be  giving  the  executive 
branch  very  far-reaching  authority. 
We  have  no  particular  justification  for 
such  action,  except  perhaps  the  psycho¬ 
logical  justification  that  we  are  anxious 
to  do  what  we  can  to  back  up  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  as  it  faces  a  difficult  situa¬ 
tion.  Yet,  as  the  gentleman  has  pointed 
out,  the  speed  with  which  Congress  can 
act,  and  in  the  very  recent  past  has 
acted,  shows  that  there  is  no  necessity 
for  bypassing  the  normal  legislative 
processes.  The  executive  branch  can 
initiate  justifications  and  request  addi¬ 
tional  funds  and  have  appropriate 
action  taken  by  Congress. 

I  would  think  also,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
this  request  comes  at  a  poor  time  and, 
therefore,  should  be  considered  well  be¬ 
fore  any  action  is  taken,  because  we  have 
just  recently  appropriated  an  additional 
$700  million  for  our  own  efforts  in 
southeast  Asia,  in  addition  to  the 
amounts  made  available  for  foreign  aid 
in  fiscal  1965  and  in  addition  to  the  very 
substantial  amounts  projected  for  fiscal 
1966,  both  in  military  and  economic  aid. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the  gentleman 
is  making  a  very  important  point.  I 
trust  that  there  will  be  some  attempt 
made  to  eliminate  this  provision. 

It  may  be  that  we  should  increase  the 
amount  in  the  contingency  fund  which 
would  then  be  available  for  a  sudden 
emergency,  if  it  should  develop  either  in 
southeast  Asia  or  somewhere  else.  One 
of  the  reasons,  the  gentleman  will  recall, 
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that  the  standby  authorization  is  being 
asked  for,  the  so-called  blank  check  with 
no  ceiling  on  the  amount  is  because  the 
contingency  fund  is  being  reduced. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
is  obviously  robbing  Peter  to  pay  Paul. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  the  gentleman  5  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  for  his  observation  and 
certainly  agree  with  his  remarks  con¬ 
cerning  the  standby  authority. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  criticisms 
that  has  been  leveled  through  the  years 
at  the  program  has  been  the  loss  of  con¬ 
gressional  control.  And,  I  fear  that  if 
this  provision  remains  in  the  bill,  we  will 
be  accused  of  a  further  reduction  of  the 
congressional  supervision  and  congres¬ 
sional  control. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  few  words  about 
the  matter  of  the  so-called  pipeline  or 
unexpended  balances.  Year  after  year 
we  talk  about  this  because  some  of  us 
feel  that  they  are  excessive.  The  pipeline 
figures  have  run  in  this  program — and  I 
believe  it  was  1953 — as  high  as  $10  bil¬ 
lion.  In  the  sixties  they  have  been  aver¬ 
aging  near  $6  billion.  But  notice  what 
this  is.  We  are  here  with  an  appropria¬ 
tion  request  of  $3.4  billion.  There  is  a 
carryover  in  our  pipeline  of  $6.2  billion, 
not  quite  double  the  amount  of  the  an¬ 
nual  request.  Now  this  obviously  is  an 
amount  far  greater  than  we  need. 

As  an  example  of  where  some  of  this 
money  may  be,  I  would  refer  members 
of  the  Committee  to  a  study  made  by  a 
staff  group  Of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs  not  too  long  ago.  This  group 
went  Into  one  Latin  American  country 
and  found  that  there  was  a  half  million 
dollars  just  laid  aside  in  this  country. 
It  had  been  earmarked  for  something  but 
it  had  not  been  used.  It  had  not  been 
deobligated.  The  chief  of  mission  was 
holding  it  there  for  some  unnkown  con¬ 
tingency  that  might  arise  in  the  future. 

As  a  result  of  the  findings  of  the  staff 
study  the  funds  were  deobligated.  But 
this  is  illustrative  of  what  may  be  hap¬ 
pening  in  scores  of  countries  through¬ 
out  the  world. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  that 
if  every  effort  were  made  to  bring  in 
these  amounts  which  were  earmarked 
and  not  drawn  against  for  1  or  2 
years,  or  perhaps  never,  our  pipeline 
could  be  greatly  reduced  and,  according¬ 
ly,  the  annual  request  would  not  have 
to  be  so  large. 

I  should  not  conclude  my  remarks 
without  saying  there  are  many  more 
useful  things  that  could  be  said  by  those 
who  may  object  to  the  program  as  a 
whole. 

I  would  urge  Members  who  have  ques¬ 
tions  in  their  minds  to  read  the  minority 
views  beginning  at  page  69  of  the  re¬ 
port.  We  point  out  in  much  more  de¬ 
tail  than  I  am  able  to  do  here  why  we 
believe  this  program  as  now  advanced  is 
not  proper  and  should  not  be  supported. 

Let  me  conclude  by  saying  that  there 
has  been  too  little  distinction  made  be¬ 
tween  those  countries  which  are  friendly 
to  us  and  the  free  world,  which  are  will¬ 


ing  to  bear  their  fair  share  of  the  bur¬ 
den  of  preserving  peace  throughout  the 
world,  and  those  countries  that  are  not. 

Making  such  distinctions  is  largely  a 
neglected  function  of  our  foreign  aid 
program.  We  should  center  our  assist¬ 
ance  in  those  countries  which  do  recog¬ 
nize  their  obligations  and  are  willing  to 
assume  their  responsibilities  as  nations 
in  a  world  that  we  hope  will  be  eventual¬ 
ly  wholly  free. 

There  are  parts  of  this  bill  I  think 
anyone  would  approve.  The  committee 
made  no  reduction  in  military  authori¬ 
zations.  In  fact,  we  made  a  little  re¬ 
duction  of  any  kind.  A  reduction  of 
some  $12  million  in  a  $3.4  billion  bill 
cannot  be  considered  to  be  very  large. 

I  believe  the  people-to-people  approach 
to  the  solution  of  world  problems  is  far 
better  than  that  which  simply  says: 
“Take  our  dollars  and  solve  your  prob¬ 
lems.” 

Let  us  conduct  our  foreign  affairs  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  encourage  and 
strengthen  friendly  nations — and  their 
people  who  desire  to  live  freely  under 
governments  of  their  own  choosing. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Zablocki], 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1965. 

At  the  outset,  I  want  to  assure  my  col¬ 
leagues  that  the  House  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  once  again  has  worked  long 
and  hard  on  this  legislation.  Under  the 
able  and  conscientious  leadership  of  our 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Morgan],  the  committee 
thoroughly  reviewed  and  scrutinized  the 
1965  budget  request  for  foreign  aid  sub¬ 
mitted  by  President  Johnson. 

As  you  know,  the  request  this  year  is 
the  smallest  ever  made  in  the  history  of 
this  program.  After  weeks  of  hearings, 
study,  and  review  the  committee  cut  the 
authorization  submitted  by  the  executive 
branch  by  $12,700,000. 

In  my  remarks  today  I  wish  to  address 
myself  principally  to  two  important  is¬ 
sues  in  the  legislation  before  the  House: 
the  unexpended  balances  or  so-called 
“pipeline”  and  the  guarantee  loan  funds 
for  housing  projects  in  Latin  America. 

UNEXPENDED  BALANCES 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  perennial  criticism 
made  of  our  foreign  assistance  program 
is  that  it  holds  sizable  unexpended 
balances.  According  to  this  line  of  rea¬ 
soning,  the  larger  the  unexpended  funds, 
the  less  need  to  appropriate  new  money 
for  foreign  aid. 

What  these  critics  often  purposely 
overlook  is  that  these  balances — or  pipe¬ 
lines — have  been  obligated  for  goods  and 
services  which  are  on  order,  but  have  not 
yet  been  delivered.  In  future  months,  as 
projects  abroad  come  to  fruition,  these 
balances  will  be  drawn  upon — not  the 
funds  we  are  being  called  upon  to  au¬ 
thorize  today. 

It  is  plain  and  simple  fiscal  irrespon¬ 
sibility  to  challenge  the  need  for  the 
pipeline. 


No  well-run  government  program,  no 
efficient  government  agency — whether  at 
the  National  or  State  or  local  level — 
would  spend  all  its  funds  within  a  fiscal 
year. 

There  must  be  a  carryover,  there 
must  be  continuity,  if  sound  economic 
requirements  are  to  be  observed. 

I  am  sure  that  if  AID  hastened  to 
spend  every  dime  appropriated  for  it 
during  a  fiscal  year  and  came  before 
Congress  with  empty  pockets,  those  same 
critics  of  the  pipeline  would  be  the  first  to 
charge  that  the  agency  had  been  guilty 
of  reckless  spending. 

It  was  particularly  gratifying  to  me  to 
note  that  the  minority  report  on  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965  recog¬ 
nizes  the  need  for  the  pipeline  and 
acknowledges  that  these  funds  are  obli¬ 
gated  and  cannot  be  made  available  for 
other  uses. 

THE  SIZE  OF  THE  PIPELINE 

Some  criticism  has  been  leveled,  how¬ 
ever,  at  the  size  of  the  AID  pipeline. 

The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  has 
given  careful  study  to  the  dimensions  of 
the  unobligated  and  unexpended  bal¬ 
ances  of  the  foreign  assistance  program. 
It  has  not  found  them  excessive  when 
compared  with  similar  figures  for  other 
agencies  of  Government. 

I  would  direct  your  attention  to  page  5 
of  the  committee  report.  There  it  can  be 
seen  plainly  that  the  amounts  in  the 
pipeline  of  the  military  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  have  fallen  steadily,  while  the  un¬ 
expended  balances  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  have  increased  in  recent  years. 

It  also  is  instructive  to  note  the  chart 
on  page  6  where  the  unexpended  and  un¬ 
obligated  balance  of  the  foreign  assist¬ 
ance  program  are  compared  with  a 
civilian  agency — the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Note  that  while  the  pipeline  of  the 
foreign  aid  program  was  remaining  fairly 
steady  from  1956  to  1965,  the  unexpended 
balances  of  the  Agriculture  Department 
more  than  doubled. 

Further,  in  the  same  decade,  the  un¬ 
obligated-unreserved  funds  of  the  aid 
agency  dropped  by  one-quarter,  while 
similar  funds  in  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  amounted  to  four  times  as  much  in 
1965  as  they  did  in  1956. 

The  fourth  column  of  the  table  shows 
the  unobligated-unexpended  funds  of 
other  Federal  agencies.  It  confirms  a 
trend  throughout  Government  toward 
significant  increases  in  both  financial 
categories  in  the  last  10  years. 

The  foreign  assistance  program,  it 
should  be  noted,  has  held  the  line  against 
this  trend  better  than  most  Government 
programs  and  agencies. 

COMPLICATING  FACTORS 

Of  course,  the  committee  would  like  to 
see  the  amount  of  unexpended  balances 
in  the  aid  program  reduced  even  further. 
Realistically,  however,  a  sizable  reduction 
is  not  to  be  expected  as  long  as  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  keyed  to  loans,  rather  than  out¬ 
right  grants  of  money. 

Loan  funds  are  obligated — and  cannot 
be  used  for  another  purpose — when  an 
agreement  is  reached  with  a  cooperating 
country.  Expenditures  against  that  loan 
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are  made,  however,  only  as  deliveries  are 
made  and  the  work  progresses. 

In  the  case  of  a  large  project — such  as 
a  hydroelectric  dam  or  a  steel  mill,  the 
lag  between  the  time  the  loan  is  pledged 
and  the  time  that  the  pledge  is  fully  re¬ 
deemed  in  cash  may  be  a  number  of 
years. 

Other  factors  which  work  against  sub¬ 
stantial  reduction  of  the  pipeline  are  the 
political  implications  and  complexities 
which  accompany  our  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram. 

At  times  the  United  States  has  entered 
into  loan  agreements  with  another  coun¬ 
try — and  has  obligated  funds — only  to 
have  political  or  economic  complications 
occur  in  the  recipient  nation  which  make 
it  either  impossible  or  imprudent  to  ex¬ 
pend  the  obligated  funds. 

Often  these  situations  are  only  tempo¬ 
rary.  AID  simply  by  waiting  a  suitable 
period  until  conditions  have  changed 
again,  can  validly  redeem  its  loan  pledge. 
In  the  meantime,  of  course,  these  funds 
are  considered  “in  the  pipeline.” 

Still  another  complicating  factor  is  the 
political  impact  of  canceling  a  loan  once 
it  has  been  promised. 

While  eut-and-dried  fiscal  principles 
might  dictate  that  a  loan  obligation 
be  withdrawn,  the  necessities  of  diplom¬ 
acy  may  require  that  it  be  left  on  the 
books. 

To  be  convinced  of  the  political  con¬ 
sequences  of  withdrawing  promised  aid, 
we  need  only  think  back  to  the  unfor¬ 
tunate  effects  of  the  decision  by  the 
United  States  to  cancel  its  obligations  to 
assist  with  the  construction  of  the  As¬ 
wan  high  dam. 

UNOBLIGATED  FUNDS  IN  GREECE 

In  the  minority  report  specific  men¬ 
tion  is  made  of  funds  obligated  to  Greece 
in  1962  which  still  were  unexpended  as 
of  December  1964. 

It  is  no  secret  the  AID  has  expe¬ 
rienced  some  difficulties  in  obtaining  ef¬ 
fective  and  efficient  use  of  U.S.  loan 
funds  in  Greece.  At  the  same  time, 
however,  it  would  be  premature  to  char¬ 
acterize  these  obligations  as  useless. 

Last  year,  for  example,  a  firm  in  my 
congressional  district  was  able  to  make 
use  of  loan  funds  in  Greece  which  had 
been  obligated — but  unexpended — for 
several  years.  , 

If  the  funds  had  not  been  there,  the 
contract  probably  would  have  gone  to  a 
West  German  firm. 

Because  the  loan  funds  were  avail¬ 
able — and  because  AID  officials  quickly 
cleared  all  obstacles  to  their  use — our 
American  firm  received  the  contract. 

The  result  was  increased  employment 
of  workers  in  my  district  and,  thereby, 
more  general  prosperity  in  our  com¬ 
munity. 

Further,  the  fact  that  an  American 
firm  received  the  contract  rather  than 
one  from  West  Germany  assisted  our 
national  balance  of  trade  and  our  bal¬ 
ance  of  payments. 

If  a  moral  is  to  be  drawn  from  this 
example,  it  is  this:  It  is  shortsighted  to 
criticize  obligated  funds  because  they  are 
unexpended  for  some  months,  if  those 
funds  are  available  at  the  time  they  are 
needed  and  can  be  used  effectively. 


LATIN  AMERICAN  HOUSING 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  turn  to  section  103(e)  of  the  bill, 
which  amends  section  224  of  the  act,  re¬ 
lating  to  housing  guarantees  in  Latin 
American  countries.  The  new  language 
would  have  several  effects : 

First,  the  purposes  for  which  guaran¬ 
tees  can  be  granted  under  section  224  is 
broadened.  No  longer  limited  to  devel¬ 
oping  self -liquidating  pilot  housing  proj¬ 
ects,  these  guarantees  could  be  used  to 
develop  institutions  engaged  in  Alliance- 
for-Progress  programs. 

Under  the  new  authority  granted  by 
the  committee  amendments,  guarantees 
may  be  issued  to  eligible  U.S.  investors 
for  loan  investments  in  a  number  of 
beneficial  projects  and  organizations: 

First,  credit  institutions  in  Latin 
America  engaged  in  the  financing  of 
home  mortgages — such  as  savings  and 
loan  institutions. 

Second,  housing  projects  for  lower 
income  families. 

Third,  housing  projects  which  pro¬ 
mote  the  development  of  free  institu¬ 
tions  in  Latin  America — such  as  labor 
unions  and  cooperatives. 

Fourth,  housing  projects  for  which  25 
percent  or  more  of  the  mortgage  fi¬ 
nancing  is  made  available  from  sources 
inside  Latin  America,  and  which  gen¬ 
erally  have  a  per-unit  cost  of  less  than 
$6,500. 

In  order  to  insure  that  there  will  be 
adequate  issuing  authority  for  these 
guarantees,  the  committee  has  increased 
from  $250  million  to  $450  million  the  to¬ 
tal  face  amount  of  -  guarantees  that  may 
be  outstanding  at  any  one  time  under 
section  224. 

THE  NEED  FOR  THIS  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  convinced  that  the 
committee  amendments  to  section  224  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  are  most  sig¬ 
nificant  and  deserve  the  approval  of 
Congress. 

As  evidence  of  this,  let  me  briefly  enu¬ 
merate  some  of  the  beneficial  effects 
which  the  expansion  of  these  housing 
guarantees  would  have: 

First,  it  would  allow  American  labor 
unions  to  invest  in  decent,  low-cost  hous¬ 
ing  for  their  counionists  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica,  thereby  matching  Communist  prop¬ 
aganda  promises  with  democratic  bricks 
and  mortar. 

Second,  as  the  bill  now  stands,  it  would 
allow  the  creation  of  new  autonomous 
institutions  for  lower  income  groups  in 
Latin  America,  as  offshoots  of  the  hous¬ 
ing  projects.  These  grassroots  orga¬ 
nizations  would  have  a  stake  in  their  own 
communities — their  own  countries — and 
would  be  less  likely  to  heed  the  blandish¬ 
ments  of  communism. 

Third,  the  expanded  guarantee  hous¬ 
ing  program  would  assist  low-income 
groups  directly  by  providing  for  par¬ 
ticipation  by  local  cooperatives,  labor 
unions,  and  savings  and  loan  groups. 

For  example,  this  program  would  allow 
support  for  Father  McClellan’s  renowned 
“people’s  mutual”  savings-and-loan  in¬ 
stitution  in  Peru.  In  the  past  Father 
McClellan’s  efforts  at  assisting  the  poor 
of  Peru  have  been  to  a  degree  thwarted 
because  his  projects  depended  on  U.S. 


aid  to  trickle  down  through  a  bureau¬ 
cratic,  oligarchic  government. 

Often  Father  McClellan  never  re¬ 
ceived  the  loans  which  had  been  prom¬ 
ised  to  him.  The  committee  amendment 
would  allow  direct,  people-to-people  as¬ 
sistance  to  him,  and  to  others  like  him 
throughout  Latin  America. 

A  fourth  benefit  of  the  committee 
amendments  is  that  by  embodying  a 
“people-to-people”  approach  it  helps  es¬ 
tablish  true  grassroots  democracy  and 
counters  excessive  state  control.  The 
process  of  decentralizing  power  in  Latin 
American  countries  and  promoting  dem¬ 
ocratic  pluralism  is  important  for  the 
future  stability  and  well-being  of  the 
people  of  that  area.  The  expanded  hous¬ 
ing  loan  guarantees  will  assist  that  trend. 

Fifth,  the  loan  guarantee  program 
eases  the  burden  of  the  American  tax¬ 
payer  by  encouraging  the  American  pri¬ 
vate  sector  to  participate  in  foreign  as¬ 
sistance.  Because  of  the  committee 
amendment,  $450  million  will  go  to  Latin 
America  from  private  investors.  If  this 
cost  had  to  be  met  directly  by  AID,  it 
would  be  at  the  expense  of  the  taxpayers. 

Further,  by  encouraging  institution 
building,  we  hasten  the  day  when  Latin 
American  will  be  self-sufficient  and  U.S. 
assistance  can  be  terminated. 

OBJECTIONS  ARE  MET 

The  American  Home  Builders  orig¬ 
inally  had  objected  to  the  version  of  sec¬ 
tion  224  submitted  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  because  it  limited  private  pilot  or 
demonstration  projects  to  $250  million 
of  a  $350  million  loan  guarantee  author¬ 
ity. 

Since  the  old  authorization  of  $250 
million  was  almost  entirely  committed 
to  private  projects,  the  additional  $100 
million  requested  by  the  administration 
would  have  gone  almost  entirely  to  proj¬ 
ects  sponsored  by  unions,  cooperatives, 
and  savings  and  loan  groups. 

Although  the  private  builders  had  no 
objections  to  the  institution-building 
approach,  they  protested  that  the  new 
language  in  the  law  would  discriminate 
against  their  private  projects. 

The  House  Foreign  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee  has  met  these  legitimate  objections 
by  increasing  the  guarantee  authoriza¬ 
tion  from  the  old  limit  of  $250  million 
to  $450  million — rather  than  the  $350 
million  requested  by  the  administration. 

This  increased  authority  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  allocation  between  private  build¬ 
ers  and  the  co-ops,  savings  and  loans,  and 
unions.  Thus,  the  present  bill  is  accept¬ 
able  to  all  interested  parties. 

SUMMATION 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  strong  convic¬ 
tion  that  references  in  this  bill  to  union, 
cooperative,  and  savings  group  projects 
must  be  preserved,  and  the  authorization 
of  $450  million  in  guarantees  should  be 
approved. 

Otherwise,  housing  projects  for  low- 
income  families  will  be  seriously  hamp¬ 
ered. 

Thousands  of  children  who  might 
have  had  decent  housing  will  continue 
to  live  in  filthy  hovels. 

The  benefits  of  aid  from  American 
unions  and  other  private  gfioups — which 
cost  the  taxpayers  nothing — will  be  lost. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  even  as  we  deliberate 
here  today,  Latin  America  is  in  a  fer¬ 
ment  of  unrest  and  rebellion. 

In  Bolivia,  there  are  riots,  strikes,  and 
attempts  at  assassinating  Government 
leaders. 

In  Venezuela,  Communist-inspired 
guerrilla  terrorists  roam  the  countryside 
killing  and  looting. 

And  in  the  Dominican  Republic,  our 
own  Marines  must  enforce  order  and  an 
end  to  fratricidal  fighting. 

Can  we  afford  to  watch  the  revolution 
of  rising  expectations  in  Latin  Ameri¬ 
ca  and  refuse  to  help  channel  its  ener¬ 
gies  into  legitimate  paths  and  peaceful 
progress?  Can  we  allow  the  Communists 
to  win  in  Latin  America  because  we  have 
defaulted  our  responsibility  to  our  broth¬ 
ers  in  the  Southern  Hemisphere? 

The  answer  is  clear.  We  must  take 
effective  action. 

Expanding  the  loan  guarantee  program 
is  effective  action.  That  is  why  it  must 
be  retained  in  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1965. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman  this  bill 
which  is  an  essential  tool  of  our  foreign 
policy — carefully  scrutinized  under  the 
leadership  of  our  able  and  esteemed 
chairman,  Dr.  Morgan — should  be  ap¬ 
proved  in  its  entirety.  I  urge  that  any 
crippling  amendments  be  defeated  and 
the  legislation  passed  by  an  overwhelm¬ 
ing  vote. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gross]. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  an¬ 
nual  bargain-basement  for  foreigners  is 
open  once  again  and  ready  for  business. 

By  this  time  tomorrow  evening  the 
leaders  of  assorted  foreign  governments 
will  be  able  to  lick  their  chops  in  antici¬ 
pation  of  the  gift  packages  they  will  re¬ 
ceive  throughout  the  next  12  months 
from  that  wonderful  Uncle  Santa  in  the 
White  House  in  Washington  and  his 
helpers,  who  hold  forth  in  Foggy  Bottom, 
to  make  sure  that  all  packages  are  neatly 
wrapped,  properly  tied  with  gay  ribbon, 
and  delivered  promptly  on  a  freshly  pol¬ 
ished  silver  platter. 

It  might  be  noted  in  passing  that  a  sil¬ 
ver  platter  is  used  because  there  is  not 
enough  gold  left  at  Fort  Knox  to  even 
plate  the  platter.  France,  among  a  num¬ 
ber  of  nations  which  used  to  get  gift 
packages  from  Uncle  Santa  every  few 
days,  is  doing  everything  it  possibly  can 
to  relieve  the  United  States  of  the  stigma 
of  having  any  filthy  gold  in  its  possession. 

To  every  other  country  in  the  world 
there  seems  to  be  something  worthwhile 
about  having  some  gold  around.  To  the 
author  of  the  Great  Society  and  his  sub¬ 
lieutenants  who  operate  out  of  Foggy 
Bottom  and  on  Capitol  Hill  there  seems 
to  be  something  sinful  and  evil  about  the 
possession  of  gold. 

This  whole  foreign  handout  business 
would  be  laughable  were  it  not  for  the 
fact  that  since  World  War  H  more  than 
$130  billion  have  been  filched  from  the 
pockets  of  Americans  and  scattered  from 
Ougadougou  to  Timbuktu  and  back  again. 
And  now  it  is  proposed  to  extract  an¬ 


other  $3  V2  billion  through  the  medium 
of  this  bill  even  though  the  pipeline  will 
be  clogged  with  an  estimated  $6  billion 
of  unexpended  funds  on  June  30,  the  end 
of  this  fiscal  year. 

And  to  what  end  has  this  vast  amount 
of  more  than  $130  billion  been  spent? 

In  his  message  to  Congress  on  March 
13,  1959,  President  Eisenhower  said  that 
as  a  result  of  foreign  aid  our  friends 
among  free  world  nations  make  available 
to  us  for  the  use  of  our  forces  250  stra¬ 
tegic  bases,  5  million  ground  forces,  30,- 
000  aircraft,  and  2,500  vessels. 

Today,  at  this  moment,  the  United 
States  and  South  Vietnam  are  at  war 
with  Communist  North  Vietnam. 
Where,  we  ask,  are  those  impressive  mili¬ 
tary  facilities  of  our  so-called  free  world 
allies  that  were  supposed  to  be  available 
to  us  as  a  result  of  the  outpouring  of 
billions  in  foreign  aid? 

Where,  we  ask  again,  were  these  allied 
forces  in  the  Korean  war?  Excluding 
South  Koreans,  Americans  did  95  percent 
of  the  fighting  and  dying  and  all  the  fi¬ 
nancing  of  that  effort  to  halt  commu¬ 
nism. 

During  the  Korean  war  some  of  those 
who  were  the  beneficiaries  of  our  foreign 
aid,  and  who  claimed  to  be  our  allies, 
never  ceased  trading  with  Red  China 
without  whose  troops  and  war  materials 
there  would  have  been  no  war  in  Korea. 

Thus  far,  we  have  had  no  report  of  our 
planes  bombing  Haipong,  North  Viet¬ 
nam’s  principal  seaport,  through  which 
flows  all  kinds  of  supplies  for  the  Com¬ 
munist  Vietcong.  Can  it  be  that  these 
docks  have  not  been  bombed  because  too 
many  ships,  flying  allied  flags,  are  haul¬ 
ing  cargoes  into  that  Red  seaport? 

About  a  month  ago,  President  John¬ 
son  sent  Henry  Cabot  Lodge,  an  unsuc¬ 
cessful  Republican  candidate  for  Vice 
President,  on  what  was  billed  as  a  trip 
around  the  world  for  the  purpose  of  ob¬ 
taining  military  and  financial  help  for 
the  war  in  Vietnam.  Why  Lodge  instead 
of  Vice  President  Humphrey  was  picked, 
for  this  do-or-die,  or  get-out-the-check- 
book  assignment,  is  still  a  closely  guard¬ 
ed  secret.  Anyway,  Lodge  returned  from 
his  junket  last  week  and  provided  the 
House  and  Senate  committees,  dealing 
with  foreign  affairs  and  relations,  with 
what  is  commonly  known  as  a  briefing. 

Every  place  he  went,  Lodge  said,  he 
found  “deep  gratification”  that  the 
United  States  is  carrying  the  burden  of 
resistance  to  Communist  aggression  in 
southeast  Asia.  Beyond  a  briefcase  full 
of  “deep  gratification,”  Lodge  had  little 
or  nothing  to  show  for  his  trip. 

It  ought  to  warm  the  hearts  of  Ameri¬ 
can  troops,  fighting  in  the  jungles  and 
the  muck  of  the  rice  paddies  of  Vietnam, 
if  not  tiae  taxpayers  of  this  country,  to 
know  that  they  have  the  "deep  gratifi¬ 
cation”  of  those  upon  whom  we  have 
lavished  too  much  of  our  substance  for 
too  many  years. 

And  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  Pres¬ 
ident  Johnson,  always  liberal  with  other 
people’s  money,  has  dangled  the  bait  of 
more  multibillion-dollar  spending  in 
southeast  Asia  by  suggesting  that  the 
Mekong  River  ought  to  be  developed. 
The  figure  of  a  billion  dollars  has  been 


used  in  that  connection  but,  of  course, 
that  is  merely  the  foot  in  the  door. 

If  a  further  example  is  needed  of  how 
our  money  has  been  slopped  down  the 
drain  we  might  take  a  look  at  India,  one 
of  the  chief  beneficiaries  of  our  open- 
handedness  in  recent  years.  Last  week, 
India’s  Prime  Minister  Shastri  was  given 
the  red  carpet  treatment  in  Moscow 
whereupon  he  promptly  proceeded  to 
join  with  Russian  Premier  Kosygin  in  a 
stinging  denunciation  of  U.S.  bombing 
of  North  Vietnam. 

When  the  Red  Chinese  rocked  the  In¬ 
dian  Army  back  on  its  heels,  and  threat¬ 
ened  to  overrun  a  sizable  area  of  the 
country  as  well  as  Tibet,  to  whom  did 
the  Shastris  of  India  appeal  for  help  and 
get  it? 

U.S.  planes  were  rushed  across  the 
seas  to,  ferry  Indian  troops  and  sup¬ 
plies  to  meet  the  Communist  invasion. 
Along  with  all  this  went  a  heavy, 
new  commitment  in  arms  and  munitions 
to  India.  Despite  the  meeting  of  this 
emergency;  despite  the  fact  that  the  for¬ 
eign  aiders  have  pumped  at  least  $5  bil¬ 
lion  into  India  in  the  last  few  years,  the 
Indian  Government  has  the  unmitigated 
gall  to  join  with  the  Soviets  in  Moscow  in 
denouncing  our  stand  in  Vietnam. 

This  is  an  outrageous  affront  to  every 
citizen  of  this  Nation  and  yet  the  leaders 
of  this  administration  give  no  evidence 
that  they  are  in  the  slightest  degree  in¬ 
sulted  or  affronted. 

Indonesia,  Cambodia,  and  others  tell  us 
to  go  to  hell  and  yet  the  emissaries  of  the 
White  House  and  Foggy  Bottom  are  con¬ 
stantly  on  the  move  trying  to  find  ways 
and  means  of  inducing  these  leeches  to 
take  more  of  our  cash.  They  still  camiot 
believe  that  bribery  will  not  work. 

Of  the  some  32  African  countries 
which  became  independent  in  the  las*  10 
years,  16  now  have  diplomatic  relations 
with  Communist  China. 

Only  10  years  ago,  Red  China  had  no 
diplomatic  ties  in  Africa. 

In  Latin  America,  despite  the  billions 
that  have  been  spewed  about  through 
one  program  or  another,  there  is  scarcely 
a  stable  government.  As  of  this  moment, 
no  one  knows  what  the  next  hours  and 
days  will  bring  in  strife-tom  Bolivia, 
Colombia,  and  Guatemala — to  mention 
only  three.  Castro  still  maintains  head¬ 
quarters  for  Communist  training  and  in¬ 
filtration  throughout  this  entire  area.  It 
is  doubtful  if  there  would  be  thousands 
of  American  troops  in  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public  today  had  this  Government  taken 
positive  action  at  the  Bay  of  Pigs  instead 
of  resorting  to  appeasement  and  continu¬ 
ing  a  foreign  policy  based  upon  blank 
checks  and  the  long  since  thoroughly 
discredited  effort  to  buy  our  way 
throughout  the  world. 

Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  counters  in 
the  foreign  aid  bargain  basement  opened 
today  for  new  business.  Thei*e  is  little 
doubt  that  before  tomorrow  evening  the 
clerks  will  have  handed  out  another  $3  ■/•> 
billion  to  add  to  the  more  than  $130  bil¬ 
lion  that  has  already  gone  where  the 
woodbine  twineth  and  the  whangdoodle 
whangeth. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Fascell]  . 
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(Mr.  FASCELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
either  believe  that  the  United  States  has 
a  responsibility  to  help  build  stable  na¬ 
tions  in  a  stable  world,  or  you  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  it. 

There  are  some  who  think  if  you  spend 
a  few  dollars  you  can  achieve  all  of  that 
overnight.  I  wish  that  that  were  so.  I 
wish  that  we  could  get  everyone  through¬ 
out  the  world  to  work  to  achieve  stable 
governments  in  a  stable  world  and  peace¬ 
ful  world. 

However,  Mr.  Chairman,  realism  dic¬ 
tates  otherwise.  You  either  believe  that 
the  developing  nations  cannot  achieve 
or  maintain  stability  without  continued 
economic  growth,  or  you  do  not  believe 
it. 

You  either  believe  that  developing  na¬ 
tions  cannot  achieve  this  growth  with¬ 
out  external  assistance  during  the  early 
stages  of  their  development,  or  you  do 
not  believe  it.  You  either  believe  that  on 
the  grounds  of  both  self  interest  and  hu¬ 
manity  the  United  States  should  assist 
those  nations  which  are  prepared  to  help 
themselves,  or  you  do  not  believe  it. 

You  either  believe  that  the  Commu¬ 
nists  are  out  to  take  the  world  one  way 
or  the  other,  or  you  do  not  believe  it. 

You  either  believe  that  the  foreign  as¬ 
sistance  program  of  this  country  at¬ 
tempts  to  achieve  in  some  reasonable  way 
the  objectives  of  the  United  States  and 
the  American  people,  or  you  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  it. 

I  have  believed  since  I  have  been  in 
this  body,  that  there  is  no  alternative  to 
this  program.  As  long  as  I  have  been 
here  and  have  listened  to  the  same  argu¬ 
ments  in  opposition  to  the  program,  I 
have  never  heard  a  constructive  alterna¬ 
tive.  Ten  years  on  the  floor  of  this  body 
I  have  yet  to  hear  a  constructive  alterna¬ 
tive. 

I  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  issue 
is  how  can  the  U.S.  foreign  aid  program 
do  the  job  most  efficiently  in  the  shortest 
possible  time  at  the  least  cost  to  the 
American  taxpayer. 

It  has  been  said  that  this  program  is 
improperly  administered,  therefore  you 
ought  to  vote  against  the  bill.  I  do  not 
know  where  the  proponents  of  this  par¬ 
ticular  proposition  have  been,  but  in  the 
years  I  have  had  the  privilege  of  being 
on  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs, 
particularly  under  the  able  leadership  of 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  great  strides  have  been  made 
and  great  efforts  have  been  taken  by 
legislation,  by  policy  guidelines,  and  by 
language  in  the  reports  to  do  everything 
possible  to  help  in  the  proper  adminis¬ 
tration  of  this  program. 

The  committee  has  written  all  kinds  of 
guidelines  into  the  legislation,  we  have 
all  kinds  of  language  in  the  report,  we 
have  had  all  kinds  of  meetings  with  the 
Administrator;  all  in  an  effort  to  im¬ 
prove  the  administration  of  this  pro¬ 
gram.  While  I  am  on  the  subject  of  ad¬ 
ministration,  I  want  to  say  that  Mr. 
David  Bell,  the  present  Administrator  of 
the  program  is  one  of  the  highest  caliber 
men  in  the  country.  I  am  grateful  for 
the  United  States  of  America  that  he  has 
the  responsibility  of  administering  this 


program  for  the  American  people.  He 
executes  his  job  very  ably  and  with  great 
dedication. 

Where  are  those  who  oppose  this  pro¬ 
gram  because  it  is  being  improperly  ad¬ 
ministered?  What  do  they  say  on  the 
floor  today  in  the  way  of  new  language, 
new  suggestions,  additional  proposals,  or 
alternatives,  in  order  to  strengthen  the 
program,  in  order  to  see  that  it  is  prop¬ 
erly  administered?  I  have  heard  none. 
The  committee  has  worked  long,  hard, 
and  deliberated  very  seriously.  I  am  sure 
anyone  who  had  an  appropriate  sugges¬ 
tion  for  improvement  could  have  been 
heard,  and  his  suggestion  would  have 
been  adopted  as  so  many  others  have 
been  adopted  in  years  past  and  this  year 
in  order  to  assure  proper  administration 
of  the  program. 

We  hear  those  advocating  that  this 
program  ought  to  be  abandoned  or  voted 
against  because  we  have  lost  congres¬ 
sional  control.  Yet  the  record  indicates 
it  was  this  committee  and  this  Congress 
which  insisted  on  an  Inspector  General 
for  the  Department,  whose  reports  are 
made  available  to  the  committee  and  to 
the  Congress.  We  know  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  reviewed  internally  by  him.  We 
know  that  the  program  is  reviewed  by 
our  own  Select  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs  when  the  Congress  is  in  session 
and  when  the  Congress  is  out  of  session. 
We  know  that  the  program  is  reviewed 
by  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  of 
the  House  and  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  of  the  other  body. 

We  know  that  the  program  is  reviewed 
by  two  Appropriation  Committees,  one 
in  this  body  and  one  in  the  other  body. 
We  know  that  the  program  is  under  con¬ 
stant  examination  by  the  General  'Ac¬ 
counting  Office.  All  of  those  reports  are 
available  to  any  Member  of  Congress  who 
desires  to  look  at  them  and  to  take  the 
time  to  read  them  and  understand  them. 
Every  one  of  those  reports  by  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office  on  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  this  program  is  made  available 
to  the  appropriate  committees  of  the 
Congress,  including  the  Government 
Operations  Committee  of  the  House  and 
the  Government  Operations  Comniittee 
of  the  other  body.  As  the  major  in¬ 
vestigative  committees  in  both  bodies 
each  can  make  suggestions  or  recom¬ 
mend  any  action.  Tell  me  where  the  loss 
of  congressional  control  is  with  respect 
to  your  own  personal  review  of  this  pro¬ 
gram? 

Then  it  has  been  said  that  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  not  accomplishing  the  things 
which  the  proponents  of  the  program 
claim  that  it  seeks  to  accomplish.  Well, 
I  am  the  first  to  say  it  does  not  accom¬ 
plish  all  of  the  things  we  would  like  to 
have  it  accomplish  overnight.  And  I  am 
the  first  to  say  this  is  a  long-term  pro¬ 
gram  and  has  been  and  should  be  a 
long-term  program. 

I  wish  I  could  see  this  program  being 
terminated  next  week  or  next  year  or 
next  month.  But  even  a  cursory  exami¬ 
nation  of  the  foreign  problems  that  exist 
and  problems  of  international  diplomacy 
would  tell  anybody  that  the  United 
States  has  commitments  which  it  must 
keep,  for  as  long  as  it  takes  for  us  to 
achieve  our  objectives — whatever  they 
might  be. 
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Because  it  is  so  easy  to  generalize  I 
want  to  get  specific — I  want  to  get  spe¬ 
cific  about  an  important  part  of  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  that  is  working  that 
does  accomplish  what  we  said  it  was  go¬ 
ing  to  accomplish.  This  program  is  do¬ 
ing  the  job  today  and  we  have  every 
reason  to  believe  it  will  accomplish  the 
job  in  the  future. 

I  want  to  talk,  Mr.  Chairman,  about 
the  housing  problem  in  Latin  America 
and  what  this  program,  the  foreign  aid 
program,  has  done  with  respect  to  that 
problem. 

Any  member  of  our  committee,  in  fact 
any  Member  of  this  body,  can  readily 
understand  the  housing  problems  in 
Latin  America  are  of  enormous  magni¬ 
tude. 

A.  THE  SCOPE  OF  THE  PROBLEM  IN  LATIN 
AMERICA 

The  housing  problems  facing  Latin 
America  are  of  enormous  magnitude. 

First.  While  the  statistical  data  is 
poor,  a  reasonable  estimate  is  that  the 
present  housing  shortage  amounts  to 
some  15  million  units  and  that  the  cost 
of  providing  such  units  would  approxi¬ 
mate  $25  billion.  The  housing  shortage 
affects  at  least  35  percent  of  the  popula¬ 
tion. 

Second.  In  addition,  a  very  substan¬ 
tial  percentage  of  urban  dwellings  are 
run  down  and  much  of  the  rural  housing 
is  primitive. 

Third.  Some  idea  as  to  the  scope  of 
the  problem  can  be  garnered  from  the 
fact  that  about  40  percent  of  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  Rio  lives  in  slums  known  as 
favelas  where  even  the  most  elementary 
requirements — potable  water,  sewerage, 
electricity,  et  cetera — are  lacking.  The 
same  phenomenon  occurs  in  Lima, 
Buenos  Aires,  Bogota,  and  most  other 
large  cities  in  Latin  America. 

Fourth.  In  assaying  the  enormity  of 
the  problem,  it  is  also  necessary  to  con¬ 
sider  the  rate  of  population  growth  in 
Latin  America.  It  is  estimated  that 
over  1.3  million  units  are  required  an¬ 
nually  to  meet  population  growth  and 
replacement  needs.  In  other  words,  1.3 
million  units  are  required  to  prevent 
further  deterioration  of  the  housing 
crisis  in  Latin  America.  In  point  of  fact, 
less  than  500,000  units  are  being  con¬ 
structed  annually. 

B.  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  HOUSING  FOR  LATIN 
AMERICA 

First.  The  need  for  housing  is  common 
to  all  mankind.  Adequate  shelter  from 
the  elements  and  a  decent  home,  how¬ 
ever  modest,  are  universally  essential  for 
a  happy  and  productive  life.  Few,  if  any, 
are  able  to  lead  daily  lives  with  purpose, 
responsibility,  and  proper  concern  for 
personal  and  civic  conduct  when  deprived 
for  long  of  adequate  housing. 

Second.  A  man’s  home  and  living  en¬ 
vironment  largely  determine  the  kind  of 
person  he  will  be — how  healthy,  well 
adjusted  and  productive  he  can  be,  as 
well  as  how  purposeful,  responsible,  and 
concerned,  both  as  an  individual  and  as 
a  citizen  and  neighbor. 

Third.  A  decent  home  provides  a 
family  with  a  meaningful  stake  in  the 
community.  It  is  something  a  family 
will  work  and  save  for  and,  when  neces¬ 
sary,  will  defend.  It  is  the  kind  of  stake 
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which  provides  motivation  away  from  ex¬ 
treme  ideologies.  Owner  occupied  hous¬ 
ing — even  the  possibility  thereof  within 
some  reasonable  period  of  time — is  a 
stabilizing  political  and  social  influence. 

Fourth.  Housing  is  a  tool  for  economic 
development.  To  build  a  single  home, 
then  furnish  it  and  keep  it  in  good  repair, 
requires  many  different  products  and 
services.  When  this  is  multiplied  by  the 
many  thousands  of  homes  that  every 
country  need  regularly  for  its  people,  it 
can  be  seen  that  the  products  and  serv¬ 
ices  of  a  large  working  force  and  of  many 
big  and  small  enterprises  are  required; 
this  creates  widespread  employment  and 
generates  continuing  healthy  markets, 
industries,  and  purchasing  power.  Sim¬ 
ilarly,  the  provision  of  utilities,  trans¬ 
portation,  and  other  essential  services 
and  products  for  expanding  neighbor¬ 


hoods  and  communities  again  increases 
employment  and  production  and  further 
multiplies  the  positive  impact  upon  the 
economy  and  the  entire  life  of  the 
country. 

C.  THE  APPROACH  TO  THE  SOLUTION  OP  THE 
PROBLEM 

Given  the  magnitude  of  the  problem, 
it  is  impossible  to  attempt  to  finance 
from  external  resources  anything  ap¬ 
proaching  a  total  solution.  Instead,  the 
approach  has  been  to  help  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  to  help  itself  to  solve  the  problem 
through  a  number  of  techniques  herein¬ 
after  discussed. 

The  use  of  each  one  of  these  tech¬ 
niques  or  tools  has  emphasized  the  role 
of  the  private  builder,  the  private  mort¬ 
gage  financing  institution,  and  the  pri¬ 
vate  ownership  of  the  housing  units 


which  ultimately  result.  The  Alliance  is 
firmly  committed  to  the  principle  that 
the  Latin  American  housing  problem 
will  be  solved  largely,  although  not  ex¬ 
clusively,  through  private  channels. 

1 .  AID  DIRECT  HOUSING  LOANS 

AID  has  made  direct  loans  for  housing 
totaling  about  $155  million.  In  most 
cases  these  have  been  made  to  govern¬ 
ment  institutions.  However,  in  each  case 
the  result  has  been  private  housing  unit 
ownership.  The  typical  pattern  is  a 
loan  to  a  Latin  American  government 
which  is  relent  to  a  private  savings  and 
loan,  or  other  private  institution,  as  seed 
capital.  In  turn,  the  private  fianncial 
institution  relends  to  the  ultimate 
owner  for  mortgage  financing.  Con¬ 
struction  is  almost  inevitably  by  private 
contractors. 


Chart  1.  AID  direct  housing  loans 


Country 

Loan  name,  number,  and  amount 

Borrower 

Houses 

planned 

Number 

com¬ 

pleted 

Number 

under 

con¬ 

struction 

Percent 
that 
will  be 
directly 
financed 
by  AID 

DOLLAR  LOANS 

Argentina  __ 

Central  Housing  Bank,  510-L-006 

Government. ..  ..  _  . 

4,000 

0 

0 

35 

($12,500,000). 

Aided  self-help  housing,  510-L-012 

Government  of  Buenos 

1,200 

0 

584 

50 

($2,000,000). 

Aires  Province. 

Bolivia _ ___ 

None _ 

Brazil _ _  _ 

_ do . . . 

Chile... 

Central  Savings  &  Loan  Bank,  DLF- 

Caja  Central _ _  _ 

3,200 

3,200 

0 

33 

199  ($5,000,000). 

Central  Savings  &  Loan  Bank,  513- 

_ do _ _ 

10,000 

0 

0 

L-022  ($$,700,000). 

Colombia _ 

Aided  self-help  housing,  DLF-207 

Instituto  de  Credito  Terri- 

17, 949 

15, 504 

906 

45 

($12,000,000). 

torial. 

Seif-help  housing,  514-L-026  ($7,500,- 

_ do _ 

8,  550 

444 

1,960 

50 

000). 

Costa  Rica . 

Slum  replacement  housing,  515-L-006 

Government _ _ ... 

2,200 

420 

289 

70 

($2,000,000). 

Dominican  Re- 

National  Housing  Bank,  517-L-002 

National  Housing  Bank.. 

1,345 

0 

1, 345 

50 

public. 

($2,100,000). 

Ecuador . 

Central  Housing  Bank,  DLF-213 

Central  Housing  Bank  .  ... 

2,592 

670 

89 

60 

($5,000,000). 

El  Salvador.  ...... 

National  Housing  Finance  Agency, 

National  Housing  Finance 

1,500 

0 

0 

55 

519-L-008  ($3,100,000). 

Agency. 

Guatemala _ _ 

None  _  _ _ 

Haiti _ 

_ do.  _ 

Honduras.. . . 

Tela  Union  Housing,  522-K-007 

Tela  Railroad  Labor  Syndi- 

185 

113 

60 

85 

($400,000). 

cate. 

Cooperative  housing,  522-H-011  ($200,- 

Banco  Nacional  de  Fomento 

494 

0 

0 

90 

000,000). 

de  Honduras. 

Government _ 

766 

0 

5G 

100 

532-L-002  ($2,800,000). 

Mexico . . 

Low-cost  housing,  523-L-02  ($20,- 

Nacional  Financicra,  S.A  . 

23,000 

4,  862 

18, 138 

33 

000,000). 

Panama. . . 

Housing  Mortgage  Bank,  DLF-198 

Caja  de  Ahorros . . . 

635 

305 

300 

65 

($2,500,000). 

Peru!  _  I 

Home  savings  program,  DLF-201 

G  o  vemment. _  _  _  _  ___ 

7,800 

3,000 

3,500 

50 

($7,500,000).“ 

Cooperative  housing  program  527-L- 

_ do _ _  _ 

3, 125 

0 

0 

60 

034  ($6,000,000). 

Uruguay _ 

Home  construction,  528-I.-015  ($6,- 

The  Mortgage  Bank  of 

<>) 

(*) 

<*) 

22 

000,000). 

Uruguay. 

Venezuela _  .. 

Mendoza  housing,  DLF-175  ($6,- 

Fundacion  dc  la  Vivienda 

*750 

1,500 

(*) 

33 

000,000). 

Popular. 

Central  Housing  Bank,  DLF-212 

Banco  Obrero..  ..  ... 

•  750 

2,616 

(<) 

50 

($10,000,000). 

Low-cost  housing  and  slum  clearance, 

Foundation  for  Community 

•  12, 000 

7,000 

<*) 

60 

529-L-004  ($30,000,000). 

Development  &  Muni- 

cipal  Improvement. 

Regional  loan _ 

CAB  El  Home  Loan  Department  590- 

Central  American  Bank  for 

3,500 

0 

0 

100 

L-003  ($10  million). 

Economic  Integration. 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


Remarks 


The  Central  Housing  Bank  is  cur¬ 
rently  being  organized  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  No  disbursements  of  loan 
funds  have  been  made.1 

Procedural  difficulties  delayed  initial 
construction. 


The  loan  represents  33  percent  contri¬ 
bution  to  the  paid-in  capital  of  the 
bank.1 

The  loan  represents  an  effort  to 
strengthen  both  the  primary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  mortgage  markets.  The  loan 
agreement  was  only  recently  signed.1 


Political  problems  and  inflation-in¬ 
duced  prices  caused  delays  in  con¬ 
struction. 


0). 

(>). 

Loan  agreement  has  yet  to  be  signed.1 


Loan  agreement  has  yet  to  be  signed. 


«■ 


0). 

Loan  agreement  signed  Feb.  13,  1965. 1 

Loan  represents  22  percent  of  bor¬ 
rower’s  paid-in  capital.  Subloans 
are  not  limited  to  house  construction 
alone,  but  include  farm  buildings 
and  improvements  to  both  homes 
and  farm  buildings.1 

(>). 

(0. 

('). 


0). 
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Country 

Loan  name,  number,  and  amount 

Borrower 

Houses 

planned 

Number 

com¬ 

pleted 

Number 

under 

con¬ 

struction 

Percent 
that 
will  be 
directly 
financed 
by  AID 

Remarks 

LOCAL  CURRENCY 
LOANS 

Cooley  loans  for 
housing 

Colombia . — 

Hogares  Colombianos,  514-E-018 

Hogares  Colombianos,  S.A.. 

474 

362 

(4) 

83 

(5,000,000  pesos). 

Hogares  Peruanas,  627-E-013  (4,000,- 
000  soles). 

Hogares  Chavarria,  527-E-026  (26,- 
000,000  soles). 

Hogares  Peruanas,  S.A  ._  __ 

72 

72 

0 

57 

Hogares  Chavarria,  S.A _ 

419 

188 

150 

83 

1  As  the  loan  constitutes  a  contribution  to  the  paid-in  capital  of  a  lending  institution  2  Not  available, 

and  is  not  intended  for  a  specific  project,  no  clear  identification  of  AID-financed  homes  a  per  annum, 

is  possible.  4  Not  known. 


2.  AID  HOUSING  INVESTMENT  GUARANTEES 

The  pilot  $250  million  housing  guar¬ 
antee  program  for  private  U.S.  invest¬ 
ment  in  self -liquidating  demonstration 
housing  projects  in  Latin  America  is 
moving  at  an  accelerating  rate.  As  of 
March  1,  1965,  AID  had  approved  15  in¬ 
vestment  guarantees  for  self -liquidating, 
middle-income  housing  projects  in  10 
Latin  American  countries.  With  a  total 
guarantee  authorization  of  about  $90  mil¬ 
lion,  these  will  ultimately  result  in  the 


construction  of  18,206  dwellings,  housing 
over  90,000  persons.  An  additional  14 
projects  involving  13,882  dwellings 
representing  $75  million  have  passed  the 
preliminary  feasibility  review  and  are  in 
the  final  processing  stage.  The  re¬ 
remainder  of  the  authority  will  be  used 
for  projects  which  are  under  preliminary 
review  by  PHA  on  behalf  of  AID. 

The  present  $250  million  program  will 
result  in  the  construction  of  approxi¬ 
mately  50  projects  involving  50,000  units 


of  housing.  All  of  these  units  will  have 
been  built  by  private  builders  and  are 
for  private  ownership.  In  most  in¬ 
stances,  the  projects  are  built  in  whole 
or  part  by  U.S.  builders. 

The  requested  additional  $200  of  hous¬ 
ing  guarantee  authority  will  be  similarly 
used  for  housing  built  by  private  builders 
for  private  ownership.  It  is  expected 
that  the  U.S.  builder  will  continue  to 
play  a  very  substantial  role  in  this  pro¬ 
gram. 


Latin  America  housing  investment  guarantees  authorized,  as  of  Dec.  81,  196 4 


Country 


Name  of  project 


Sponsor 


Argentina. 

Chile . - 

Colombia. . 
Do.... 


Field.... . . 

IBEC _ 

Las  Americas  (VIP ASA).. 
Caribbean  Homes _ 


N.  R.  Field,  Miami,  Fla _ ... 

Rodman  Rockefeller,  New  York,  N.Y _ 

Pedro  A.  Gonzalez,  San  Juan,  P.R _ 

Harold  Lockheimer,  North  Bergen,  N.J.. 


Dominican  Republic.. 

El  Salvador _ 

Guatemala _ 


COINFO..... _ 

Financiera  Roble.. 
Capital  City-Silver. 


Honduras 


Micasa  Corp. 


Do. 


Construcciones  Populares, 


George  Crumley,  Columbus,  Ohio _ 

Luis  Poma,  San  Salvador,  El  Salvador... 
Joint  venture  of  James  Investment  Co., 
Donovan  Construction  Co.,  and  C.  J. 
Silver,  St.  Paul,  Minn. 

William  F.  Luce,  Guatemala  City,  Guate¬ 
mala. 

Daniel  O’Connell,  Holyoke,  Mass _ 


Mexico _ 

Peru . . 

Do.... 

Do.... 

Venezuela. 


S.A. 

AIFLD _ 

Apollo  Industries _ 

_ do _ 

Development  Corp.  Inter¬ 
national. 

Rahmani  Construction 
Corp. 


William  C.  Doherty,  Jr.,  Washington,  D.C. 

Lawrence  I.  Thorpe,  Pittsburgh,  Pa _ 

_ do _ _ 

Haim  S.  Eliachar,  Wellesley,  Mass _ 

Sender  Rahmani,  White  Plains,  N.Y _ 


Total, 


Investor 


Chase  Manhattan  Bank... _ 

Connecticut  Life  Insurance  Co _ 

Carl  M.  Loeb,  Rhoades  &  Co _ 

Teachers  Insurance  &  Annuity  Association 
of  America,  Penn  Mutual  Life  Insurance 
Co.,  Provident  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co. 
of  Philadelphia,  Fidelity  Mutual  Life 
Insurance  Co. 

Chase  Manhattan  Bank _ 

_ do _ 

_ do _ _ _ _ 


Fidelity  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co.  of 
Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Carl  M.  Loeb,  Rhoades  &  Co _ 

Alexander  Bookstaver,  Washington,  D.C _ 

Chase  Manhattan  Bank _ 

.- _ do _ _ 

Carl  M.  Loeb,  Rhoades  &  Co _ _• _ 

The  Fidelity  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co., 
The  Penn  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co., 
Provident  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co.  of 
Philadelphia. 


Dollar 

amount 

(millions) 

Number 
of  units 

Number 
of  units 
completed 

7.5 

1.133 

10.0 

2,000 

8.2 

2,000 

200 

9.2 

1,  268 

4.6 

600 

4.525 

501 

110 

8.5 

1,276 

2.8 

1,200 

6.675 

1,  700 

10.0 

2,984 

2,984 

1.26 

405 

405 

1.04 

400 

4.0 

915 

6.302 

824 

84.  502 

17, 206 

3, 700 

Latin  America  housing  investment  guarantees — Letters  of  reservation  issued  as  of  Dec.  81,  1964 


Country 

Name  of  project 

Sponsor 

Investor 

Dollar 

amount 

No.  of 
units 

(millions) 

Argentina _ 

AIDCO _ _ 

Arthur  Lubell,  New  York,  N.Y___ 

6.0 

2.6 

1.679 

1,000 

462 

450 

Chile _ 

AIFLD _ 

William  C.  Doherty,  Jr.,  Washington,  D.C... 
Eduardo  Zuniga  Chavarria,  San  Jose,  Costa 
Rica. 

Costa  Rica . . 

nsrvu . . 

Dominican  Republic.. 

Burl  Johnson  <fe  Associates _ 

Burl  Johnson  &  Associates,  Sevema  Park, 

Chase  Manhattan  Bank _  _ 

2.135 

342 

Do... . . . . 

AIFLD _  . 

Md.;  Virgllio  Perez  Bernal,  Santo  Domingo, 
Dominican  Republic. 

William  C.  Doherty,  Jr.,  Washington,  D.C... 
W.  R.  Newton,  Jess  Nealy,  Calvin  J.  Foster, 
Houston,  Tex. 

850.0 

10.0 

890 

1,700 

Guatemala— _ 

Constructora  Pacifico  . 

Jamaica . . 

Kissell  Co . 

Teachers  Insurance  &  Annuity  Association  of 
America;  Penn  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co.; 

7.6 

1,413 

Provident  Mutual  Life  Insurance  of  Phila- 

Do. . 

Barness  Construction  Co _ 

Herbert  Barness,  Warrington,  Bucks  County, 
Pa.;  O.  B.  Rose,  Kingston,  Jamaica. 

delphia. 

4. 952 

900 

Nicaragua . 

The  Charter  Co _ 

Raymond  Mason,  Jacksonville,  Fla _ 

Arquitectos  Ingenieros,  S.A— _ _ _ _ 

6. 941 

802 
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Country 

Name  of  project 

Sponsor 

Investor 

Dollar 

amount 

(millions) 

No.  of 
units 

VIPSE _ _ 

Enrique  Schroth,  Lima,  Peru;  James  Tabor, 
Honolulu,  Hawaii. 

Paul  L.  Burkhard,  Glendale,  Calif _  - 

New  England  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co.; 

Bankers  Life  Co.  &  Teachers  Annuity  Co. 
Eastman  Dillon,  Union  Securities  &  Co _ 

8. 814 

6.0 

6.7 

3.745 

1, 352 

540 

720 

488 

International  Housing 
Association. 

INRESA _ 

Do  _ 

Moisai  F.  Eencceraf,  Caracas,  Venezuela _ 

Chase  Manhattan  Bank _ _ _ 

Do 

Fundacion  de  la  Vivienda 
Popular. 

Eugenio  Mendoza,  Caracas,  Venezuela. 

_ do _ _ 

67. 916 

11,  059 

Total  authority _ : - $250,  000,  000 

Authorizations _ ---- -  $84, 502,  000 

Letters  of  reservation - -  67, 916, 000 

— - 152, 418,  000 


Remaining  authority - - - - - -  97,  582,  000 


3.  SOCIAL  PROGRESS  TRUST  FUND  LOANS 

To  date  43  percent  of  the  amount  of 
all  loans  granted  by  the  SPTF  were  for 
housing.  Again,  the  emphasis  has  been 
on  loans  for  housing  which  is  to  be  pri¬ 
vately  built  and  privately  owned,  even 
if  in  the  first  instance  the  borrower  is 
a  government  or  a  government  institu¬ 
tion.  SPTF  loans  have  emphasized 
housing  for  low-income  groups.  Almost 
40  percent  of  the  housing  is  to  be  con¬ 
structed  by  the  owner  or  under  mutual 
aid  schemes.  These  loans  have  provided 
a  complement  to  the  direct  AID  loan 
and  guarantee  programs  which  have 
tended  to  attack  the  problem  of  the 
shortage  of  middle  income  and  lower 
middle  income  housing. 

Social  Progress  Trust  Fund  Loans — IDB 

Housing  Loans  (Through  December  31, 

1964) 

Argentina:  IDB  loan  US$30  million;  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $30  million. 
Banco  Hipotecario  Nacional  de  Argentina, 
an  autonomous  agency  of  GOA  is  the  bor¬ 
rower.  Fifty  percent  of  the  project  will  be 
constructed  by  co-ops,  including  trade  union 
co-ops;  20  percent  by  Argentine  national, 
provencial  and  municipal  housing  agencies; 
10  percent  by  private  enterprise;  10  percent 
will  be  constructed  by  self-help  methods; 
and  the  remaining  10  percent  by  miscella¬ 
neous  means.  Homeowners  are  private  in¬ 
dividuals.  Homes  are  built  by  private  con¬ 
tractors. 

Bolivia:  IDB  loan  US$4  million;  iocal  con¬ 
tribution  equivalent  to  $1,429,000.  Corpora- 
cion  Boliviana  de  Fomento,  an  autonomous 
Government  agency,  is  the  borrower,  guar¬ 
anteed  by  Banco  Central  de  Boliviana.  The 
Bolivian  Development  Corporation  is  admin¬ 
istering  the  program.  Four  construction 
plans  are  included  in  the  program.  First,  320 
houses  are  being  completed  for  private  home- 
owners  who  need  financial  assistance  to  finish 
construction.  Second,  1,100  houses  are  being 
built  for  families  who  participate  in  the  con¬ 
struction  on  a  self-help  basis.  Third,  2,350 
homes  are  being  constructed  through  hous¬ 
ing  co-ops  and  similar  groups  which  own 
land  or  other  resources,  or  both.  Fourth, 
private  sector  savings  and  loan  systems  are 
set  up  for  housing.  Seed  capital  for  the 
savings  and  loan  associations  enables  the 
associations  to  finance  construction  of  100 
homes.  All  construction  is  done  by  private 
contractors  and  all  houses  are  owner 
occupied. 

Brazil:  IDB  loan  US$3,850,000;  local  con¬ 
tribution  equivalent  to  $3,308,600.  Banco  do 
Nordesto  do  Brasil  is  the  borrower.  The  loan 
is  administered  by  Servicio  Social  Contra  o 
Mocambo,  an  autonomous  agency  of  the  State 
of  Pernambuco.  Approximately  4,000  houses 
are  being  built  under  a  broad  slum  clearance 
program  in  Recife  and  2,500  units  are  being 


erected  in  7  smaller  towns.  The  remain¬ 
ing  2,000  are  being  built  in  Alto  de  Jordana, 
a  suburb  of  Recife.  The  homes  are  avail¬ 
able  to  persons  whose  incomes  are  less  than 
four  times  the  minimum  annual  wage  of 
approximately  $20  per  month  equivalent.  All 
construction  work  is  done  by  private  con¬ 
tractors  and  all  homes  are  owner  occupied. 

Chile:  IDB  loan  US$5  million;  local  con¬ 
tribution  equivalent  to  $2,697,000.  Caja 
Central  de  Ahorros  y  Prestamos  is  the  bor¬ 
rower,  guaranteed  by  GOC.  Caja  is  an  auton¬ 
omous  agency  of  the  Government.  The  loan 
was  made  to  strengthen  the  savings  and  loan 
system.  Members  of  co-ops  affiliated  with 
savings  and  loan  associations  are  the  home- 
owners.  Construction  is  by  private  con¬ 
tractors. 

Chile:  IDB  loan  US$2  million;  local  con¬ 
tribution  equivalent  to  $5,642,857.  Soc.  Pro- 
motora  de  Vivienda  Economicos  Ltda  (Pro- 
vien)  is  the  borrower.  The  loan  is  guar¬ 
anteed  by  Corporacion  de  Fomento  de  la 
Produccion  (Corfo) ,  an  autonomous  Gov¬ 
ernment  agency.  Construction  is  by  private 
contractors,.  Homes  are  occupied  by  private 
low-income  families. 

Chile:  IDB  loan  US$2  million;  local  con¬ 
tribution  equivalent  to  $3,600,000.  Cor¬ 
poracion  de  la  Vivienda  is  the  borrower 
(Corvi) .  Corvi  is  a  public  agency  estab¬ 
lished  to  improve  housing  conditions  in 
Chile.  Approximately  2,400  homes  for  pri¬ 
vate  homeownership  for  low-income  families 
are  being  constructed.  Construction  is  by 
private  contractors. 

Chile:  IDB  loan  US$5  million;  local  con- 
contribution  equivalent  to  $14,140,000.  In¬ 
rower  is  Caja  Central  de  Ahorros  y  Prestamos, 
guaranteed  by  Government  of  Chile.  This 
loan  is  to  strengthen  the  savings  and  loan 
system  structure  and  to  cooperate  with  its 
affiliated  associations  in  the  construction  of 
approximately  2,500  houses  for  private  low- 
income  homeowners.  Construction  is  by 
private  contractors. 

Colombia:  IDB  loan  US$15,200,000;  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $14,140,000.  In- 
stituto  de  Credito  Territorial,  an  autonomous 
agency  of  the  Government  of  Colombia,  is 
the  borrower  and  will  furnish  51.8  percent  of 
the  funds  through  IDB  loan  and  48.2  percent 
is  furnished  by  prospective  homeowners. 
Homes  are  for  private  individuals.  Con¬ 
struction  is  on  a  self-help  basis. 

Colombia:  IDB  loan  US$7,500,000;  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $10,200,000.  Bor¬ 
rower  is  Instituto  de  Credito  Territorial, 
guaranteed  by  the  Government  of  Colombia. 
Construction  of  7,065  private  owner-occupied 
houses  on  a  self-help  basis  is  being  financed 
with  these  funds.  The  Instituto  is  an  au¬ 
tonomous  Government  agency  created  to  ad¬ 
minister  public  housing  plans  for  low-income 
groups. 

Colombia:  IDB  loan  US$2,500,000;  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $1,750,000.  In¬ 
stituto  de  Credito  Territorial  is  the  borrower. 
The  loan  is  guaranteed  by  the  Government  of 


Colombia.  The  loan  will  help  finance  con¬ 
struction  of  1,400  houses  for  members  of  a 
trade  union.  The  Instituto  is  responsible 
for  construction  of  the  houses.  Construction 
is  by  private  contractors.  Homeowners  will 
be  members  of  two  large  labor  groups.  The 
loan  will  help  finance  1,200  houses  and  280 
co-op  apartments  on  land  owned  by  the 
Instituto. 

Costa  Rica:  IDB  loan  U.S.  $3,500,000;  lo¬ 
cal  contribution  equivalent  to  $12,500,000 
(US$).  Instituto  Nacional  de  Vivienda  y 
Urbanismo  (INVU),  an  autonomous  agency 
of  the  GOCR  is  the  borrower.  Homes  are 
occupied  by  owners.  INVU  is  responsible  for 
coordination  of  construction  and  assists  co¬ 
ops  and  nonprofit  institutions  with  construc¬ 
tion  of  houses.  Construction  is  by  private 
contractors. 

Costa  Rica:  IDB  loan  US$3,600,000  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $2,900,000.  Bor¬ 
rower  is  Instituto  Nacional  de  Vivienda  y 
Urbanismo  (INVU) ,  guaranteed  by  GOCR. 
The  loan  will  help  finance' the  construction 
of  2,816  homes.  INVU  is  responsible  for 
planning  and  carrying  out  housing  programs 
in  Costa  Rica.  Homeowners  will  be  private 
low-income  families.  Construction  is  by  pri¬ 
vate  contractors. 

Dominican  Republic:  IDB  loan  US$3,500,- 
000;  local  contribution  equivalent  to  $2,875,- 
000.  The  GODR  is  the  borrower.  Instituto 
Nacional  de  la  Vivienda  is  in  charge  of  the 
program.  Low-income  families  who  will  pur¬ 
chase  these  houses  will  help  in  the  con¬ 
struction  on  a  self-help  basis. 

Ecuador:  IDB  loan  US$10,600,000;  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $5,800,000.  Banco 
Ecuatoriano  de  la  Vivienda  is  the  borrower, 
guaranteed  by  GOE.  Banco  Ecuatoriano  is  in 
charge  of  these  construction  projects.  Con¬ 
struction  is  by  private  contractors.  A  total 
of  7,600  units  are  to  be  constructed,  of 
which  1,250  homeowners  will  receive  help 
from  their  employers;  1,250  units  will  be 
constructed  on  lots  owned  by  low-income 
families;  1,000  by  means  of  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  by  housing  co-ops;  2,100  by  direct  con¬ 
struction;  and  2,000  by  self-help  and  mutual 
aid  systems.  Homeowners  are  private  in¬ 
dividuals. 

El  Salvador:  IDB  loan  US$6,100,000;  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $5,200,000.  Insti¬ 
tuto  de  Vivienda  Urbana  is  borrower,  guar¬ 
anteed  by  GOES.  Some  5,000  units  are  being 
built  with  50  percent  on  a  self-help  and 
mutual  aid  basis.  The  rest  is  by  direct  con¬ 
struction  by  public  bids.  Homeowners  are 
private  individuals. 

Guatamala:  IDB  loan  US$5,300,000;  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $5,440,000.  Banco 
de  Guatemala  is  the  borrower.  A  total  of 
5,260  houses  are  being  built  by  private  con¬ 
tractors  in  three  locations,  with  3,260  units 
being  constructed  by  Instituto  Cooperative 
Interamericano  and  2,000  units  by  Caja  Cen¬ 
tral  de  Ahorro,  a  central  savings  and  loan 
bank.  Homeowners  are  private  individuals. 
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Honduras:  IDB  loan  US$1  million;  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $469,000.  Bor¬ 
rower  is  Instituto  de  la  Vivienda,  guaranteed 
by  Government  of  Honduras.  A  total  of  716 
units  are  being  constructed  for  private 
homeowners;  616  units  are  being  built  on  a 
self-help  basis  under  technical  direction  of 
Instituto  de  la  Viviendas  and  100  are  being 
put  up  on  lots  already  owned  by  the  low- 
income  families.  All  construction  work'  is 
by  private  contractors. 

Mexico:  IDB  loan  US$10  million;  local  con¬ 
tribution  equivalent  to  $30  million.  Na- 
cional  Financiera,  S.A.,  is  the  borrower.  The 
loan  is  guaranteed  by  the  Government  of 
Mexico.  The  project  is  being  carried  out  by 
the  Bank  of  Mexico.  The  loan  provides  par¬ 
tial  financing  for  the  first  stage  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  build  homes  for  sale  to  low-income 
families  through  mortgage  or  fiduciary  guar¬ 
antee  systems.  The  present  loan,  which  is 
being  supplemented  by  an  AID  loan  of  $20 
million  provides  for  23,000  houses.  Home- 
owners  are  private  low-income  families. 
Construction  is  by  private  contractors. 

Nicaragua:  IDB  loan  US$5,200,000;  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $2,589,000.  Insti¬ 
tuto  Nicaraguense  de  la  Vivienda  is  borrower, 
guaranteed  by  the  Government  of  Nicaragua. 
About  half  of  the  2,850  units  are  being  built 
through  self-help  or  mutual  systems.  Of 
the  balance  of  1,460  homes,  560  are  being 
constructed  on  lots  already  owned  by  the 
owners  and  900  are  being  sold  to  families 
who  have  accumulated  savings  up  to  the 
equivalent  of  10  percent  of  cost.  All  con¬ 
struction  work  is  being  done  by  private 
contractors. 

Nicaragua:  IDB  loan  US$5,250,000;  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $4,687,000.  Bor¬ 
rower  is  Instituto  Nicaraguense  de  la  Vivi¬ 
enda,  guaranteed  by  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua.  Up  to  $2,750,000  will  be  used  by 
private  homeowners  to  finance  their  own 
construction.  The  balance  will  be  used  to 
construct  homes  through  saving  and  loan 
systems  for  private  low-income  homeown¬ 
ers.  Construction  will  be  by  private  con¬ 
tractors. 

Panama:  IDB  loan  US$7,600,000;  local  con¬ 
tribution  equivalent  to  $3,100,000.  Instituto 
de  Vivienda  y  Urbanismo  is  borrower  with 
the  Government  of  Panama  as  guarantor. 
Local  funds  are  used  to  promote  establish¬ 
ment  of  savings  and  loan  arrangements  and 
mortgage  insurance.  Private  homeowners 
are  building  approximately  1,000  units 
through  self-help  and  mutual  aid  arrange¬ 
ments.  Approximately  2,000  are  being  built 
for  private  individuals  under  contracts 
awarded  to  private  contractors  through  pub¬ 
lic  bidding.  INVU  is  responsible  for  co¬ 
ordinating  urbanization  and  planning. 

Paraguay:  IDB  loan  US$3,400,000;  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $437,000.  Bor¬ 
rower  is  the  Government  of  Paraguay.  The 
loan  will  be  administered  by  the  Paraguayan 
Institute  of  Housing  and  Urban  Affairs.  The 
project  will  be  applied  to  4  types  of  con¬ 
struction,  i.e.,  1,500  will  be  constructed  on  a 
self-help  basis;  300  houses  by  housing  co¬ 
ops  and  committees;  740  will  be  partially 
constructed  by  private  local  contractors  and 
completed  by  the  homeowners  on  self-help 
and  mutual  aid  basis;  and  1,270  loans  will 
be  used  by  homeowners  for  the  construction 
of  a  “second  bedroom.” 

Peru:  IDB  loan  US$22,800,000;  local  con¬ 
tribution  equivalent  to  $20,900,000.  Insti¬ 
tuto  de  Vivienda  del  Peru,  an  agency  of  the 
Government  of  Peru,  is  borrower.  Home- 
owners  are  private  individuals  with  three- 
quarters  of  the  homes  being  constructed  on 
a  self-help  basis.  Approximately  5,300  units 
were  built  through  co-ops  and  S.  &  L.  as¬ 
sociations  by  private  contractors. 

Peru:  IDB  loan  US$1  million;  local  con¬ 
tribution  equivalent  to  $1,069,200.  Asocia- 
cion  Mutual  de  Credito  para  la  Vivienda  is 
the  borrower  guaranteed  by  the  Government 


of  Peru.  This  loan  was  made  to  strengthen 
the  resources  of  the  borrower,  a  private  mu¬ 
tual  credit  institution,  which  channels  pri¬ 
vate  savings  into  financing  low-cost  hous¬ 
ing.  Approximately  400  low-cost  dwellings 
were  built  for  members  of  the  Asociaclon. 
Homeowners  are  private  individuals  who  are 
members  of  the  Asociacion.  Construction  is 
by  private  contractors. 

Uruguay:  IDB  loan  US$8  million;  local 
contribution  equivalent  to  $7,300,000.  Re¬ 
public  of  Uruguay  is  the  borrower.  Respon¬ 
sibility  for  the  construction  was  divided 
among  four  government  agencies.  Home- 
owners  are  private  individuals  and  construc¬ 
tions  is  by  private  contractors. 

Venezuela:  IDB  loan  US$12  million;  con¬ 
tribution  equivalent  to  $33,950,000.  Banco 
Obrero  is  borrower  with  the  Government  of 
Venezuela  as  guarantor.  Homeowners  are 
private  families.  Construction  is  on  a  self- 
help  basis. 

Venezuela:  IDB  loan  US$10  million;  lo¬ 
cal  contribution  equivalent  to  $5  million. 
Banco  Obrero  de  Venezuela  is  the  borrower, 
guaranteed  by  the  Government  of  Vene¬ 
zuela.  A  total  of  5,710  low-cost  houses  are 
being  built  by  private  contractors.  Home- 
owners  are  private  low-income  families. 

4.  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE  IN  HOUSING 

The  Alliance  has  done  much  more 
than  just  build  housing  in  its  compre¬ 
hensive  attack  on  the  Latin  American 
housing  problem.  A  great  deal  of  time, 
effort,  and  money  has  gone  into  techni¬ 
cal  assistance  in  the  housing  field.  In 
rendering  technical  assistance,  the  Alli¬ 
ance  has  called  upon  the  U.S.  universi¬ 
ties,  the  U.S.  cooperatives,  the  U.S.  sav¬ 
ing  and  loan  industry,  U.S.  mortgage 
bankers,  and  others.  However,  the  bulk 
of  the  effort  has  been  focused  on  an 
effort  to  develop  private  Latin  American 
financing  institutions,  particularly  sav¬ 
ings  and  loan  associations.  A  few  ex¬ 
amples  of  the  areas  of  technical  as¬ 
sistance  in  the  housing  field  are  as 
follows : 

First.  Training  in  the  United  States  of 
private  Latin  American  mortgage  bank¬ 
ing  and  savings  and  loan  personnel. 

Second.  Technical  assistance,  through 
contracts  with  U.S.  mortgage  bankers, 
savings  and  loan  and  cooperative  ex¬ 
perts,  to  housing  professionals  through¬ 
out  Latin  America. 

Third.  Compilation  of  indexes  of 
building  materials  and  sources  of  sup¬ 
plies. 

Fourth.  The  development  in  Bogota  of 
an  Inter-American  Housing  Center  to 
train  professionals  in  the  field  of  hous¬ 
ing. 

Fifth.  The  use  of  Peace  Corps  volun¬ 
teers  in  community  action  programs  in 
very  low  cost  Latin  America’s  housing 
projects. 

Sixth.  Technical  assistance  to  govern¬ 
ments  in  the  development  of  adminis¬ 
trative  rules  and  regulations  in  the 
houisng  field,  for  example  zoning  re¬ 
quirements. 

Seventh.  Technical  assistance  in  the 
development  of  national  and  local  hous¬ 
ing  plans. 

Eighth.  Technical  assistance  in  the 
establishment  of  Latin  America’s  coun¬ 
terparts  of  our  FHA. 

S.  ASSISTANCE  IN  AREAS  RELATED  TO  HOUSING 

One  cannot  look  at  the  Alliance’s  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  housing  problem  with¬ 
out  mentioning  other  efforts  in  fields  in¬ 
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timately  related  to  housing.  Thus,  10 
of  the  29  SPTF  loans  made  in  1964  were 
for  water  supply  and  sanitation  facilities. 
AID  has  made  a  number  of  direct  loans 
for  sewerage  systems,  water  supply,  and 
other  purposes  directly  related  to  the  im¬ 
provement  of  housing.  Technical  as¬ 
sistance  in  these  fields  has  also  been 
widespread. 

In  addition,  every  effort  made  by  the 
Alliance  for  Progress,  both  by  the  United 
States  and  the  Latin  American  coun¬ 
tries,  is  dedicated  to  eventual  decent 
housing. 

Assistance  to  education,  development 
of  a  viable  agriculture  sector,  support  of 
businesses  and  industries,  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  roads,  creation  of  powerplants — 
in  other  words,  all  economic  develop¬ 
ment  activities  form  the  necessary  base 
for  a  population  which  can  afford  ade¬ 
quate  homes.  This  is  the  principal 
road  to  the  solution  of  Latin  American 
housing  problems. 

D.  SUMMARY 

An  enormous  housing  problem  exists 
in  Latin  America.  Only  a  beginning  has 
been  made  in  the  solution  of  the  problem. 
Its  substantial  solution  is  essential  to  a 
stable  Latin  America.  This  has  been 
recognized  by  all  the  countries  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 
It  is  a  cornerstone  of  the  U.S.  effort  in 
Latin  America. 

The  solution,  however,  must  come 
largely  from  within  Latin  America  and 
principally  through  the  development  of 
private  financing  institutions  and  pri¬ 
vate  builders. 

The  external  contribution  to  the  solu¬ 
tion  must  be  in  terms  of  demonstration 
programs,  institution  building  efforts, 
technical  help  and  the  like,  not  merely 
the  construction  of  houses.  The  Al¬ 
liance  has  undertaken  a  vast  program 
to  deal  with  the  problem,  attacking  it  at 
every  possible  point.  Two  of  the  major 
achievements  to  date  are  as  follows: 

First.  Over  $435  million  in  U.S.  loans 
have  been  approved  to  finance  a  total 
of  282,000  units  to  house  about  1,400,000 
people.  This  has  been  accomplished 
overwhelmingly  through  private  builders. 
The  loans  have  not  only  built  houses. 
They  have  contributed  substantially  to 
the  development  of  financing  institu¬ 
tions  which  it  is  believed  will  continue  to 
grow  and  develop. 

Second.  A  few  years  ago,  mutual  sav¬ 
ings  institutions  and  savings  and  loan 
associations  were  unheard  of  in  Latin 
America.  Today,  as  a  result  of  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Alliance  for  Progress, 
nine  countries  have  savings  and  loan 
legislation  similar  to  that  in  the  United 
States,  suitably  adopted  to  local  require¬ 
ments — Bolivia,  Chile,  Dominican  Re¬ 
public,  Ecuador,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala, 
Panama,  Peru,  and  Venezuela.  Argen¬ 
tina  and  Nicaragua  are  seriously  con¬ 
sidering  the  enactment  of  similar  legis¬ 
lation.  Of  the  nine  countries  already 
provided  with  such  legislation,  six  now 
have  active  programs — Chile,  Dominican 
Republic,  Ecuador,  Guatemala,  Peru, 
and  Venezuela — and  the  others  are  in 
process  of  implementation.  In  the  six 
countries  with  active  programs,  there  are 
already  83  savings  and  loan  associations, 
215,000  savers,  and  over  $75  million  in 
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gross  savings.  Approximately  25,000 
homes  have  been  financed  through  these 
associations  and  the  value  of  mortgages 
recorded  total  $107  million. 

The  United  States  will  continue  and 
intensify  its  attack  on  the  housing  prob¬ 
lem.  The  emphasis  will  remain  on  the 
development  of  private  institutions.  Ad¬ 
mittedly,  however,  the  U.S.  effort,  al¬ 
though  great,  is  marginal  and  can  only 
help  those  willing  to  help  themselves. 
As  in  every  aspect  of  the  Alliance,  the 
solution  to  the  problem  of  providing  ade¬ 
quate  housing  in  Latin  America  belongs 
to  the  Latin  Americans.  The  record  so 
far  indicates  that  the  United  States  is 
carrying  out  its  commitment  in  this  field 
and  that  the  Latin  Americans  are  equally 
accepting  their  responsibility. 

Mr.  FRELIN GHU Y SEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Derwinski!  . 

(Mr.  DERWINSKI  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 

Tvi'Q  TPIYlfIT’lrC!  I 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
fact  that  several  hundred  Members  are 
present  for  this  debate  this  afternoon  is 
evidence  of  the  keen  interest  which  the 
House  has  in  the  words  of  wisdom  we 
pour  forth. 

However,  following  the  technique  of 
the  gentleman  from  Florida,  I  should  like 
to  speak  to  those  Members  of  the  House 
who  still  have  open  minds  on  this  sub¬ 
ject. 

It  is  true,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  pointed  out,  that  some  Members 
close  their  minds  to  the  merits  of  this 
program  and  in  very  stubborn  fashion 
oppose  its  wonderful  precepts  this  year. 

I  believe  it  would  be  true  also  to  say 
that  some  Members  close  their  minds  to 
obvious  deficiencies  in  this  program  and 
very  blindly  support  all  sections  of  it. 

Assuming  that  the  hundreds  of  Mem¬ 
bers  here  this  afternoon  have  open  minds 
and  do  wish  to  know  the  real  truth  of  the 
program,  I  refer  specifically  to  page  69  of 
the  committee  report,  on  which  appear 
the  minority  views. 

Mr.  Chairman  this  year’s  foreign  aid 
bill  is  a  greater  insult  to  the  intelligence 
of  the  American  public  than  anyone  of 
its  predecessors.  The  public  is  not  being 
told  the  truth  about  the  philosophical  in¬ 
consistencies  or  administrative  defects  of 
the  program.  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
Congress  is  being  told  the  truth.  As  a 
member  of  the  Foreign  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee,  I  do  not  believe  that  testimony  we 
receive  in  either  open  or  executive  session 
from  executive  branch  officials  is  com¬ 
pletely  legitimate. 

The  philosophical  inconsistencies  of 
the  program  can  be  seen  in  the  recurring 
Indian-Pakistani  clashes.  Both  coun¬ 
tries,  especially  India,  are  recipients  of 
substantial  foreign  aid,  yet  both  accuse 
the  United  States  of  aiding  the  other  and 
are  deliberately  courting  Communist 
lands  to  supposedly  strengthen  them 
against  the  actions  of  their  antagonistic 
neighbor  and  the  United  States. 

Supposedly  the  fundamental  reason  for 
the  foreign  aid  program  is  to  halt  the 
spread  of  communism,  yet  so-called  neu¬ 
tralists  with  strong  leftist  tendencies  are 
among  the  major  beneficiaries  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 


From  an  administrative  standpoint, 
repeated  GAO  reports  dramatize  the  in¬ 
adequate  personnel  discovered  in  the 
AID  agency,  and  the  repeated  use  of 
funds  for  impractical,  inconsistent  proj¬ 
ects  are  annually  reported  to  us,  yet  the 
administration  rejects  any  suggestion 
that  a  thorough  review  and  overhaul  of 
the  program  is  in  order. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  Are  those  not  the 
views  of  a  minority  of  the  minority? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  was  about  to 
point  out,  that  is  an  additional  distinc¬ 
tion.  We  are  affectionately  referred  to 
as  a  minority  of  the  minority,  which,  as 
I  see  it,  should  entitle  us  to  special  con¬ 
sideration  as  a  doubly  persecuted  minor¬ 
ity  group,  especially  in  this  day  and  age 
of  interest  in  minorities. 

But  if  you  will  note — I  especially  com¬ 
mend  my  remarks  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida — we  do  make  constructive 
suggestions  specifically  on  page  69  where 
we  point  out  the  basic  defects  and  then 
go  on  for  24  pages  of  charts  as  well  as 
very  effective  testimony  emphasizing  the 
methods  by  which  this  program  can  be 
improved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  point 
out  also  that  there  are  some  basic  in¬ 
consistencies  in  this  program  which  have 
not  received  proper  attention  either  by 
the  loyal  supporters  of  the  bill  or  even 
the  occasional  critics  of  the  bill.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  we  find  the  United  States  in  a 
most  intriguing  position  whenever  a 
clash  occurs  on  the  India-Pakistan  bor¬ 
der.  We  find,  instead  of  at  least  one  or 
the  other  government  appreciating  the 
aid  we  have  given  them,  the  Government 
of  Pakistan  rushes  into  negotiations 
with  Red  China  because  we  are  aiding 
India  and  the  Indians,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gross!  pointed  out, 
rushing  up  to  Moscow  for  moral  support 
because  we  are  aiding  Pakistan.  Cer¬ 
tainly  this  program  should  have  enough 
consistency  so  we  should  have  the  good 
will  and  the  appreciation  of  at  least  one 
of  those  governments.  I  can  understand 
not  being  able  to  please  both  of  the 
governments,  but  I  cannot  justify  a  pro¬ 
gram  in  which  we  alienate  both 
governments. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  also  to  the 
Members,  when  we  rely  on  the  GAO  re¬ 
ports  for  constructive  reviews  of  the 
program  they  generally  come  a  little  too 
late.  An  immediate  review  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  might  well  be  in  order.  Numerous 
references  have  been  made  to  the  won¬ 
derful  leadership  that  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Dr.  Morgan!  gives 
to  the  committee.  I  must  say  that  Dr. 
Morgan  is  a  very  benevolent  chairman 
of  the  committee  and  especially  benevo¬ 
lent  in  his  attitude  toward  the  oppressed 
minority.  However,  it  is  interesting  to 
note  on  the  other  side - 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Yes.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Why  do  you  keep  talking 
about  this  oppressed  minority  of  the 


minority?  You  fellows  get  all  the  time 
you  want.  Who  oppresses  you  ? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  especially  ap¬ 
preciate  the  gentleman’s  entering  into 
the  conversation,  because  he  gives  us 
the  dramatic  attention  we  also  deserve. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  would  do  anything  to 
get  you  a  little  attention.  I  think  you 
ought  to  have  all  the  attention  you  want. 
But  I  cannot  figure  out  who  has  been 
oppressing  you. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Yes.  May  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey? 

Mr.  HAYS.  Surely. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  assume 
from  what  the  gentleman  said  he  is  not 
suggesting  that  the  minority  is  attempt¬ 
ing  to  oppress  the  minority  or  persecute 
it.  I  know  of  no  one  on  the  committee, 
either  majority  or  minority,  attempting 
to  persecute  or  oppress  the  minority  of 
the  minority,  I  assume  the  gentleman 
is  being  basically  facetious  in  order  to 
make  his  points  about  this  matter  in 
talking  about  oppression  and  persecu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Yes.  I  admit  I 
am  being  slightly  facetious,  but  I  do 
so  in  order  to  dramatize  the  frustrations 
we  suffer  after  having  worked  for  hours 
and  days  and  months  in  producing  these 
minority  reports  and  then  find  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Zablocki! 
emphasizing  the  fact  that  this  bill  should 
be  passed  without  any  change.  You  can 
imagine  our  frustration. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Yes.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Now  that  the 
majority  of  the  minority  has  expressed 
appreciation,  we  want  you  to  be  reas¬ 
sured  that  the  majority  of  the  majority 
also  appreciates  you  very  much,  and 
while  we  cannot  agreS  with  you,  we  are 
hopeful  you  will  see  the  light  and  become 
a  part  of  either  one  of  these  groups. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Yes.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Do  I  understand  the 
gentleman  to  say  he  was  so  impressed 
with  what  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  has  said  that  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  has  come  to  the  point  of  frustra¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  No.  I  said  I  was 
frustrated  to  hear  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  ask  us  not  to  accept  any 
amendments  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  I  was  sincere  in  that 
request. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  imagine  the 
gentleman  is  also  a  good  prophet.  I  do 
not  believe  we  will  be  able  to  pass  any 
amendments.  However,  I  should  like  to 
return  once  again  to  our  minority  views 
to  point  out  that  we  do  make  some  spe¬ 
cific,  concrete  suggestions  as  to  how  to 
improve  this  program.  We  are  really  the 
greatest  supporters  that  this  program 
has. 

Blind  support  of  the  program  is  caus¬ 
ing  more  danger  than  the  sustained  op¬ 
position  that  we  give  it,  because  unless 
there  were  consistent  critics,  unless  there 
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were  Members  willing  to  speak  up 
against  the  great  Utopian  platitudes  of 
this  program,  even  greater  abuses  would 
develop. 

I  especially  commend  to  the  attention 
of  the  Members  the  last  two  pages  of 
the  minority  views,  pages  92  and  93  in 
the  committee  report,  where  we  em¬ 
phasize  the  failures  of  the  program.  We 
hope  to  attract  enough  attention  to  have 
the  Members  join  us  in  having  a  thorough 
look  at  this  entire  program. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  not  only  to 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Affairs  but  to  all  the  Members  of 
this  House  here  assembled  that  the  other 
body  has  indicated  that  it  will  pass  a 
bill  for  a  2-year  authorization  and  it 
will  use  the  free  year  to  study  the  pro¬ 
gram.  I  should  think  that  we  in  the 
House  should  be  especially  interested  in 
guarding  our  prerogatives.  If  there  is 
any  review  of  the  program  we  should 
seize  the  reins  of  leadership  and  one  of 
the  things  we  would  have  to  do  is  to 
be  perfectly  honest  with  ourselves  and 
start  to  recognize  the  defects. 

I  should  like  to  join  the  majority,  and 
the  majority  of  the  minority,  in  accept¬ 
ing  those  parts  of  the  program  which 
have  value;  and  in  turn  I  should  like  to 
have  them  join  us  in  a  very  thorough 
review  of  the  obvious  inconsistencies  that 
have  developed. 

For  example,  right  at  the  present  mo¬ 
ment,  the  great  interest  of  the  public  is 
concentrated  on  Vietnam  and  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic.  Yet  very  often  it  has 
been  pointed  out  to  us  with  great  pride 
by  the  administrators  of  the  foreign  aid 
program  that  we  have  up  to  this  year 
supplied  more  economic  assistance  for 
Vietnam  than  military  assistance. 

Now,  this  is  not  a  good  argument  in 
favor  of  the  foreign  aid  bill.  It  is  an 
argument  which  dramatizes  its  failure. 
The  same  might  apply  to  the  case  of  the 
Dominican  Republic.  Obviously  we  have 
not  produced  stability  in  a  program 
which  has  so  many  wonderful  illusions, 
yet  so  many  obvious  failures,  and  de¬ 
serves  a  complete  and  thorough  review. 
In  all  frankness,  instead  of  in  facetious - 
ness,  since  we  do  have  this  tremendous 
interest  on  the  part  of  the  Members — 
and  obviously  if  someone  were  to  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum,  there  would  be 
no  question  but  that  the  numbers  here 
present  are  far  below  a  quorum — obvi¬ 
ously  the  membership  of  the  House  has 
lost  interest  in  discussing  this  program. 
They  have  become  either  frustrated  or 
complacent.  Certainly  the  lack  of 
interest  is  something  we  should  be  con¬ 
cerned  with  and  a  program  of  this  mag¬ 
nitude  should  not  be  treated  so  lightly. 

I  should  like  to  suggest  for  whatever 
time  we  have  left  in  debate,  and  for 
whatever  time  we  will  have  tomorrow 
during  the  amendment  stage  that  instead 
of  repeated  words  of  praise  for  the  pro¬ 
gram,  very  careful  and  special  attention 
be  given  our  minority  views.  We  be¬ 
lieve  they  are  most  constructive. 

Specifically,  we  emphasize  the  drain 
on  U.S.  gold  stocks  of  the  foreign  aid 
program. 

We  emphasize  the  over  $1  billion  in 
foreign  currency,  the  so-called  counter¬ 


part  funds,  accumulated  in  many  coun¬ 
tries  which  should  be  used  to  lessen  the 
pressure  on  our  dollar. 

We  emphasize  the  completely  inade¬ 
quate  review  of  this  massive  program. 

We  emphasize  the  contradiction  in 
aiding  countries  to  supposedly  combat 
communism  while  the  administration  is 
preparing  to  subsidize  Communist  na¬ 
tions  via  the  trade  route. 

We  emphasize  the  worsening  U.S. 
image  abroad  which  in  substantial  part 
is  developing  because  of  the  weak-kneed 
administration  of  this  program. 

We  emphasize  the  need  for  reaffirma¬ 
tion  of  congressional  control  over  the 
foreign  aid  program.  This  House  could 
enter  the  pages  of  history  as  a  most  ef¬ 
fective  Congress  by  rejecting  the  propa¬ 
ganda  of  the  State  Department  and  on 
behalf  of  the  American  public  and  world 
freedom  completely  reexamining,  then 
revamping,  streamlining,  and  redirecting 
this  program. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  MonaganL 

(Mr.  MONAGAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
a  great  privilege  and  also  a  responsibility 
to  follow  such  a  distinguished  commenta¬ 
tor  as  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Derwinski].  So  far  as  the  foreign  aid 
program  is  concerned  I  think  of  him  as 
the  smiling  assassin.  No  one  can  wield  a 
stiletto  with  greater  finesse.  I  warn  that 
we  must  exercise  great  caution  in  con¬ 
sidering  his  statements  because  of  the 
disarming  approach  that  he  uses.  When 
he  is  most  genial,  he  is  at  his  most 
dangerous. 

I  was  interested  to  hear  him  classify 
himself  and  other  members  of  his  team 
as  supporters  of  the  program.  Because 
if  they  are  supporters,  who  needs  oppo¬ 
nents? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  begin 
by  referring  to  one  point  that  has  been 
previously  made  in  opposition  to  the  bill 
and  that  is  the  so-called  standby  au¬ 
thority  for  southeast  Asia. 

Under  that  provision  as  it  stands  now — 
we  authorize  for  fiscal  year  1966  an  ap¬ 
propriation  to  the  President  of  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  for  use  in  southeast 
Asia. 

The  point  was  made  by  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Adair]  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Frelinghuy- 
sen]  that  this  represented  an  unwar¬ 
ranted  surrender  of  congressional  au¬ 
thority. 

Well,  first  of  all  I  should  like  to  point 
out  that  the  committee  itself  took  action 
on  this  proposal  in  connection  with  sec¬ 
tion  510  which  covers  the  whole  world 
and  an  amount  of  $300  million.  The 
committee  reduced  the  time  that  was  re¬ 
quested  by  the  executive  and  limited  this 
authority  to  1  year,  so  that  rather  than 
giving  a  surrender  of  legislative  author¬ 
ity,  the  committee  made  an  exercise  of 
legislative  authority. 

And,  second,  it  seems  to  me  that  if  we 
are  going  to  raise  the  question  of  the 
proper  time  to  give  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt  to  the  executive,  this  is  hardly  the 
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time  to  do  it  when  the  President  of  the 
United  States  comes  in  and  says  to  the 
Congress,  “I  would  like  some  authority 
to  use  funds  that  may  be  necessary  in 
connection  with  the  very  difficult  and 
complicated  military  situation  in  which 
we  find  ourselves  in  southeast  Asia.” 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  I  would  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  think  that 
the  point  should  be  clarified  with  respect 
to  what  the  executive  branch  requested. 

The  gentleman  from  Connecticut  in¬ 
timated  that  the  committee  in  some  way 
restricted  the  time  period  during  which 
this  standby  authorization  would  be 
available. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  That  is  correct  with 
reference  to  section  510. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  further,  the  executive 
branch  only  requested  this  for  a  period 
of  12  months.  The  committee  made  no 
change  in  the  time  period. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  That  is  true  so  far 
as  section  107(a)  (2) ,  the  standby  author¬ 
ity  is  concerned,  but  with  section  510 
which  is  much  broader,  I  offered  the 
amendment  to  limit  this  to  1  year  and 
there  was  no  limitation  in  the  text  of  the 
legislation  as  it  came  to  the  committee. 
It  was  passed  by,  I  believe,  26  votes  to  0. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  further,  my  recollection 
is  that  the  request  with  respect  to  the 
contingency  fund  was  for  Vietnam  only. 
The  committee  says  that  the  money  can 
be  made  available  anywhere  in  southeast 
Asia,  and  it  is  for  a  12-month  period. 
We  made  no  change  in  that  provision 
even  though  the  request  was  made  before 
the  specific  appeal  by  the  President  for 
$700  million  for  unspecified  purposes  in 
southeast  Asia.  This  aid  for  U.S.  forces 
would  seem  to  me  to  reduce  the  necessity 
for  this  kind  of  authorization.  The  fact 
that  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs 
still  took  this  action  strikes  me  as  an 
unusual  step,  if  nothing  else.  Certainly 
in  any  case  it  is  a  very  major  delegation 
of  responsibility  to  the  executive  branch 
of  our  Government  which  normally,  and 
it  seems  to  me  still  today,  should  rest  with 
the  legislative  branch. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  There  is  obviously  a 
difference  of  opinion  between  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey  and  myself  as  to 
whether  or  not  this  delegation  is  appro¬ 
priate  and  whether  or  not  it  is  adequate 
and  whether  or  not  it  is  extreme.  I  hap¬ 
pen  to  feel  that  it  represents  a  proper  ex¬ 
ercise  of  our  legislative  function  and 
well-advised  support  of  the  President. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield  on 
that  point? 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  glad  to  say  that  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  from  Connecticut  be¬ 
cause  the  question  comes  up  in  a  trou¬ 
bled  area,  southeast  Asia.  Can  this  Con¬ 
gress  or  either  body  run  a  war  from  the 
floor?  Can  we  take  emergency  action  on 
sudden  notice  that  might  be  a  matter  of 
minutes  or  hours  in  order  to  give  author- 
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ization  to  the  President  or  shall  the  Pres¬ 
ident  act  without  such  authorization  and 
then  come  back  for  confirmation. 

It  seems  to  me  to  be  much  more  prefer¬ 
able  to  have  the  President  authorized  in 
areas  where  there  is  a  continuing  emer¬ 
gency  to  act  with  our  authorization 
which  we  can  later  confirm  so  that  there 
is  not  the  requirement  of  a  condition 
precedent  which  might  endanger  either 
American  life  or  the  country  itself. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  remarks. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  one  other  point 
upon  which  I  should  like  to  touch  and 
that  is  the  criticism  that  our  allies  or 
friendly  nations  have  not  cooperated 
with  us  in  this  complicated  situation  in 
which  we  find  ourselves  in  southeast 
Asia. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  ca¬ 
pacity  of  these  countries  is,  in  the  first 
place,  not  comparable  to  ours.  Some  of 
these  countries  have  gone  through  very 
difficult  and  trying  times,  financially  and 
otherwise. 

Second,  some  countries  are  working 
k  with  us.  There  are  two  countries  I 
should  like  to  refer  to  that  are  actively 
engaged  in  the  problem  in  southeast 
Asia.  One  of  them  is  Korea  which  has 
over  2,000  troops  in  South  Vietnam  to¬ 
day  as  a  voluntary  action  and  through  a 
voluntary  offer  by  them.  Second,  the 
British  have  a  complex  and  difficult 
pi-oblem  that  is  comparable  to  ours  in 
Malaysia.  The  British  have  50,000 
troops  in  Malaysia  with  aircraft  car¬ 
riers  and  other  equipment  trying  to 
do  exactly  the  sort  of  thing  we  are  trying 
to  do  in  South  Vietnam;  that  is,  to  sta¬ 
bilize, that  area  and  to  bring  about  peace. 
This  is  a  very  substantial  effort,  indeed. 
Other  contributions  are  being  made  too, 
and  I  mention  these  facts  for  the  Record, 
although  I  would  be  glad  to  admit  that 
contributions  could  be  more  substantial 
and  could  be  more  widespread. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  H.R.  7750,  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965.  My 
principal  reason  for  supporting  this  leg- 
\  islation  can  be  found  in  the  statement 
made  by  Secretary  of  Defense  McNamara 
when  he  appeared  before  our  committee 
on  March  11,  1965.  He  said: 

Th.e  military  assistance  program  is  an  es¬ 
sential  element  of  our  national  defense  and 
a  major  tool  of  our  foreign  policy. 

The  Secretary  also  emphasized  that 
no  other  money  in  the  defense  budget 
contributes  so  much  to  our  security  as 
military  assistance. 

In  view  of  the  critical  state  of  the 
world  today  and  the  dangers  threatening 
our  national  security,  I  suggest  that  we 
need  no  other  justification.  If  it  is  an 
essential  element  of  our  defense,  we  must 
support  it. 

The  total  amount  requested  in  this 
bill,  including  both  existing  and  new 
authorization,  is  $3,367  billion.  Of  this 
amount  $2,004  billion  represents  a  new 
authorization,  and  it  is  on  this  latter 
amount  that  action  of  the  House  is 
f  requested. 

When  one  looks  at  the  major  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  bill,  the  reasons  for  sup¬ 
porting  it  are  compelling.  To  begin 
with,  we  have  the  military  assistance 


section  in  the  amount  of  $1.17  billion. 
These  funds  are  expended  in  supporting 
the  effort  of  various  cooperative  and 
friendly  countries  in  combating  the 
Communist  threat.  Of  this  total,  84  per¬ 
cent  is  allocated  to  11  key  countries  on 
the  borders  of  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc.  The 
major  expenditures  are  made  in  countries 
such  as  Vietnam,  Thailand,  Korea,  the 
Republic  of  China,  Greece,  and  Turkey. 
These  nations  are  on  the  front  line  of 
the  free  world’s  defense  against  com¬ 
munism  and  it  is  clearly  in  our  national 
interest  to  support  their  effort. 

The  average  per  capita  gross  national 
product  of  the  11  principal  forward  de¬ 
fense  countries  is  $168.55  compared  with 
$3,239  for  the  United  States.  While  this 
amount  is  only  one-twentieth  of  ours, 
the  percentage  of  gross  national  product 
which  they  spend  for  defense  is  50  per¬ 
cent  more  than  ours. 

In  connection  with  the  aid  given  in  the 
forward  defense  program,  we  must  not 
forget  the  savings  effected  through  this 
program  over  the  costs  which  we  would 
have  to  pay  if  American  troops  were  used 
in  these  policing  functions.  The  average 
annual  cost  of  pay  and  allowances,  sub¬ 
sistence  and  clothing  for  a  soldier  of 
these  countries  is  $497,  while  the  com¬ 
parable  cost  for  a  U.S.  soldier  is  $4,347, 
or  almost  10  times  the  former  amount. 

In  addition  to  the  forward  defense  pro¬ 
gram,  under  the  military  section  there  is 
the  important  schedule  of  assistance  to 
Latin  American  countries  which,  in  many 
cases,  is  not  really  the  same  type  of  as¬ 
sistance  that  we  have  been  discussing  but 
involves  general  force  training  and 
strengthening  of  internal  security  capa¬ 
bilities,  as  well  as  support  of  civil  action 
projects.  This  is  money  well  spent  and 
the  civic  action  program  is  one  that  is 
extremely  helpful  to  the  countries  in¬ 
volved  through  its  provision  of  highways 
and  similar  public  works.  At  the  same 
time,  it  does  raise  the  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  these  essentially  eco¬ 
nomic  items  should  be  financed  through 
the  military  budget.  Undoubtedly,  the 
most  compelling  argument  in  them  favor 
is  the  point  that  the  allocation  of  these 
programs  to  economic  aid  would  mean  a 
tremendous  increase  in  cost,  since  they 
would  have  to  be  done  by  private  con¬ 
tractors  and  could  no  longer  be  done  at 
reduced  rates  by  military  serving  under 
short-term  conscription.  But  the  phi¬ 
losophy  is  one  which  we  should  reexam¬ 
ine  and,  in  fact,  the  committee  has  in¬ 
cluded  minatory  language  in  the  bill  in 
section  201  c. 

The  third  principal  item  of  military  as¬ 
sistance  relates  to  aid  given  to  countries 
with  whom  we  have  base  arrangements. 
Anyone  who  has  seen  the  Spanish  bases 
and  recalls  the  Congo  crisis  realizes  the 
role  that  these  facilities  and  the  bases 
in  the  Azores  play  in  providing  the 
United  States  with  the  capacity  to  meet 
the  recurring  national  crises  with  which 
we  are  habitually  faced  today.  These 
are  the  major  provisions  of  the  military 
phase  of  the  bill. 

I  want  to  emphasize  one  aspect  of  the 
military  assistance  program  which  ur¬ 
gently  requires  the  attention  of  the  De¬ 
fense  Department.  I  refer  to  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  Greece.  General  Lemnitzer  in 


his  statement  to  the  committee  pointed 
out  that  the  assistance  cuts  which  Con¬ 
gress  made  in  the  1964  fiscal  year  pro¬ 
gram  had  resulted  in  delays  in  provid¬ 
ing  adequate  equipment  for  the  Greek 
Army.  These  cuts  amounted  to  $400 
million.  His  description  of  the  need  for 
improving  the  status  of  the  Greek  Army 
was  the  strongest  of  any  statement  pre¬ 
sented  to  us  during  the  course  of  our 
hearings.  When  I  questioned  him  he 
pointed  out — on  page  1215  of  the  hear¬ 
ings — that  the  $400-million  reduction  in 
fiscal  year  1964  had  stalled  the  program 
for  replacing  obsolete  equipment  in  the 
Greek  Army.  This  reduction  came  at  a 
time  when  the  Bulgarian  Army  was  be¬ 
ing  given  improved  equipment.  The 
geographical  facts  of  life  are  clear  for 
all  to  see.  The  Bulgarian  military 
strength  can  be  placed  at  a  point  less 
than  20  miles  from  the  sea  and  prevent¬ 
ing  this  army  from  breaking  through  the 
narrow  strip  of  Greek  territory  is  a  vital 
objective  of  NATO.  While  this  bill  does 
not  compel  the  expenditure  of  increased 
funds  to  bring  this  project  back  to  its 
normal  course,  nevertheless  its  vital  im¬ 
portance  to  our  overall  military  program 
must  be  emphasized  and  I  sincerely  hope 
that  General  Lemnitzer  will  administra¬ 
tively  be  given  the  funds  necessary  to 
take  the  steps  which  he  so  urgently 
desires. 

Before  I  leave  the  military  assistance 
program  I  want  to  speak  of  one  aspect 
of  this  program  which  concerns  me  in¬ 
creasingly.  This  is  our  national  pro¬ 
gram  of  military  sales.  This  pi'Ogram 
began  as  a  sort  of  setoff  to  the  foreign 
aid  program  whereby  we  would  recoup  in 
this  fashion  some  of  the  expenditures 
which  we  were  making  for  foreign  as¬ 
sistance. 

It  now  has  grown,  however,  to  a  point 
of  real  concern.  These  sales  amount  to 
$1.5  billion  a  year  and  the  United  States 
is  the  largest  arms  merchant  in  the 
world.  This  growth  has  caused  serious 
resentment  among  our  allies. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  time  has  come 
when  we  should  seriously  consider  the 
implications  of  this  program.  We  cer¬ 
tainly  do  not  wish  to  reach  the  point 
where  the  sale  of  arms  becomes  an  end 
in  itself  and  a  policy  much  like  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Motors  sales  program  for  auto¬ 
mobiles  with  its  aggressive  merchandis¬ 
ing  appears  to  be  in  the  process  of  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  Defense  Department. 

We  who  can  recall  the  1920’s  and 
1930’s  and  the  concern  with  which  we 
viewed  the  warmaking  potential  of  the 
munitions  makers  of  that  time  should  be 
alert  to  prevent  repetition  of  those 
activities  as  a  national  policy.  Our 
economy  depends  sufficiently  upon  war 
preparations  today  in  the  task  of  de¬ 
veloping  the  weapons  for  our  own  de¬ 
fense.  Surely  the  time  has  come  when 
we  must  question  whether  the  extensive 
stimulation  of  arms  sales  throughout  the 
world  as  an  official  program  of  the 
United  States  should  not  be  curtailed. 

Insofar  as  the  economic  aid  program  is 
concerned,  it  is  interesting  to  note  that 
two-thirds  of  the  total  funds  are  expected 
to  go  to  seven  countries :  India,  Pakistan, 
Turkey,  Nigeria,  Tunisia,  Brazil,  and 
Chile.  These  nations  all  have  underway 
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major  development  programs,  and  the 
importance  to  the  United  States  of  the 
economic  well-being  of  these  countries 
is  too  obvious  to  require  emphasis  by  me. 

In  this  phase  of  the  program,  it  is 
worth  while,  I  think,  to  emphasize  the 
dramatic  expansion  of  the  specific  risk 
investment  guarantee  program.  This  has 
grown  from  186  contracts  for  $426  mil¬ 
lion  in  1963  to  486  contracts  for  $708  mil¬ 
lion  in  1964. 

This  is  a  progressive  way  of  helping 
these  nations  without  the  actual  use  or 
expenditure  of  Government  funds.  It 
represents  the  stimulation  of  private  in¬ 
vestment  somewhat  in  the  nature  of  FHA 
mortgage  guarantees. 

Generally  speaking,  the  economic  pro¬ 
gram  follows  its  customary  course.  I 
feel  that  there  has  been  improved  man¬ 
agement  and  tighter  controls.  We  have 
not  seen  the  freewheeling  and  lack  of 
control  that  frequently  characterized 
this  program  in  the  past. 

Certain  underdeveloped  countries  look 
to  us  for  assistance  in  creating  a  firm 
base  for  development  and  it  is  in  our  na¬ 
tional  interest  to  help  them.  Frequently 
the  results  are  encouraging.  This  has 
been  the  case  in  Israel  and  in  free  China. 

With  careful  management  and  with  in¬ 
telligent  operation,  the  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  forwards  our  national  foreign 
policy  and  constitutes  an  essential  tool 
for  our  leaders  in  fashioning  our  national 
security. 

Mr.  FRELENGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Thompson]. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  Fifty-nine  Members  are  present, 
not  a  quorum.  The  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 


[Roll  No.  107] 


Andrews, 

Griffin 

Morrison 

George  W. 

Gurney 

Mosher 

Ashbrook 

Hagen,  Calif. 

O'Neill,  Mass. 

Ashley 

Hamilton 

Pelly 

Bandstra 

Hanna 

Powell 

Baring 

Harsha 

PurceU 

■Berry 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Quie 

Bonner 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Brademas 

Hubert 

Reinecke 

Brock 

Herlong 

Resnick 

Brown,  Ohio 

Holland 

Reuss 

Buchanan 

Hungate 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Burton,  Calif. 

Ichord 

Roncalio 

Callaway 

Jennings 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Carter 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Rostenkowski 

Chelf 

Jonas 

Roybal 

Clausen, 

Kluczynski 

Saylor 

Don  H. 

Lennon 

Sisk 

Daddario 

Lindsay 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Dent 

Long,  Md. 

Springer 

DingeU 

McMiUan 

Stubblefield 

Edmondson 

Macdonald 

Toll 

Feighan 

MacGregor 

Weltner 

Flynt 

Mackie 

Widnall 

Fogarty 

Mailliard 

Willis 

Gilllgan 

Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 

Martin,  Ala. 
Martin,  Mass. 
Mathias 

Wright 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Albert) 
having  resumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Landrum, 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union,  report¬ 
ed  that  that  Committee,  having  had  un¬ 
der  consideration  the  bill,  H.R.  7750,  and 
finding  itself  without  a  quorum,  he  had 
directed  the  roll  to  be  called  when  353 


Members  responded  to  their  names,  a 
quorum,  and  he  submitted  herewith  the 
names  of  the  absentees  to  be  spread  upon 
the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  session. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Thomson]  is  rec¬ 
ognized  for  10  minutes. 

(Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  debate  on  this  measure 
so  far  has  seemed  to  emphasize  the  duty 
or  obligation  or  desire  of  our  Government 
to  build  in  other  nations  a  stable  govern¬ 
ment  and  a  viable  economy.  I  would  like 
to  inject  at  this  time  a  few  comments 
about  a  desire  that  many  people  have  in 
America  to  preserve  in  this  country  a 
stable  government  and  a  viable  economy 
and  I  think  much  can  be  done  toward 
that  end  by  eliminating  waste  and  ex¬ 
travagance  that  still  exists  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  voted  year  after  year  by 
this  Congress. 

In  furtherance  of  that  objective,  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention, 
those  of  you  who  have  not  already  seen 
them,  some  of  the  reports  of  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office  which  relate  to 
the  improper  use  of  American  AID  funds 
in  the  foreign  nations. 

The  first  I  would  like  to  call  to  your 
attention  is  dated  May  20,  1965.  So  it 
is  a  very  current  report  from  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General.  It  relates,  as  I  will  read 
to  you,  the  improper  payment  of  port 
charges  on  shipments  to  Colombia  of 
food  which  is  donated  under  title  HI  of 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954.  I  quote  now 
from  the  report: 

The  Agency  for  International  Development 
has  made  and  is  currently  making  improper 
payments  for  ocean  shipments  of  surplus  ag¬ 
ricultural  commodities  donated  by  the 
United  States  to  U.S.  voluntary  relief  agen¬ 
cies  under  title  III,  Public  Law  480.  Our  test 
of  payments  made  from  July  1961  to  April 
1963  disclosed  that  about  $393,000  was  im¬ 
properly  paid  on  shipments  to  Colombia 
during  that  period  because  tariff  rates  in¬ 
cluded  port  charges  comprising  consular,  un¬ 
loading,  handling,  warehousing,  and  trans¬ 
portation  charges  properly  chargeable  to 
the  Colombian  Government  under  the  terms 
of  agreements  between  the  voluntary  relief 
agencies  and  the  Colombian  Government. 
This  situation  resulted  from  the  failure  of  the 
Agency  for  International  Development  and 
the  voluntary  relief  agencies  to  examine  ade¬ 
quately  the  makeup  of  the  tariff  rates  which 
included  these  charges. 

We  are  issuing  this  report  to  the  Congress 
because  of  the  continuing  improper  pay¬ 
ments  and  the  lack  of  action  by  Agency  of¬ 
ficials  to  date  to  protect  the  Government’s 
financial  interests. 

Then  I  call  your  attention  to  a  report 
dated  as  recently  as  March  19,  1965, 
relating  to  unnecessary  dollar  costs  in¬ 
curred  in  financing  purchases  of  com¬ 
modities  produced  in  Brazil.  The  Comp¬ 
troller  says : 

From  July  1961  through  December  1963, 
the  Agency  for  International  Development 
unnecessarily  spent  $3.8  million  for  financing 
shipments  of  Brazilian  sugar  and  other  com¬ 
modities  produced  in  Brazil  to  several  other 
aid-receiving  countries  when  it  could  have 
paid  for  these  shipments  with  U.S.-owned 
Brazilian  cruzeiros. 


If  the  Agency  had  spent  cruzeiros  rather 
than  dollars,  it  would  have  (1)  helped  al¬ 
leviate  the  United  States  balance-of-pay- 
ments  deficit,  (2)  provided  the  U.S.  Treasury 
with  an  equivalent  amount  of  dollar  re¬ 
ceipts  which  would  have  acted  to  reduce  the 
U.S.  budget  deficit,  and  (3)  avoided  a  severe 
loss,  from  inflation,  in  the  value  of  an 
equivalent  amount  of  U.S. -owned  cruzeiros. 
We  are  reporting  this  matter  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  because  of  its  significance  in  relation 
to  the  continuing  congressional  interest  in 
the  administration  of  the  foreign  assistance 
program  and,  in  particular,  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  foreign  currencies  owned  by  the 
United  States. 

Then  here  is  another  report  dated 
April  12,  1965.  So  this,  too,  is  a  current 
report.  It  deals  with  the  ineffective 
utilization  of  excess  personal  property  in 
the  foreign  assistance  program.  I  quote 
the  Comptroller  General : 

Our  examination  into  the  utilization  of 
excess  personal  property  by  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  showed  that  in 
five  aid-receiving  countries  U.S.-financed 
property  purchases  and  planned  purchases 
estimated  at  $2,840,000  could  have  been 
avoided  and  that  additional  purchases  and 
planned  purchases  estimated  at  $660,000 
probably  could  have  been  avoided  if  excess 
property  already  owned  by  the  Agency  or 
available  from  other  Federal  agencies  had 
been  substituted  therefor.  In  certain  cases, 
the  Agency  was  financing  the  procurement  of 
new  equipment  while  the  military  depart¬ 
ments  and  other  Federal  agencies  were  sell¬ 
ing  or  otherwise  disposing  of  excess  stocks 
of  the  same  or  similar-type  items. 

Now  I  turn  to  a  report  dated  April  29, 
1965,  by  the  Comptroller  General  on  the 
subject  of  questionable  aspects  of  budget 
support  loans  made  to  the  Government 
of  Ecuador.  I  quote  from  this  report  as 
follows : 

Our  examination  into  two  budget-support 
loans  totaling  $15  million  made  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  Ecuador  showed  that,  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  amount  of  U.S.  assistance 
needed  by  the  Government  of  Ecuador 
to  fund  its  budget  deficits  for  calendar  years 
1961  and  1962,  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  did  not  insist,  as  a  precondi- 
tion  to  United  States  aid,  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Ecuador  avail  itself  of  all  potential 
sources  of  internal  borrowings  or  that  it  fully 
develop  certain  tax  sources. 

I  continue  to  quote: 

The  Agency  acknowledged  that  its  loans  to 
the  Government  of  Ecuador  were  excessive 
by  about  $800,000  on  the  basis  of  the  credit 
ceiling  at  the  Central  Bank  of  Ecuador  which 
the  Agency  stated  had  remained  unused  at 
the  calendar  period  when  the  Government  of 
Ecuador’s  receipts  were  the  lowest. 

Now  I  turn  to  a  matter  which  I  call 
particularly  to  your  attention.  It  is 
another  report  from  the  Comptroller 
General.  This  one  is  entitled  “Follow¬ 
up  Examination  on  Certain  Aspects  of 
U.S.  Assistance  to  the  Central  Treaty 
Organization  for  a  Rail  Link  Between 
Turkey  and  Iran.”  This  report  is  also 
dated  April  29,  1965.  I  quote  from  the 
report: 

Our  followup  examination  on  certain  as¬ 
pects  of  U.S.  assistance  to  the  Central  Treaty 
Organization  for  a  rail  link  between  Turkey 
and  Iran  showed  that  the  Agency  for  Inter¬ 
national  >  Development  financed  with  loan 
funds  equipment  costing  $543,000  which  was 
initially  designed  for  use  in  construction 
of  the  roadbed  of  the  Mus-Tatvan  rail  line 
in  Turkey — 
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I  ask  Membei's  to  listen  to  this  incred¬ 
ible  story — 

even  though  the  roadbed  had  already  been 
completed.  The  Agency  financed  the  equip¬ 
ment  despite  the  fact  that  we  had  previously 
reported  to  the  Agency  that  the  roadbed  was 
expected  to  be  completed  before  delivery  of 
the  equipment  and  it  had  independently 
verified  that  such  was  the  case. 

I  continue  to  quote  from  this  report: 

Certain  of  the  equipment,  costing  $340,000, 
was  not  designated  or  justified  for  any  use 
other  than  that  of  roadbed  construction,  and 
it  was  not  needed  for  construction  of  the 
roadbed.  With  respect  to  the  remaining 
equipment  costing  $203,000,  after  we  pointed 
out  that  it  could  not  be  properly  provided 
as  roadbed  construction  equipment,  the 
Agency  decided  to  furnish  it  under  the  cate¬ 
gory  of  maintenance  equipment.  This  de¬ 
cision  required  a  special  determination  of 
the  Administrator,  Agency  for  International 
Development,  because  maintenance  equip¬ 
ment  was  not  authorized  to  be  furnished  for 
the  project  under  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
providing  funds  for  the  project.  Even  so. 
Agency  files  indicate  that,  for  the  most  part, 
the  equipment  may  not  be  needed  for  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  project. 

I  continue  to  quote  from  the  report: 

We  found  that  the  Agency’s  organiza¬ 
tional  unit  responsible  for  the  post  audit  of 
Agency-financed  purchases  and  initiation  of 
any  appropriate  refund  action  was  not  aware 
of  the  ineligibility  of  the  construction  equip¬ 
ment  questioned  in  this  report. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  has  expired. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  continue  to  quote  from  this 
report: 

We  first  reported  on  this  matter  to  the 
Agency  in  April  1963  and  it  was  included-in 
our  prior  report  to  the  Congress  published 
March  5,  1964.  Because  of  the  lack  of  effec¬ 
tive  action  by  the  Agency  with  respect  to 
the  equipment  involved,  we  again  brought 
the  matter  up  with  the  Agency  and  we  are 
again  reporting  it  to  the  Congress. 

I  now  conclude  with  this  item  in  the 
report: 

However,  since  corrective  action  is  still  re¬ 
quired  even  though  we  first  brought  this 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Agency  about 
2  years  ago,  we  intend  to  follow  up  after  a 
reasonable  period  of  time  to  ascertain 
whether  the  proposed  actions  are,  in  fact, 
taken  by  the  Agency. 

Now,  someone  claimed  in  this  discus¬ 
sion  that  no  one  was  making  any  sug¬ 
gestions  about  reforms  or  the  manner 
in  which  we  could  prevent  some  of  the 
loss  of  American  tax  money  through  ac¬ 
tivities  of  this  kind.  Well,  I  suggested 
last  year  and  I  suggest  again  this  year 
that  we  provide  that  the  Inspector  Gen¬ 
eral  have  control  of  the  investigators  in 
each  one  of  the  missions  throughout  the 
world  where  American  foreign  aid  money 
is  going.  A  year  ago  I  reported  to  this 
committee  about  the  use  of  American 
money  to  buy  lipstick,  to  buy  eye  shadow 
and  deodorants  and,  yes,  even  to  buy 
contraceptives.  I  inquired  how  that 
could  happen.  The  end  use  investi¬ 
gators  told  me  that  they  were  under  ob¬ 
ligation  to  the  chief  of  mission  and  to 
the  Ambassador,  who  was  trying  to  curry 
favor  with  the  foreign  country.  So  they 


permitted  some  of  these  things  to  be  pur¬ 
chased  with  our  money.  I  say  to  you 
it  is  about  time  that  we  get  an  end  use 
investigator  who  is  responsible  only  to 
the  Government  in  Washington  and  to 
the  taxpayers  of  America  and  we  get 
away  from  this  wasteful  diplomatic  game 
they  are  playing  all  over  the  world  with 
the  American  taxpayers’  money. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  to  the  Members 
of  the  House  in  the  remaining  time  I 
have  that  I  have  a  bill  which  I  intro¬ 
duced  on  this  subject.  I  was  very  hope¬ 
ful  that  the  great  chairman  of  our  com¬ 
mittee,  who  has  been  interested  in  the 
problem  of  the  Inspector  General  and 
the  proper  use  of  American  money 
would  follow  through  on  this  matter. 
The  number  of  the  bill  that  I  introduced 
last  January  4  is  H.R.  692.  I  hope  it 
will  see  the  light  of  day. 

One  more  item.  AID,  after  being  in 
existence  for  20  years,  authorized  a  study 
entitled  “A  Study  of  Some  Key  U.S.  AID 
Jobs.”  Do  you  know  how  much  they 
paid  for  that  study?  They  paid  $281,- 
477.31  to  send  some  people  out  to  inter¬ 
view  the  four  chiefs  of  mission  and  the 
three  people  next  in  charge  in  the  mis¬ 
sions  throughout  the  world  and  to  make 
a  report  to  the  agency  concerning  the 
duties  of  those  jobs. 

I  would  like  to  read  into  the  Record 
some  of  the  language  in  this  report.  This 
study  was  made,  incidentally,  by  the 
American  Institute  for  Research  of  Pitts¬ 
burgh,  Pa.,  an  agency  which  received 
from  AID  more  than  $775,000  to  make 
studies  of  this  kind.  I  would  like  to  quote 
this  paragraph  so  that  you  will  under¬ 
stand  the  problems  faced  by  that  Agency : 

Feasible  means  for  measuring  the  degree  to 
which  a  prospective  incumbent  possesses 
some  of  the  requisite  characteristics  may  not 
be  currently  available  to  AID.  However, 
the  inability  to  measure  the  characteristic 
within  the  constraints  that  now  bind  the 
Agency  should  not  be  confused  with  the 
issue  of  whether  or  not  a  characteristic  is 
essential  to  do  a  job  effectively.  If  the  char¬ 
acteristic  is  needed,  and  AID  chooses  and 
places  a  candidate  lacking  it  in  the  appro¬ 
priate  degree,  the  aspects  of  the  job  in 
which  the  characteristic  is  required  cannot 
be  performed  effectively. 

What  did  the  Agency  do?  They  re¬ 
viewed  this  report.  Is  that  not  incredi¬ 
ble?  Well,  here  is  something  more  in¬ 
credible.  Here  are  the  recommendations 
that  the  Agency  made  after  reading  this 
$281,000  report. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  the  gentleman  2  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Rec¬ 
ommendation  No.  1 :  . 

There  should  be  prepared  a  definition  of 
the  hard-core  functions  of  the  four  positions 
studied.  After  20  years  and  $281,000  invested 
in  this  study,  we  have  to  Outline  what  the 
duties  of  those  people  are. 

Here  is  another  one — this  is  problem 
No.  5.  This  is  the  recommendation  by 
the  Agency  itself  that  studied  the  report: 

Mentioned  frequently  in  the  study  was  the 
complaint  of  interviewees  about  the  inabil¬ 
ity  of  subordinates  to  write  clearly  and 
concisely.  The  need  for  an  improvement  in 
writing  skills  has  been  recognized  in  AID/W. 
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Writing  improvement  courses  have  been  of¬ 
fered  and  have  been  encouraged  by  top 
Washington  management. 

The  recommendation  to  that  is  this: 

AID/W  should  prepare  two  writing  im¬ 
provement  courses.  One  should  be  short, 
suitable  for  top  mission  management  per¬ 
sonnel.  The  other  should  be  more  inten¬ 
sive,  suited  to  the  remainder  of  the  mis¬ 
sion’s  complement. 

I  presume  the  ones  at  the  top  only  need 
to  write  a  little  bit.  They  are  probably 
signing  the  checks.  While  the  fellows 
that  need  the  long  and  more  intensive 
course  are  the  ones  writing  back  to  Wash¬ 
ington  to  tell  you  all  of  the  good  things 
they  are  doing  in  the  mission  while  they 
are  many  miles  away  from  Washington. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  there  are  so 
many  loopholes  in  this  AID  program  that 
our  Government  is  wasting  taxpayers’ 
money  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  con¬ 
tributions  of  all  the  other  countries  of 
the  world  toward  a  program  that  will 
build  strong  nations  and  viable  econ¬ 
omies  throughout  the  world.  I  hope 
Members  will  join  me  in  a  little  thought 
toward  preserving  in  America  viability, 
a  .  strong  government  and  with  more  re¬ 
gard  for  the  American  taxpayer. 

Mr.  MORGAN:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Miller], 

(Mr.  MILLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  to  speak  out  of  order.) 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
press  today  is  carrying  a  story  that  is  of 
great  import  to  this  country  and  its  fu¬ 
ture.  The  British  Government  is  going 
on  the  metric  system.  This  may  not 
sound  important  to  you,  but  the  British 
Government  apparently  has  been  forced 
to  go  on  this  system  in  order  to  .meet 
competition  abroad.  The  British  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  this  Government  are  the 
only  two  major  governments  in  the  world 
that  are  not  on  the  metric  system.  We 
have  a  bill  in  to  study  the  metric  system 
and  the  effect  it  will  have  on  this  coun¬ 
try  and  we  shall  bring  it  to  this  floor,  I 
hope,  in  the  very  near  future. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  McDowell], 

(Mr.  McDOWELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McDOWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  7750,  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1965.  There  are  more 
foreign  policy  experts  on  the  national 
scene  today  than  in  those  periods  of 
American  history  immediately  after 
World  War  I  and  again  after  World  War 
II,  when  the  only  objective  of  American 
foreign  policy  was  to  become  disentan¬ 
gled  in  any  future  involvement  abroad. 

The  complexity  of  our  involvement  in 
the  field  of  international  relations  to¬ 
day  is  best  exemplified  by  the  few  “bar- 
gain-counter”  solutions  that  are  offered 
by  most  of  the  so-called  foreign  policy 
experts.  This  applies  to  those  in  gov¬ 
ernment,  to  newspaper  columnists,  edi¬ 
torial  writers  and  just  plain  ordinary 
citizens.  The  volume  of  words  describing 
the  problem  is,  nevertheless,  indicative 
of  the  magnitude  of  our  involvement. 
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At  no  time  in  recent  years  has  this 
become  more  self-evident  than  to  a  read¬ 
ing  of  the  public  press  in  the  past  several 
months.  From  Vietnam,  Cambodia, 
Burma,  and  Laos  we  travel  tens  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  miles  across  the  globe  to  the 
Congo,  Zanzibar,  Tanganyika,  back  to 
Berlin,  and  across  the  Atlantic  to  Pan¬ 
ama  and  Cuba  and  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public.  A  news  dispatch  originating 
10,000  miles  away,  many  times  in  a 
country  little  known  and  whose  exist¬ 
ence  is  hardly  heretofore  considered  im¬ 
portant  to  the  welfare  of  the  180  million 
people  of  our  country,  signals  a  violent 
explosion  in  world  affairs  and  is  all  too 
often  related  to  a  failure  of  U.S.  foreign 
policy.  And  let  us  never  forget  that  our 
foreign-aid  programs  have  been  and  are 
today  a  vital  part  of  our  foreign  policy. 

But  whether  we  like  it  or  not,  in  the 
eyes  of  the  rest  of  the  world  and  in  the 
community  of  nations  the  United  States 
stands  alone  today  as  the  only  major 
power  not  weakened  by  war  or  burdened 
by  the  heritage  of  an  imperialistic  his¬ 
tory.  And  as  the  realities  of  the  cold 
war  confrontations  have  unfolded  over 
these  past  decades  the  realization  that 
we  were  opposed  by  another  nation 
equally  considered  in  some  area  of  the 
world  a  giant  nation,  we  have  therefore 
been  compelled  to  accept  the  challenge 
of  Russian  and  Chinese  imperialism. 
And  to  counter  this  thrust  of  an  unde¬ 
clared  war  we  have  sought  to  extend 
around  the  globe  the  protection  of  a  U.S. 
military  shield  to  large  areas  of  the 
world  undefended  by  the  disappearance 
of  former  colonial  powers  and  at  the 
same  time  we  have  taken  up  the  equally 
necessary  task  of  providing  the  new  na¬ 
tions  with  technical  and  economic  as¬ 
sistance  to  help  them  raise  their  stand¬ 
ards  of  living  so  that  like  us,  they  too, 
could  advance  the  cause  of  freemen. 

The  need  for  a  leading  world  power  to 
consider  each  problem  in  the  context  of 
total  world  responsibility  necessarily  im¬ 
poses  restraints  upon  the  exercise  of 
power — restraints  that  we  sometimes 
find  frustrating.  A  nation  such  as  ours 
cannot  make  decisions  in  one  part  of  the 
world  without  setting  precedents  in  an¬ 
other.  It  must  be  at  all  times  sensitive 
to  the  impact  of  the  concentric  waves 
that  flow  out  from  any  decision  it  may 
make. 

Much  has  been  said  and  the  subject 
will  be  a  continuing  part  of  the  debate 
on  this  legislation,  the  bill  H.R.  7750. 

In  the  period  from  January  1958  to  De¬ 
cember  1963,  57  countries  purchased  a 
total  of  $7  billion  of  gold  from  the  United 
States.  Ninety-two  percent,  or  $6.4 
billion  of  these  gold  purchases  were 
made  by  12  countries — Austria,  Belgium, 
Luxembourg,  Denmark,  France,  West 
Germany,  Italy,  Japan,  Lebanon,  the 
Netherlands,  Saudia  Arabia,  Spain,  and 
the  United  Kingdom.  It  should  be  noted 
that  none  of  these  12  countries  have  re¬ 
ceived  AID  assistance  for  2  years  or  more, 
and  that  military  assistance  has  virtually 
ended  to  most  of  them. 

Current  AID  programs  do  not  contrib¬ 
ute  to  the  drain  on  the  U.S.  gold  supply, 
In  fact  recipients  of  AID  funds  in  the 
less  developed  countries  during  1964,  as 


in  1963,  sold  more  gold  to  the  United 
States  than  they  purchased. 

In  1964,  recipients  of  AID  funds  sold 
$89  million  of  gold  to  the  United  States, 
and  pm-chased  only  $26  million  of  gold. 
These  transactions  consequently  realized 
a  net  inflow  of  gold  to  the  United  States 
of  $63  million. 

Looking  beyond  the  immediate  pres¬ 
ent,  the  foreign  aid  program  has  a  num¬ 
ber  of  effects  which  are  positively  bene¬ 
ficial  to  our  balance  of  payments. 

First,  our  aid  today  is  overwhelmingly 
in  the  form  of  dollar  repayable  loans — 
unlike  the  situation  under  tjie  Marshall 
plan,  when  90  percent  of  our  aid  was  in 
the  form  of  grants.  Future  repayments 
of  interest  and  principal  on  today’s  loans 
will  be  a  positive  factor  in  our  balance 
of  payments. 

Secondly,  the  evidence  is  plain  that 
countries  which  achieve  steady  economic 
growth  with  our  aid  become  increasingly 
better  markets  for  U.S.  exports  and  more 
attractive  places  for  U.S.  investment 
abroad.  Over  the  last  15  years,  our  ex¬ 
ports  to  Europe  have  doubled  and  our 
exports  to  Japan  have  tripled.  As  other 
countries — Spain,  Greece,  Taiwan,  and 


H.R.  7750,  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1965,  is  the  result  of  many  years  of 
sincere,  dedicated  and  loyal  service  in 
the  furtherance  of  the  cause  of  freedom 
for  all  freemen.  The  legislation  repre¬ 
sents  the  wisdom  and  experience  of  ex¬ 
ecutives  both  in  and  outside  of  the 
U.S.  Government,  by  past  and  present 
high  officials  of  our  State  Department 
and  AID  administration.  Five  Presi¬ 
dents — Roosevelt,  Truman,  Eisenhower, 
Kennedy,  and  Johnson — have  firmly  sup¬ 
ported  and  recommended  foreign  assist¬ 
ance  programs  to  the  Congress.  Most 
important  of  all,  the  best  brains  in  the 
Congress  have  helped  in  developing  and 
perfecting  our  aid  legislation.  Through¬ 
out  the  years  of  foreign  aid  legislation, 
Congress  has  by  an  overwhelming  major¬ 
ity  given  its  approval — approval  in  the 
form  of  large  majorities  after  working 
its  will  in  further  developing  and  per¬ 
fecting  of  the  legislation.  I  know  that 
the  House  will,  after  working  its  will  on 


so  on — gain  economic  momentum  and 
our  aid  comes  to  an  end,  the  sdme  kind 
of  result  is  evident. 

Moreover,  in  case  after  case  the  aid 
program  has  led  directly  to  the  introduc¬ 
tion  of  American  products  and  services 
in  other  countries,  nd  to  follow-on  mar¬ 
kets  unrelated  to  the  aid  program.  Aid 
has  in  fact  been  one  of  our  best  export- 
promotion  mechanisms. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  that  since  1961 
we  have  steadily  reduced  the  adverse  ef¬ 
fect  of  foreign  aid  on  our  balance  of  pay¬ 
ments.  We  are  continuing  our  efforts  to 
minimize  the  effect  as  part  of  the  action 
program  announced  by  President  John¬ 
son. 

We  will  do  more.  But  the  upper  limit 
may  soon  be  reached,  as  the  adverse  im¬ 
pact  has  already  been  reduced  to  $400 
million,  not  including  repayments. 

In  addition,  it  is  important  to  recog¬ 
nize  riiat  continuing  the  present  program 
will  have  a  positive  long-range  impact 
on  our  balance  of  payments  as  a  result 
of  a  dollar  repayment  flow,  expanding 
markets  for  our  exports,  and  improving 
opportunities  for  our  private  investment 
abroad. 


the  bill  H.R.  7750,  again  follow  tradi¬ 
tion  by  approving  this  legislation  by  a 
majority  vote. 

The  destiny  of  the  hundreds  of  millions 
of  people  in  the  less-developed  countries 
is  of  immediate  concern  to  us.  In  help¬ 
ing  them,  we  act  in  our  own  self-interest. 
But  it  is  also  true,  as  President  Johnson 
has  said,  that  “the  pages  of  history  can 
be  searched  in  vain  for  another  power 
whose  pursuit  of  that  self-interest  was 
so  infused  with  grandeur  of  spirit  and 
morality  of  purpose.” 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Fulton], 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  say  that  I  favor  the  passage  of  the 
U.S.  foreign  aid  program  because  we 
on  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs  have  gone  over  this  program  with 
a  fine-toothed  comb  and  feel  this  is  the 
best  that  can  be  provided  the  House  and 
the  American  people  at  this  time. 


Summary  of  principal  and  interest  under  the  development  loan  program  repaid  in  dollars  as  of 

Dec.  SI,  1964 


Loan  program 

Principal 

Interest 

Total 

$9,  561,  754.  05 

4,  856,  705. 15 
29,  284,  391.  33 
457,837,762.  63 
211,  757.  35 

$9, 561, 754. 05 
4, 877, 217. 97 
68, 292, 561. 65 
1,  080,  202,  765.  31 
468, 636. 07 

Alliance- for- Progress  loans _ _ 

$20, 512. 82 
39,  008, 170. 32 
622, 365,  002.  68 
256, 878.  72 

Development  loan  fund  liquidation  account _ 

Basic  materials  loans,’ mining  facilities _ 

Total _ _ _ 

661,  650,  564.  54 

501,  752, 370.  51 

1, 163, 402, 935.  05 

Loan  installments  considered  in  default  by  AID  as  of  Dec.  SI,  1964 


Country 

Borrower 

Balance 

outstanding 

Bolivia - 

Sociedad  Industrial  Azucarera  La  Espcranza,  S.A_ . . . j  ^  330’ 31 

$1, 957, 361. 00 
296,  883. 18 
212,  981. 31 
20,  965.  37 

2,  488, 190.  86 

Ethiopia _ 

Atlas  Engineering  &  Contracting  Co.,  S.A . . . . . . 

Total _ 
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In  every  program  of  this  size,  there 
can  be  many  changes,  many  changes  to 
the  good.  That  does  not  mean  we  should, 
therefore,  vote  against  a  whole  program 
simply  because  there  can  be  improve¬ 
ments. 

We  in  this  country  are  in  the  position 
that  we  have  friends  that  have  volun¬ 
tarily  stood  by  us  and  stand  by  us 
throughout  the  world.  We  also  have 
places  in  this  world  that  are  weak  and 
teetering  as  to  whether  they  are  going 
one  way  or  the  other  so  far  as  commu¬ 
nism  is  concerned.  They  have  so  far 
chosen  the  free  world. 

The  question  has  been  raised  just  what 
some  of  our  allies  have  done  to  help  the 
United  States  after  they  have  been  aided. 

The  people  will  remember  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  in  1950,  a  few 
short  weeks  before  the  aggression  in  Ko¬ 
rea  happened,  voted  by  one  vote  to  defeat 
the  bill  to  continue  U.S.  aid  to  South 
Korea.  I  recall  that  was  a  very  tough 
vote.  I  voted  for  the  program,  while 
many  people  here  were  talking  about 
economy  and  why  spend  the  money.  I 
am  proud  I  took  the  responsibility. 

What  has  South  Korea  done  since? 
South  Korea,  in  spite  of  her  troubles  and 
growing  pains,  has  remained  a  part  of 
the  free  world  under  most  difficult  con¬ 
ditions. 

South  Korea  at  the  present  time  has 
18  armed  divisions  on  the  northern  line 
at  the  38th  parallel  compared  to  2  divi¬ 
sions  of  the  United  States  of  America. 
Likewise,  South  Korea  has  40,000  people 
in  their  navy.  They  also  have  40,000 
men  in  their  marine  corps.  For  each 
of  our  2  U.S.  divisions,  South  Korea  also 
supplies  25,000  trained  men  who  serve 
with  our  U.S.  servicemen.  So  that  in 
our  U.S.  divisions,  as  fill-in  members 
South  Korea  supplies  50,000  men  at  the 
present  time. 

In  gratitude  for  U.S.  assistance,  and 
to  protect  her  southeast  Asia  neigh¬ 
bor,  South  Korea  has  now  sent  2,000 
armed  services  men  to  help  South  Viet¬ 
nam.  These  South  Koreans  have  proved 
real  allies. 

South  Korea,  this  country  of  27  mil¬ 
lion  people,  has  been  our  fine  and 
friendly  ally  in  the  Asian  area  and  in 
the  South  Pacific.  I  believe  our  friends, 
the  South  Koreans,  are  to  be  highly 
complimented  and  thanked  rather  than 
criticized.  If  anybody  is  voting  against 
this  bill  on  the  basis  they  believe  that 
South  Korea  has  not  done  its  part  or  that 
we  lost  24,000  men  defending  her  in 
1950  to  1953  or  that  we  had  over  150,000 
casualties  of  U.S.  servicemen,  please  re¬ 
member  they  had  six  to  eight  times  more 
casualties  of  their  own,  including  civil¬ 
ians,  women,  and  children. 

When  we  in  the  United  States  hear  of 
trouble  in  South  Vietnam  and  we  many 
times  hear  of  the  troubles  that  we  are 
having,  but  we  do  not  hear  of  the  hun¬ 
dreds  of  local  people  in  the  South  Viet¬ 
nam  local  government  and  military  de¬ 
fense  services  who  have  been  shot  or 
beheaded  or  knifed  and  who  have  lost 
their  lives  because  they  have  stood  up 
for  stable,  free  government  in  South 
Vietnam. 

I,  for  one,  think  it  is  worthwhile  to 


stand  up  for  freedom  and  pay  the  cost. 
And  let  me  tell  you,  freedom  is  not  cheap. 
It  is  costly  both  in  money  and  in  lives. 
The  price  standing  against  tyranny  is 
paid  by  every  generation  of  Americans 
and  every  generation  of  free  peoples. 

So  it  is  little  enough  then  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  can  do  to  pro¬ 
vide  this  $3.4  billion  U.S.  economic  and 
military  aid,  to  preserve  the  many 
peoples  in  the  free  world,  for  security, 
peace,  and  progress.  For  the  current 
year  this  amount  is  a  much  smaller  pro¬ 
portion  of  our  United  States  gross  na¬ 
tional  product  than  it  has  ever  been 
throughout  the  U.S.  foreign-aid  pro¬ 
grams.  This  is  one  of  the  lowest  figures 
we  have  ever  in  this  House  approved  for 
United  States  foreign  aid.  Therefore  I 
favor  passage  of  this  bill. 

If  we  want  to  see  some  problems  on 
local  U.S.  government,  I  can  point  out  to 
you  a  bridge  in  Pittsburgh  that  has  been 
built  now  for  2  years.  A  highway  goes  up 
on  one  side  of  it  and  there  is  no  highway 
down  the  other  side,  and  we  have  not 
been  able  in  our  own  community  to  figure 
out  how  to  get  a  highway  down  the  other 
side.  So  this  bridge  costing  millions  has 
stood  there  for  several  years,  unbeliev¬ 
ably,  with  nobody  going  over  it  except 
one  fellow  who  tried  it  as  a  dare,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  and  he  got  off  the  other  side 
through  the  air,  as  there  is  no  approach 
ramp. 

When  there  are  governmental  and 
economy  and  progress  troubles  abroad 
in  countries  that  are  backward  and  de¬ 
veloping,  we  must  realize  that  we  must 
help  them  through  their  own  means  to 
become  progressive  through  development 
aid  training,  and  technical  assistance 
so  that  they  eventually  can  become  as 
efficient  as  we  are.  We  in  the  United 
States  have  many  inefficiencies  in  spite 
of  our  own  high-level  progress.  We 
should  not  just  look  at  this  U.S.  aid  pro¬ 
gram  as  a  mirror  of  our  own  States  and 
municipalities,  but  as  a  program  in  which 
we  are  helping  rising  peoples  who  are 
standing  up  for  us  in  most  cases,  and 
fighting  hard  battles  of  their  own  against 
povei'ty,  ignorance,  disease,  and  starva¬ 
tion. 

One  of  my  main  points  in  supporting 
U.S.  foreign  aid  programs  is  the  U.S. 
contribution  to  the  United  Nations 
Children’s  Fund,  which  is  authorized 
annually  under  this  particular  legisla¬ 
tion.  It  is  my  amendment  that  put 
authorization  for  U.S.  Government  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  United  Nations  Chil¬ 
dren’s  Fund  into  the  Marshall  plan  leg¬ 
islation  as  a  new  title,  so  I  feel  a  special 
responsibility  to  make  sure  the  money  is 
well  spent. 

The  United  Nations  Children’s  Fund 
has  been  a  wonderful  success.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  the  developing  countries  receiv¬ 
ing  aid  put  up  an  average  of  $2.70  of 
their  own  money,  or  equivalent  in  goods 
and  services,  for  every  dollar  that  the 
United  Nations  Children’s  Emergency 
Fund  puts  up  to  help  them  with  their 
own  programs  in  their  own  countries. 

On  U.S.  contributions,  the  United 
States  has  pledged  to  contribute  $12  mil¬ 
lion,  as  we  have  since  1960,  for  this  Fund. 
That  $12  million  contribution  is  only  9 


percent  of  the  total  that  is  contributed 
by  all  nations.  Last  year,  the  budget 
made  by  contributing  countries  was  $30 
million.  So  recipient  countries  contrib¬ 
uted  $75  million  also  in  money,  goods, 
and  services,  making  a  total  budget  by 
countries  for  1964  of  $105  million.  In 
1964,  a  total  of  118  governments  con¬ 
tributed  to  UNICEF,  a  remarkable  rec¬ 
ord.  In  this  International  Cooperation 
Year,  we  in  the  United  States  should 
plan  to  increase  our  contribution. 

This  is  a  great  method  of  working  for 
peace,  because  it  is  helping  the  younger 
generations  on  the  basis  of  health, 
teaching,  training,  and  assistance  to 
mothers  and  children.  Fifty  percent  of 
the  UNICEF  program  goes  to  health,  and 
the  other  50  percent  for  teaching,  for 
supplementary  diets,  vitamins,  and  so 
forth,  and  it  is  on  the  basis  of  countries 
in  every  part  of  the  world. 

The  U.S.  Committee  for  UNICEF  does 
a  fine  job  raising  private  contributions 
and  explaining  UNICEF  programs.  The 
Committee  manages  a  countrywide  op¬ 
eration  on  the  sale  of  cards,  Christmas 
cards,  and  calendars,  and  many  local  or¬ 
ganizations  handle  Halloween  collec¬ 
tions,  and  the  U.S.  children  participate 
in  trick-or-treat  programs  and  events  of 
all  kinds  and  turn  the  proceeds  over  to 
UNICEF  to  help  the  needy  and  sick  chil¬ 
dren  of  the  world.  This  raises  $6  to  $8 
million  a  year  for  UNICEF  from  private 
sources,  in  addition  to  Government  con¬ 
tributions. 

In  1964,  112  countries  and  territories 
in  Asia,  Africa,  and  South  America  re¬ 
ceived  aid  in  a  total  of  556  long-term 
projects  benefiting  children  and  mothers. 

Likewise,  not  only  the  members  of  the 
United  Nations  contributed,  but  also 
countries  other  than  those  in  the  United 
Nations  contributed. 

UNICEF  for  the  present  will  continue 
to  concentrate  well  over  50  percent  on  its 
health  programs.  UNICEF  organizes 
mass  campaigns  against  crippling  dis¬ 
eases  of  children,  such  as  trachoma, 
malaria,  leprosy,  and  tuberculosis. 
UNICEF  encourages  the  establishment 
of  permanent  local  health  centers.  Last 
year,  UNICEF  had  programs  for  im¬ 
provement  of  child  nutrition  in  74  coun¬ 
tries. 

More  than  30,000  health  centers  have 
been  established  by  UNICEF  throughout 
the  world  during  the  operation  of  the 
UNICEF  programs  since  the  start  in 
1946.  What  uncounted  good  and  tre¬ 
mendous  blessings. 

It  is  a  real  pleasure  to  name  specifi¬ 
cally  for  the  record  the  countries  con¬ 
tributing  in  1964,  118  in  all.  This  is  a 
tremendous  evidence  of  the  wide  world 
support  for  the  fine  programs  UNICEF 
has  been  working  upon  through  the 
years. 

Contributions  to  the  UNICEF  program 
have  been  made  annually  not  only  by 
countries  but  also  by  the  Pope,  the  Holy 
See,  through  the  years. 

When  we  speak  of  what  India  is  doing, 
we  must  remember  that  India  put  up 
$840,000  for  these  programs.  The 
U.S.S.R.  pledged  $675,000  last  year. 
Mexico  contributed  $580,000,  Australia 
$537,600,  and  Switzerland,  $441,860. 

I  read  the  list  for  the  Record: 
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United  Nations  Children's  Fund — Governmental  contributions  for  1964  (for  purposes) 


Contributing  governments 

Contribu¬ 
tions  to 
central 
account 

Contribu¬ 
tions  for 
administra¬ 
tive  costs 

Contribu¬ 
tions  for 
aided 
projects 

Total  con¬ 
tributions 

Contributing  governments 

Contribu¬ 
tions  to 
central 
account 

Contribu¬ 
tions  for 
administra¬ 
tive  costs 

Contribu¬ 
tions  for 
aided 
projects 

Total  con¬ 
tributions 

$10, 000 

$3, 479 

$2,250 

$15, 729 

$192, 000 

$192.  000 

35, 000 

3,536 

38, 536 

10,204 

$32, 653 

42,  857 

71,429 

71, 429 

8,400 

8,  400 

537, 600 

537, 600 

196,  200 

196,  200 

96, 154 

96^  154 

5,411 

5,411 

200,  000 

200'  000 

2,  801 

2.  801 

5,000 

5^  000 

10, 000 

10,  000 

274, 193 

8,657 

3, 226 

286;  076 

1,000 

1,000 

British  Caribbean  territories: 

14,  516 

14,  516 

175 

175 

12,600 

12,  600 

2, 800 

2,  800 

1,504 

1,  504 

2,  000 

2,  000 

6,  000 

6,  000 

'235 

'235 

10,  204 

10'  204 

588 

70 

658 

57;  643 

8,683 

66, 326 

292 

292 

12,  245 

2,497 

$10, 193 

24;  935 

876 

875 

4,  082 

4,  082 

3,000 

3,000 

580,  000 

33, 307 

2,527 

615,  834 

700 

700 

2,041 

2,  041 

3,267 

3,  267 

25, 137 

13, 097 

38,  234 

4,273 

4,273 

138',  122 

138, 122 

56,  000 

66, 058 

272,  356 

394,  414 

New  Zealand _  __  _  __ 

210;  000 

210;  000 

10,  000 

10, 000 

62,500 

62,500 

8, 163 

8,163 

5,000 

5,000 

21,  000 

(56, 286) 

(35’  286) 

13,300 

13;  300 

450,  864 

450;  864' 

739,  884 

739,  884 

136'  434 

82, 467 

124, 841 

343',  742 

4,  275 

4;  276 

15',  000 

15;  000 

14, 700 

3, 234 

18,  024 

30^  000 

30;  000 

Chad  _ _  --- 

6, 122 

6, 122 

89’  552 

89',  552 

80,  000 

1,  562 

2,  400 

83,  962 

Philippines..-  .  .  ...  ... 

1S5,  000 

62,500 

67, 944 

315;  444 

15,  025 

15,  853 

30,  878 

Poland..  _  _ 

100, 000 

500,000 

600'  000 

150,  000 

11, 633 

11,  882 

173^  515 

Republic  of  Korea.  _ _ 

30, 000 

30',  000 

14;  286 

14]  286 

Republic  of  Vietnam.  ___________ 

20;  000 

112 

20, 112 

18,  000 

18,  000 

Rumania. _  .__  .  ._.  _ 

25',  000 

26'  000 

30,  000 

30,000 

Saudi  Arabia . . . 

20;  000 

20;  000 

70,  000 

70, 000 

Senegal...  .  ...  _  ._  _  __ 

20,  408 

20,  408 

2,  000 

2,  000 

Sierra  Leone. ..  -.  _  _ _ 

11*  200 

lb  200 

52,  083 

52,  083 

South  Africa .  . _ 

30;  125 

30',  125 

5,  000 

5,000 

Spain.  _ _  .  . .  .  . 

100;  000 

100, 000 

202,  702 

202, 720 

Sudan.  ....  ....  _ 

13)  076 

13,  076 

40,  000 

40  000 

Sweden  .  ...  .  .... 

752,  806 

752,  896 

23, 745 

1,627 

(37) 

25,  335 

Switzerland _  _ 

44i;  860 

441, 860 

20,  000 

20  000 

Syria.  .  .  .  .  _  ! _ 

12,  500 

12,500 

18,  000 

9,350 

27, 350 

Tanzania..  .  .  .  .  _ _ _ 

’  700 

'  700 

1,500  000 

1 , 500  000 

Thailand _ ...  _ _ _  .. 

140,000 

12,163 

18, 130 

170,  293 

62,  500 

62?  500 

Togo -  - - - 

8, 163 

8',  163 

1,109,184 

1, 100’  184 

Trinidad  and  Tobago _  _ 

7,000 

7,000 

13,300 

13  300 

Tunisia -  -  -  . 

..  16,620 

16, 620 

1, 120 

1  120 

Turkey _  _ _ _ 

194,  445 

34,  222 

(2, 166) 

226,  502 

16,800 

16,  800 

Uganda _ _ _ _ _ 

11,  205 

11,  205 

57,  000 

57,  000 

Ukrainian  Soviet  Socialist  Re- 

80,  000 

61  895 

141  895 

public.  . . . . 

125,  000 

125,  000 

22,180 

'216 

22,  396 

U.S.S.R _ 

..  675,000 

675,  000 

1,000 

1,  000 

United  Arab  Republic _  _ 

U<  800 

12, 197 

99, 602 

226;  599 

30,  000 

(87) 

29. 913 

United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 

3,500 

1,832 

5, 132 

and  Northern  Ireland . 

938,  000 

938,000 

6,388 

6,388 

United  States  of  America _ 

12,  000;  000 

12,  000,  000 

10, 651 

10,651 

Upper  Volta _ _  _ 

6, 123 

-  W. 

6, 123 

840,  000 

253, 680 

680,002 

1,  773,682 

Venezuela _  _ _ _ _ 

l',  000 

1,  000 

110,  000 

1,609 

111,609 

Yemen..  _.  .....  .  . . 

2,000 

2,  000 

275,000 

55,000 

1,098,768 
49,1  656 

1,428,  768 

Yugoslavia  .  .  . . 

200;  000 

200,000 

5fi  000 

477  656 

12!  042 

12!  042 

Total _ 

25,  597, 130 

715, 046 

3, 338, 236 

29,650,411 

Israel . . -  - 

40,000 

40,000 

In  closing  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  $9 
million  worth  of  necessary  programs 
have  been  outlined  by  UNICEF  for  the 
current  year,  which  they  were  not  able 
to  institute  because  of  lack  of  funds.  Can 
the  world  afford  to  lose  this  great  good 
through  lack  of  this  amount  of  contri¬ 
butions? 

The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee,  in  the 
report,  has  pointed  out — and  therefore 
recommends — that  the  United  States 
should  consider  increasing  its  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  United  Nation’s  Children’s 
Emergency  Fund  for  the  coming  year.  I 
strongly  recommend  this.  I  am  pleased 
that  the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee  in  its  present  report  recommended 
likewise.  I  read  the  portion  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  for  the  Record: 

United  Nations  Children’s  Fund  (UNI¬ 
CEF. — The  purpose  of  the  U.N.  Children’s 
Fund  is  to  make  a  permanent  contribution 
to  the  welfare  of  children  through  programs 
which  countries  will  be  able  to  carry  on 
themselves  after  initial  stimulus  from  the 
Children’s  Fund.  UNICEF  furnishes  sup¬ 
plies  and  equipment  which  assisted  govern¬ 
ments  are  unable  to  provide,  while  related 


technical  assistance  and  advice  are  provided 
by  other  United  Nations  departments  and 
specialized  agencies.  In  addition,  each  coun¬ 
try  seeking  UNICEF  assistance  must  agree  to 
match  in  goods  and  services  the  funds  re¬ 
ceived  from  this  organization’s  central  fund. 
During  1964,  UNICEF  was  providing  aid  to 
553  long-term  projects  benefiting  children 
and  mothers  in  117  countries  and  territories. 
Over  50  percent  of  its  assistance  was  directed 
to  health  programs  and  combating  of  crip¬ 
pling  diseases  to  which  children  are  most 
susceptible.  Also,  in  1964,  117  governments 
were  providing  support  to  UNICEF. 

For  fiscal  1966,  the  United  States  proposes 
to  pledge  up  to  $12  million  to  UNICEF  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  limitation  that  the  U.S.  share 
should  not  exceed  40  percent  of  the  total 
contributions  from  governments.  This  is  the 
same  amount  as  pledged  anually  since  1960; 
the  U.S.  share,  however,  has  been  progres¬ 
sively  reduced  from  48  percent  in  1960  to  40 
percent  in  1964. 

It  was  called  to  the  committee’s  attention 
that,  during  calendar  year  1964,  UNICEF 
received  requests  for  assistance  amounting  to 
$9  million  which  it  could  not  meet  because 
of  lack  of  financial  resources.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  that  the  humanitarian  work 
being  performed  by  this  organization  is  of 
great  importance.  If  the  level  of  pledges  of 


contributions  from  other  governments  should 
increase  sufficiently  during  the  coming  year, 
consideration  should  be  given  to  increasing 
the  amount  of  the  U.S.  pledge  of  contribu¬ 
tion  by  1967,  subject,  however,  to  the  40- 
percent  matching  formula. 

Maurice  Pate,  executive  director  of  the 
Children’s  Fund  who  died  on  January  19, 
1965,  was  described  by  President  Herbert 
Hoover  as  “the  most  efficient  human 
angel  I  have  ever  met.”  So  UNICEF  has 
had  good  leadership  under  this  fine  dedi¬ 
cated  American.  Maurice  Pate  believed 
that  sick  children,  hungry  children,  chil¬ 
dren  deprived  of  health  and  schooling, 
were  not  only  a  burden  to  humanity’s 
conscience,  but  a  criminal  waste  of  hu¬ 
manity’s  resources. 

I  agree  with  Maurice  Pate  wholeheart¬ 
edly,  and  believe  you  do,  too. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  FinoL 

(Mr.  FINO  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 
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Mr.  FINO.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  20 
years  the  United  States  has  played  the 
role  of  international  good  fellow.  During 
that  time  we  have  dispensed  something 
like  $110  billions  of  our  hard-earned  tax 
money  in  a  bewildering  variety  of  civilian 
and  military  assistance  programs. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  110  coun¬ 
tries  have  participated  in  our  bounty. 
Yet,  as  I  look  at  the  list,  I  find  that  only 
a  few  have  withdrawn  their  stretched- 
out  hands  and  have,  in  turn,  attempted 
to  do  something  for  others  less  fortunate. 
I  note  that  even  today  just  under  100 
nations  are  asking  and  expecting  help 
from  us. 

When  I  first  came  to  Congress  13  years 
ago,  foreign  aid — or  maybe  I  should  say 
the  concept  of  foreign  aid — had  just 
proved  to  be  a  valuable  tool  of  democ¬ 
racy  in  rebuilding  Europe. 

I  have  voted  for  and  supported  this 
program  consistently  throughout  these 
years  because  of  its  worthy  objectives. 
It  was  intended  to  help  countries 
achieve  economic  progress  and  political 
stability  under  increasingly  free  and 
democratic  institutions.  Our  efforts  to 
achieve  a  prosperous  and  free  world  is 
not  only  in  the  national  interest  but 
also  in  keeping  with  our  long  history  and 
tradition  of  freedom  and  democracy. 

My  objections  have  been  duly  regis¬ 
tered  to  the  use  of  these  funds  to  support 
unfriendly  neutralist  and  Communist 
nations,  but  I  have  not  differed  with  the 
general  concept  or  idea  of  foreign  aid. 

I  have  repeatedly  urged,  during  the 
past  13  years,  that  we  should  and  must 
reappraise  our  entire  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram.  However,  pending  that  reap¬ 
praisal,  I  continued  my  support  of  this 
aid  program  every  year. 

After  13  long  years,  during  which  time 
we  have  dispersed  something  like  $60 
billion,  I  have  come  to  a  crossroads.  I 
am  tired  of  waiting  for  a  reappraisal  and 
restructuring  of  our  foreign  aid  program 
that  never  comes.  I  am  tired  of  seeing 
our  hard-earned  American  tax  dollars 
mishandled  and  misapplied  or  even  em¬ 
bezzled  or  diverted  to  personal  bank  ac¬ 
counts.  I  am  tired  of  seeing  intelligent 
and  constructive  criticism  of  our  aid 
program  ignored.  I  am  tired  of  the 
never-ending  dominance  of  those  who 
equate  criticism  of  foreign  aid  with  illit¬ 
eracy  or  isolationism.  This  may  have 
been  true  once,  but  today’s  foreign  aid 
critics  are  a  diverse  group  of  liberals  and 
conservatives  who  simply  feel  that  our 
present  foreign  aid  program  is  not  pay¬ 
ing  its  way.  Today’s  foolish  people  are 
those  in  Government  who  beat  the  drums 
for  foreign  aid — right  or  wrong,  proven 
or  unproven — with  the  old,  outdated 
slogans  of  the  era  when  foreign  aid 
worked  successfully.  Our  aid  program  is 
likewise  outdated.  It  no  longer  works. 

In  my  opinion,  foreign  aid  has  gone 
on  as  it  has,  without  overhaul,  only  be¬ 
cause  of  the  legacy  of  the  success  foreign 
aid  enjoys  from  the  days  following  the 
Second  World  War.  Foreign  aid  earned, 
during  those  productive  days,  a  reputa¬ 
tion  for  success  that  has  far  outlived  its 
ability  to  do  the  job  required.  Foreign 
aid  has  been  living  on  vanishing  achieve¬ 
ments.  Each  year,  the  results  of  foreign 
aid  have  provided  less  and  less  justifica¬ 


tion  for  the  expenditures  involved.  But 
during  its  period  of  success,  foreign  aid 
gained  a  place  in  the  liberal  or  progres¬ 
sive  vocabulary.  You  attack  foreign  aid 
at  peril  of  reputation  if  you  represent  a 
district  inclined  to  progressive  politics. 

Foreign  aid  still  mobilizes  a  lot  of 
support  which  it  has  long  since  ceased 
to  deserve.  It  is  still  difficult  to  attack 
foreign  aid  in  the  face  of  the  old  slogans 
about  “internationalism”  and  “interna¬ 
tional  cooperation.” 

Today,  the  United  States  is  paying  the 
price.  We  are  paying  for  the  persistence 
of  a  program  which  no  longer  justifies 
itself.  We  are  the  victims  of  our  own 
slogans  and  of  our  own  gullibility.  I 
intend  to  take  the  risk  of  exposing  my¬ 
self  of  unwarranted  attacks.  I  am  turn¬ 
ing  my  back  on  a  foreign- aid  program 
that  has  forfeited  my  respect. 

Someone  might  well  ask,  “What  is 
there  about  today’s  foreign  aid  that 
makes  it  different  from  the  postwar  for¬ 
eign  aid  that  worked  so  well?”  For  me, 
the  distinction  is  clear.  The  money  we 
spent  after  the  Second  World  War  in 
most  cases  went  to  rehabilitate  the  econ¬ 
omies  of  friendly  nations.  We  were  not 
dealing  with  nations  whose  friendship  we 
had  to  buy  so  we  ran  little  risk  of  political 
failure.  We  were  merely  helping  friends 
to  rebuild  their  economies.  Notice  I  said 
“rebuild.”  Most  of  these  nations  knew 
full  well  what  they  were  doing.  Like 
the  United  States,  they  were  modern, 
industrial  nations  with  technological 
ability  and  experience.  We  were  dealing 
with  nations  who  we  could  rely  on  to 
make  aid  do  the  job.  They  did  make  aid 
do  a  job  in  those  days.  American  aid 
dollars  started  Western  Europe  humming 
again.  These  aid  dollars  produced  eco¬ 
nomic  and  political  results.  Economies 
were  rebuilt  and  friendships  were 
strengthened.  In  a  few  cases,  aid  helped 
win  over  defeated  industrial  nations  like 
Japan  and  Germany.  During  the  post¬ 
war  period,  the  successful,  large-scale  aid 
programs  did  not  involve  nations  with 
undeveloped  economies,  nor  did  they  in¬ 
volve  newly  emerging  and  psychologically 
uncommitted  “neutralist”  nations.  For¬ 
eign  aid  won  a  reputation  by  aiding 
friendly  nations  to  rebuild  in  the  post¬ 
war  era.  That  reputation  should  not 
serve  to  defeat  criticism  and  restructur¬ 
ing  of  a  different  program  than  the  one 
that  won  the  reputation.  This  kind  of 
foreign  aid  has  never  proven  itself.  It 
has  lived  on  the  past.  It  has  thrived  on 
ineptness  and  gullibility.  We  need  to 
take  a  new  attitude  toward  such  aid. 

My  doubts  about  the  aid  program 
hinge  on  the  fact  that  the  countries 
getting  the  aid  are  usually  both  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  undeveloped.  Now,  of  course, 
the  fact  that  these  nations  are  uncom¬ 
mitted  and  undeveloped  is  probably  the 
key  reason  for  giving  them  aid.  We  hope 
to  stimulate  their  development  in  such 
a  way  that  they  will  overcome  poverty, 
internal  left-wing  threats  and  so  forth — 
at  which  point,  presumably,  they  will  see 
the  wisdom  of  American  foreign  policy. 
From  my  point  of  view,  however,  we  are 
simply  asking  for  failure.  We  cannot 
spend  the  vast  fortunes  necessary  to 
build  jungle-hut  economies  into  indus¬ 
trial  nations.  In  postwar  days,  all  we 


had  to  do  was  help  proven  industrial 
powers  regain  their  feet.  Besides,  in 
those  days,  we  could  afford  to  be  gen¬ 
erous.  In  those  days  the  dollar  was  king. 
Today,  we  cannot  afford  to  be  generous. 
The  dollar  is  in  serious  trouble.  So  in¬ 
stead  of  being  cautious  with  our  aid, 
we  are  throwing  it  away  in  increasingly 
implausible  directions.  This  makes  no 
sense.  Let  me  say  it  again — I  do  not 
think  that  we  can  afford  to  try  to  put 
the  undeveloped  nations  of  the  world  on 
their  economic  feet  with  haphazard  aid 
programs. 

Nor  do  I  think  that  these  aid  programs 
can  successfully  win  friends  for  us.  How 
do  you  buy  friendship  of  nations  who  are 
not  basically  oriented  in  your  direction? 
I  do  not  see  how  it  is  possible.  These 
nations  are  often  ex-colonial  nations, 
jealous  of  our  wealth  and  prosperity.  I 
suppose  that  this  is  understandable,  but 
it  is  nonetheless  a  fact.  When  we  give 
them  foreign  aid,  the  act  of  so  doing  only 
emphasizes  who  has  money  and  who  does 
not,  and  because  this  is  much  of  their  un¬ 
derlying  grievance  in  the  first  place,  I 
cannot  see  how  this  helps  our  foreign 
policy.  I  cannot  help  but  feel  that  all 
too  often,  our-  foreign  aid  programs 
merely  aggravate  our  foreign  policy. 

I  was  most  heartened  when  in  1962 
President  Kennedy  appointed  a  blue-rib¬ 
bon  panel  under  Gen.  Lucius  Clay  to  ex¬ 
amine  our  aid  program  and  bring  in  some 
recommendations.  I  was  very  pleased 
and  surprised  at  the  remarkable  freedom 
the  general  and  his  associates  showed 
in  evaluating  the  total  aid  program,  in 
assessing  its  weaknesses  and  strengths, 
and,  finally,  in  coming  forward  with  a 
good  recommendation  that  struck  an¬ 
guish  in  the  heart  of  the  AID  downtown; 
namely,  that  $500  million  could  easily 
be  cut  from  the  aid  request  for  fiscal 
1964.  A  new  aid  request  was  immediate¬ 
ly  submitted  with  that  resolution  in 
mind.  On  top  of  that,  the  general  later 
stated  categorically  that  another  $300 
million  could  easily  be  cut  from  the 
requested  total  as  AID  simply  could  not 
spend  all  the  funds  in  the  pipeline  and 
that  an  enormous  sum  would  remain  un¬ 
committed  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 

We  know  the  background  of  the  Clay 
report.  It  came  about  because  the  Presi¬ 
dent  himself,  the  AID  administration, 
many  of  us  here  and  large  numbers  of  in¬ 
fluential  businessmen  had  become  con¬ 
vinced  that  public  acceptance  of  our 
overall  aid  programs  was  fast  disinte¬ 
grating.  This  increasing  lack  of  public 
confidence  in  the  last  5  years  has  been 
reflected  in  critical  articles  and  letters 
in  the  newspapers.  Congressmen  have 
received  an  avalanche  of  mail  on  the 
subject — mostly  critical.  As  the  Clay 
report  stated  so  succinctly,  a  good  deal 
of  the  carping  and  sniping  about  the  pro¬ 
gram  was  serious  and  well-deserved. 
Most  taxpayers  in  all  walks  of  life  had 
begun  to  ask  very  troubling  questions  and 
the  President’s  appointment  of  the  Clay 
Commission  was  in  direct  answer  to  the 
mounting  tide  of  public  criticism.  Three 
years  ago  this  Commission  attempted  to 
clarify  the  problems.  But  I  respectfully 
submit  to  this  House  that  the  problems 
have  persisted — in  some  instances  have 
become  aggravated — and  the  time  is  here 
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when  a  truly  agonizing  reappraisal  is  in 
order  to  dissect  the  program  to  the  bare 
bone.  Only  this  time  Congress  itself 
should  attempt  the  task. 

For  13  years  I  have  seen  the  ineffec¬ 
tiveness,  the  maladministration  and  the 
lack  of  tangible  results  of  our  aid  pro¬ 
grams.  We  all  remember  how  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Foreign  Aid  Subcommittee 
of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee, 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana,  Con¬ 
gressman  Passman,  stated  but  a  few 
seconds  ago  that  his  committee  had  ac¬ 
tually  exised  over  $8  billion  from  the  aid 
requests.  I  must  ask,  in  all  sincerity, 
whether,  if  we  had  given  the  total  asked 
for,  such  funds  would  have  been  spent 
prudently  and  judiciously?  In  the  light 
of  what  I  have  seen  I  am  sure  that  our 
taxpayers  now  would  have  welcomed 
even  larger  cuts  in  past  years. 

As  part  of  the  inherent  public  criti¬ 
cisms  alluded  to  in  the  Clay  report,  let 
me  mention  but  a  score  of  the  more 
blatant  points  raised  by  so  many : 

First.  Far  too  much  money  has  been 
given  too  soon  to  too  many  nations  to  be 
used  effectively. 

Second.  We  have  overextended  our¬ 
selves,  especially  in  military  aid. 

Third.  Many  programs  are  far  too  dif¬ 
fused  for  any  tangible  end  results. 

Fourth.  Many  large  projects  have  been 
grossly  mismanaged. 

Fifth.  Our  AID  bureaucracy  here  and 
overseas  has  often  been  proved  ineffective 
with  too  much  dead  wood. 

Sixth.  Idealistic  planners  in  AID  have 
often  little  knowledge  of  the  real  needs 
of  recipients. 

Seventh.  Effective  liaison  between  ob¬ 
jective  field  missions  and  the  “do-good” 
planners  in  AID  headquarter^  is  still  to 
be  attained. 

Eighth.  Far  too  many  projects  have 
been  begun  and  abandoned  before  frui¬ 
tion  with  resultant  “loss  of  face”  for  us. 

Ninth.  It  has  been  proved  that  many 
projects  begun  bear  little  or  no  relation 
to  the  interests  of  the  people  for  whom 
the  aid  was  given. 

Tenth.  In  many  countries  our  aid  pro¬ 
gram  has  succumbed  to  the  wishes  of 
certain  cliques  in  power. 

Eleventh.  In  some  recipient  countries, 
the  graft  and  greed  have  enriched  some 
politicians  at  the  expense  of  the  masses 
for  whom  the  aid  was  originally  intended. 

Twelfth.  In  some  areas  there  has  been 
speculation  in  our  aid  goods  on  the  black 
market. 

Thirteenth.  Some  large  projects  have 
been  placed  in  some  countries  far  beyond 
the  ability  of  that  country  to  repay  the 
loans. 

Fourteenth.  Much  aid  has  been  dis¬ 
bursed  solely  in  response  to  false  threats 
of  Communist  subversion. 

Fifteenth.  Many  attempts  to  commit 
AID  funds  to  prevent  them  from  being 
unexpended  at  the  end  of  our  fiscal  year 
result  in  careless  and  wasteful  spending. 

Sixteenth.  Aid  has  been  disbursed  un¬ 
der  subterfuges,  by  being  moved  from 
program  to  program. 

Seventeenth.  In  many  cases  actual  aid 
expenditures  have  borne  no  relation  to 
the  end-use  justification  for  which  actual 
funds  were  requested  from  Congress. 


Eighteenth.  Much  of  the  foreign  aid 
funds  has  been  disbursed  by  means  of 
backdoor  financing. 

Nineteenth.  Our  AID  bureaucracy  is 
perpetuating  itself. 

Twentieth.  Finally,  little  cooperation 
on  the  part  of  recipients,  in  fact,  little 
thankfulness  for  the  aid  given,  has  been 
demonstrated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  anyone  here  doubts 
this  catalog  of  aid  failures  and  faults,  let 
him  read  the  hearings  held  annually  on 
our  foreign  aid  authorizations  and  ap¬ 
propriations.  He  will  be  very  much  up¬ 
set  at  the  evidences  of  wrongdoing  and 
the  folly  displayed  in  so  much  of  our  aid 
expenditures. 

Let  me  add  a  few  specific  examples. 
I  think  of  an  enormous  ditch  made 
around  a  plateau  in  Jordan  to  drain 
away  excess  waters  in  an  area  where  it 
seldom  if  ever  rains. 

I  think  of  $250  million  spent  in  Iran 
on  building  modern  miltiary  camps  for 
soldiers  who  do  not  understand  the  so¬ 
phisticated  electrical  equipment,  but 
who  subsequently  dismantled  the  plumb¬ 
ing  and  kitchen  facilities  and  sold  them 
in  the  black  market. 

I  think  of  the  Khmer  highway  in  Cam¬ 
bodia  which  cost  $30  million  and  which 
President  Kennedy  discovered  was  rap¬ 
idly  falling  apart  and  deteriorating  in 
such  a  manner  in  that  tropical  climate 
that  it  would  cost  twice  as  much  to  re¬ 
pair’  and  rebuild. 

I  think  of  the  then  Vice  President 
Johnson’s  trip  to  Asia  in  1961  when 
he  found  in  Pakistan  in  a  very  modern 
hospital  a  cobalt  machine  being  set  up 
by  us  to  treat  cancer,  whereas  in  that 
part  of  the  world  the  real  problem  is  the 
numerous  infectious  diseases  which  hold 
the  lifespan  there  down  to  an  average  of 
35  years. 

I  think  of  the  deficiencies  in  our  own 
administrators  in  the  field.  In  Laos,  for 
example,  our  own  officials  are  alleged  to 
have  taken  bribes  in  return  for  letting 
aid  contracts  to  certain  preferred  firms. 

In  Germany  our  aid  administrators 
were  grossly  overcharged  by  some  ship¬ 
ping  companies.  The  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  has  warned  against  such  practices. 

I  think  of  the  actions  of  some  of  our 
people  in  Peru  where  a  former  aid  chief 
was  discovered  to  be  the  chief  stockhold¬ 
er  in  a  cattle  company  which  had  re¬ 
ceived  foreign  aid  funds. 

One  should  let  sleeping  dogs  lie,  but 
how  can  I  in  clear  conscience  vote  for 
foreign  aid  funds  when  similar  practices 
are  still  being  multiplied,  abuses  remain 
unrectified,  clear  conflicts  of  interest 
abound?  The  bureaucracy  administer¬ 
ing  our  aid  is  entrenched  and  the  tax¬ 
payers  are  being  soaked.  In  all  fair¬ 
ness,  I  must  say  that  I  cannot  stand  in 
front  of  my  constituents  and  defend  con¬ 
tinued  expenditures  for  foreign  aid.  My 
people  are  too  intelligent  to  condone 
such  action  on  my  part  without  making 
sure  that  adequate  safeguards  surround 
our  giving  to  foreign  countries.  My 
people  have  doubts  when  they  see  where 
their  money  goes  in  certain  so-called 
neutralist  countries.  Let  me  point  up  a 
few  cases. 
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Consider  Indonesia.  We  have  pumped 
in  just  under  $1  billion  into  Sukarno’s 
country.  Instead  of  using  these  funds 
to  raise  the  productivity  of  his  emerging 
industries,  he  has  poured  the  wealth 
from  his  mines,  the  now  confiscated  pe¬ 
troleum  wells  and  rubber  plantations 
into  Russian  coffers  to  pay  for  Mig  fight¬ 
ers,  long-range  bombers,  guided  missiles, 
and  submarines.  He  has  a  standing 
army  of  250,00  men  intent  upon  foment¬ 
ing  trouble  with  newly  formed  Malaysia. 
Even  the  doctors,  dentists,  and  nurses 
trained  by  us  for  civilian  service  have 
been  drafted  into  his  army.  He  has 
taken  over  our  library,  our  USIA  facili¬ 
ties,  insulted  our  Embassy,  and  confis¬ 
cated  the  properties  of  our  private  in¬ 
vestors.  On  top  of  it  all,  he  has  told  us 
where  to  go  with  our  aid.  Certainly  we 
do  not  ask  nor  expect  thanks,  but  when 
we  continue  to  give  aid  to  a  country  like 
that,  we  should  be  in  a  position  to  re¬ 
orient  our  thinking  and  turn  to  those 
who  have  a  willingness  to  use  our  assist¬ 
ance  as  it  should  be  used. 

Consider  Egypt.  It  is  the  consensus  of 
Congress  that  not  one  cent  of  our  aid 
should  be  given  to  any  country  that 
channels  its  own  resources  into  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  arms  from  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc. 
Yet  most  of  Egypt’s  cotton  crop  has  been 
mortgaged  for  some  years  to  come  to  pay 
for  the  latest  arms  from  the  Soviet  bloc. 
Any  aid  that  we  give  Nasser  enables  him 
merely  to  divert  some  of  his  own  re¬ 
sources  towards  subversion  in  the  Middle 
East.  The  sad  part  of  the  whole  deal  is 
that  we  are  quite  willing  to  continue 
giving  aid  because  of  a  misguided  inter¬ 
pretation  of  our  “national  interest.” 

Consider  Ghana.  This  "needy”  friend 
of  ours  has  received  quite  large  sums 
from  us.  One  of  the  biggest  electric- 
aluminum  complexes  is  now  being  built 
on  the  Volta  River  with  American  money. 
Yet  the  press  derides  us  every  so  often 
with  “Yankee  rogues  go  home.”  And 
that  is  not  all,  only  3  weeks  ago  Com¬ 
munist  China  and  Ghana  “pledged  their 
determination  to  strengthen  further  the 
existing  bonds  of  friendship  and  mutual 
understanding.” 

Consider  Cambodia.  The  diatribes  of 
Prince  Sihanouk  against  the  United 
States  will  long  be  remembered.  His 
threats  against  us  and  his  actions  in 
flirting  with  Communist  China  have 
caused  great  concern  for  our  strategists 
in  southeast  Asia.  After  absorbing  just 
under  $500  million  of  our  aid  he  could 
rejoice  at  the  death  of  our  late  President, 
burn  our  flag,  and  tell  us  that  our  aid  is 
not  necessary  to  Cambodia’s  survival. 

Consider  Nicaragua.  The  United 
States  spent  $12  million  on  a  road  be¬ 
tween  Port  of  Rama,  Nicaragua,  and  the 
Inter- American  highway.  The  surveyors 
missed  both  the  port  and  the  highway. 
Jungle  reclaimed  the  roadbed.  AID 
spent  another  $25  million  to  resurvey  and 
finally  completed  the  road  in  1964.  A 
good  example  of  waste. 

Consider  Vietnam.  An  $18  million 
highway — not  militarily  connected — 
turned  out  to  cost  $102  million  because 
AID  had  not  received  detailed  engineer¬ 
ing  surveys  and  estimates. 
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Consider  Afghanistan.  We  put  up  al¬ 
most  $15  million  for  an  airport  in  that 
country.  With  customary  AID  percep¬ 
tion,  the  airport  was  allowed  to  be  built 
with  10,000-foot  runways,  which  made  it 
longer  than  needed  for  propeller  planes 
but  too  short  for  jets. 

Consider  Poland  and  Yugoslavia.  Aid 
to  these  Communist  countries  does  not 
make  sense  to  me.  I  appreciate  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  this  aid  might  have  a  valid 
purpose  if  it  somehow  provided  an  in¬ 
centive  for  the  satellite  nation  in  ques¬ 
tion  to  move  further  away  or  stay  away 
from  the  Soviet  block.  I  doubt  that  our 
aid  has  this  effect.  Yugoslavia  moved 
away  from  the  Soviet  bloc  for  other 
reasons.  I  tend  to  think  that  Marshal 
Tito  would  be  keeping  Yugoslavia  at 
arm’s  length  from  the  Russians  with  or 
without  our  aid.  His  so-called  independ¬ 
ence,  however,  provides  a  nice  talking 
point  to  get  American  aid,  so  why  should 
he  pass  up  a  fat  cow  easily  milked?  All 
you  need  to  get  American  aid  is  a  good 
line. 

Consider  Bolivia.  AID  put  up  $13 
million  for  improvement  of  state-oper¬ 
ated  mines  in  that  country.  The  mines 
are  losing  $1  million  a  month  which  AID 
is  considering  making  up  to  that  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  mine  is  run  by  a  27,000-mem¬ 
ber  Communist  union  which  would  not 
allow  inspectors  into  the  mine  area.  So 
no  one  knows  whether  our  tax  dollars  are 
being  spent  on  improvement  or  not. 

Consider  India.  I  have  heard  India 
called  the  great  testing  ground  of  democ¬ 
racy  in  Asia.  I  have  heard  it  said  that 
if  we  can  not  make  India  safe  for  democ¬ 
racy,  we  will  lose  Asia.  I  agree  that  the 
Indian  problem  is  a  crucial  one,  but  I 
doubt  that  our  aid  is  of  any  real  influ¬ 
ence  in  directing  India’s  future  path. 
Our  aid  cannot  plausibly  reach  a  suffici¬ 
ent  level  to  overcome  India’s  economic 
and  population  problems.  So  far,  our 
$5  billion  worth  of  aid  has  made  no  real 
dent  in  India’s  problem,  nor  has  that 
aid  made  any  strides  in  bringing  about 
increased  Indian  support  for  the 
U.S.  position  in  foreign  affairs.  To¬ 
day’s  India  is  still  the  ungrateful  India 
of  old.  The  Indian  Government  never 
misses  a  chance  to  comment  adversely 
on  our  foreign  policy.  They  have  an 
amazing  degree  of  gall.  They  object  to 
our  so-called  warlike  policies  in  south¬ 
east  Asia,  yet  they  have  frequently  been 
prone  to  aggression  and  bloodshed  in  dis¬ 
putes  with  India’s  neighbor,  Pakistan. 
They  object  to  racial  discrimination  in 
the  United  States,  while  adhering  to 
principles  that  some  of  India’s  people — 
the  “untouchables” — are  not  fit  to  be 
dealt  with  as  fellow  humans.  Most  of 
the  time,  the  Indian  Government  makes 
noises  that  sound  like  support  of  Red 
China,  except  when  Red  China  men¬ 
aces  India’s  borders.  Then  self-serving 
India  jumps  on  the  pro-Western  band¬ 
wagon.  Maybe  we  ought  to  stop  aid  to 
India  and  subsidize  some  border  inci¬ 
dents.  They  work  better.  Since  the 
Second  World  War,  India  has  already 
gotten  some  $5  billion  in  aid  from  the 
United  States.  They  are  presently  sit¬ 
ting  on  over  a  billion  dollars  worth  of 
blocked  counterpart  funds.  As  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  enough  is  enough. 


Needless  to  say,  much  of  the  large  sums 
of  money  we  spend  in  Thailand,  Burma, 
and  other  nations  is  also  being  wasted.  It 
goes  without  saying  that  if  our  aid  had 
worked  in  Indochina,  we  would  not  be 
fighting  in  Vietnam  today.  To  me,  the 
moral  of  the  story  is  crystal  clear.  Our 
aid  program  is  not  doing  what  it  ought  to 
do — it  is  not  doing  enough  to  justify  it¬ 
self,  politically  or  economically. 

Apart  from  the  problems  encountered 
with  dictators  and  neutralists,  I  am  also 
concerned  with  what  is  happening  here 
at  home.  I  am  first  of  all  concerned 
with  our  balance-of-payments  difficul¬ 
ties.  Every  year  we  have  to  make  our  in¬ 
ternational  debts  good  with  gold.  We 
spend  $3  billion  overseas  for  our  Military 
Establishment.  Our  aid  dollars  simply 
add  to  our  burdens.  We  have  tried  vali¬ 
antly  to  get  recipient  countries  to  spend 
their  aid  dollars  here,  and  have  still  not 
succeeded  as  fully  as  is  warranted. 

I  am  concerned  about  our  yearly  budget 
deficits.  This  is  merely  a  cumulative 
mortgage  we  axe  putting  on  our  own  fu¬ 
ture.  Last  year  our  deficit  was  over  $8 
billion.  This  year  it  may  be  like  last 
year.  Certainly  our  aid  totals  add  sub¬ 
stantially  to  our  national  debt  totals. 

I  am  concerned  about  our  shrinking 
gold  reserve  and  the  rising  foreign  gold 
reserves.  From  a  high  total  of  over  $26 
billion  our  bullion  stock  has  sunk  to 
under  $15  billion.  The  reserves  of  the 
free  world  are  rising,  but  they  are  rising 
at  a  rate  greater  than  the  yearly  supply 
of  new  gold  warrants.  Their  increases 
are  due  to  their  demands  on  us.  In  6 
years  we  gave  57  countries  some  $12.5 
billion  in  aid.  During  those  same  6 
years  these  same  countries  bought  $7 
billion  worth  of  our  gold.  The  question 
comes  naturally — did  they  need  that 
amount  of  aid  from  us  so  as  to  embarrass 
us  by  taking  our  gold  for  dollars? 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  said  before,  a  spec¬ 
ter  rises  before  me.  It  haunts  me  in  the 
light  of  all  the  foregoing.  I  must  keep 
faith  with  myself  and  the  people  of  my 
district.  In  a  round  dozen  years  we  have 
waited  for  constructive  restructuring  of 
the  whole  aid  setup.  Instead  we  see  22 
Federal  agencies  with  71,416  employees 
disbursing  aid  in  some  form  or  other 
to  some  99  countries  and  9  territories. 
This  is  the  13th  year  and  my  vote  will 
be  negative. 

It  is  a  fact  that  aid  as  presently  given 
has  outlived  its  usefulness  and  ability  to 
do  the  job  of  achieving  economic  prog¬ 
ress  and  growth.  In  its  present  form  it 
is  uncontrolled  and  apparently  uncon¬ 
trollable. 

I  am  tired  of  seeing  our  foreign  policy 
actions  aggravated  by  our  aid  policies.  I 
am  tired  of  seeing  our  hard-earned  dol¬ 
lars  being  eroded  by  slow  inflation,  our 
gold  reserves  being  slowly  depleted,  our 
deficits  increasing  year  after  year.  No 
matter  if  all  the  aid  dollars  are  spent  in 
the  United  States  of  America,  when  the 
bills  finally  come  due,  it  is  our  Treas¬ 
ury  Department  which  must  foot  them 
with  our  tax  dollars. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  prudent  businessman 
must  weigh  the  evidence  before  continu¬ 
ing  an  unprofitable  business.  Our  tax¬ 
payers  demand  that  we  do  our  duty  by 
them  and  not  let  their  dollars  continue 


to  go  to  waste.  At  this  moment  most 
aspects  of  our  foreign  aid  venture  are 
unprofitable.  Unless  the  whole  program 
and  its  objectives  can  be  rearranged, 
with  prospects  of  success,  I  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  vote  against  it. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Fraser], 

(Mr.  FRASER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.] 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  has  been  under  the 
aegis  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs,  chaired  by  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mor¬ 
gan]  .  I  want  to  add  to  the  tributes  paid 
to  Chairman  Morgan  by  the  others  here 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  today  by  saying 
that  I  know  of  no  fairer,  no  harder  work¬ 
er,  no  more  even-handed  chairman,  than 
that  who  presides  over  the  committee  on 
which  I  am  honored  to  serve. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  is  essential.  It  has  had  major  suc¬ 
cesses  in  Western  Europe  and  in  many 
other  countries  including  Israel,  Greece, 
and  Taiwan  which  were  underdeveloped 
countries  and  which  have  now  gone  off 
the  American  aid  list. 

Moreover,  economic  assistance  has 
been  essential  in  the  forward-defense 
countries  such  as  Laos,  Vietnam,  Korea, 
and  many  other  parts  of  the  world  which 
are  in  confrontation  with  the  Sino-Soviet 
bloc. 

But  we  are  finding  today  that  assist¬ 
ing  the  less-developed  countries  is  a  for¬ 
midable  task.  They  suffer  from  lack  of 
education,  they  do  not  possess  the  insti¬ 
tutions  of  commerce,  and  they  often  lack 
political  stability.  What  they  need  is 
not  short-term  aid,  but  long-term  aid. 

We  need  to  think  in  terms  of  an  Alli- 
ance-for-Progress  program  not  just  for 
10  years  but  more  likely  for  a  period  of 
50  years. 

We  need  to  become  more  selective  as 
indeed  we  are  as  we  choose  which  coun¬ 
tries  will  receive  major  U.S.  aid.  We 
need  to  continue  to  insist  upon  self-help 
by  the  recipient  nations,  particularly  the 
nations  in  Latin  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  rationales 
for  aid  is  that  economic  development  aids 
mature  political  growth.  We  believe  the 
security  of  the  United  States  is  best  pro¬ 
tected  in  a  world  community  of  mature 
democratic  societies.  Therefore,  we  con¬ 
clude  that  economic  aid  helps  assure  U.S. 
security  by  creating  an  environment  in 
which  mature  systems  of  self-government 
will  emerge. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  problems 
in  pursuing  this  objective  with  less-de¬ 
veloped  countries.  For  one  thing,  on  the 
continent  of  Africa,  the  per  capita  in¬ 
come  runs  only  $100  to  $200  a  year.  In 
Latin  America  the  per  capita  income  runs 
only  $200  or  $300  a  year.  In  many  of 
these  countries  there  is  a  population 
explosion.  Often  these  countries  can 
assimilate  economic  aid  only  at  a  limited 
rate.  Many  of  these  nations  are  depend¬ 
ent  for  growth  upon  education  which 
means  we  must  measure  our  progress  in 
timespans  of  generations.  So  by  the 
end  of  this  century  we  will  be  fortunate 
if  many  of  these  countries  have  doubled 
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their  per  capita  income.  Yet  doubling 
a  figure  of  $100  or  $200  does  not  provide 
a  very  adequate  economic  level  for  these 
people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  raise  the  question  as 
to  whether  or  not  this  rate  of  economic 
progress  alone  assures  the  development 
of  mature  political  systems.  Of  course, 
some  of  our  aid  contributes  more  directly 
toward  the  strengthening  of  political  sys¬ 
tems — aid  which,  for  example,  brings 
foreign  citizens  to  this  country  to  learn 
about  our  democratic  institutions  and 
our  political  party  system  and  our  gov¬ 
ernmental  system.  Also,  we  aid  political 
growth  through  assistance  to  education, 
particularly,  in  specialized  education. 
But  in  general  our  aid  programs  are  de¬ 
signed  to  create  an  environment  for  the 
flourishing  of  mature  political  systems 
just  as  a  young  sprout  needs  good  soil, 
sunshine,  the  right  amount  of  moisture 
and  a  little  fertilizer. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  whether 
or  not  we  should  not  be  training  the 
gardener  and  planting  a  few  more  seeds 
than  we  are;  in  other  words,  besides 
creating  a  favorable  environment  for  the 
growth  of  self-government,  should  we  not 
attack  the  problem  more  directly?  Sup¬ 
pose,  for  example  that  Chairman  John 
Bailey  of  the  Democratic  Party  or  Chair¬ 
man  Ray  Bliss  of  the  Republican  Party 
had  a  political  party  in  one  of  the  50 
States  which  was  in  the  doldrums? 
Those  chairmen  of  their  respective  polit¬ 
ical  parties  would  not  send  out  economic 
aid  or  seek  to  raise  the  general  educa¬ 
tional  level  in  the  States,  or  urge  the 
training  of  more  administrators. 

Indeed  they  undoubtedly  support  these 
programs  in  the  States.  But  what  they 
would  do  is  to  send  out  a  political  party 
organizer.  They  would  send  out  a  politi¬ 
cal  party  organizer  into  those  States  who 
know  how  to  bring  people  together,  how 
to  organize  political  parties,  how  to  raise 
money,  plan  meetings,  stage  conventions, 
and  run  elections. 

Today  the  United  States,  Canada, 
Western  Europe,  Israel,  Japan,  and  other 
countries  are  providing  economic  aid  to 
the  less  developed  countries  of  the  world. 
But  so  is  Russia,  Red  China,  and  other 
countries  associated  with  them.  So  there 
is  not  much  difference  except  in  the 
amount  of  economic  assistance. 

The  unique  contribution  that  Western 
democracies  have  to  offer  is  the  idea  and 
system  of  self-government.  Above  all 
else,  that  is  the  idea  we  seek  to  export. 
We  should  stop  being  circumspect  with 
our  friends. 

We  should  not  limit  ourselves  just  to 
creating  a  favorable  environment.  I 
think  we  ought  to  move  in  on  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  developing  stronger  political  or¬ 
ganizations  and  a  more  mature  political 
system  directly  by  the  use  of  people 
trained  in  the  political  processes.  Ex¬ 
porting  political  know-how  from  this 
country  and  other  Western  democracies 
requires  that  it  be  channeled  through 
multilateral  agencies.  This  is  the  only 
way  we  can  avoid  the  sensitivity  which 
comes  from  the  fear  of  many  of  these 
new  governments  that  their  national  in¬ 
dependence  may  be  impaired  or  that 
there  may  be  interference  in  their  inter¬ 
nal  affairs.  I  believe  that  the  Western 


democracies  should  get  together  and 
meet  with  the  representatives  of  the  sym¬ 
pathetic  underdeveloped  countries  to  find 
ways  of  using  the  political  know-how  of 
people  who  run  the  politics  of  these  na¬ 
tions.  We  should  encourage  these  peo¬ 
ple  to  help  themselves  to  develop  stronger 
political  systems. 

Some  progress  in  this  type  of  training 
is  already  being  made  in  the  economic 
field.  The  American  Institute  for  Free 
Labor  Development  helps  to  train  trade 
union  leaders.  Cooperative  leaders  are 
aiding  in  the  development  of  cooperatives 
and  credit  unions.  We  need  to  expand 
these  kinds  of  training  into  the  political 
field,  perhaps  by  the  development  of  re¬ 
gional  institutes  designed  to  train  new 
leadership  directly  in  political  techniques 
which  have  relevancy  to  the  problems  of 
the  new  countries. 

The  idea  of  exporting  practical  po¬ 
litical  know-how  carries  with  it  problems 
as  well  as  opportunities,  all  of  which  are 
not  self-evident.  But  careful  study  can 
identify  these  problems  and  develop 
workable  concepts  which  will  permit  the 
extension  of  this  important  knowledge 
to  these  new  countries.  Strenghtening 
self-government  through  stronger  po¬ 
litical  systems  is  clearly  consistent  with 
the  idea  of  national  self-determination 
to  which  so  many  of  these  countries  are 
strongly  attached. 

The  idea  of  self-government  is  the  most 
powerful  idea  at  work  in  the  world  today. 
Let  us  promote  and  strengthen  that  idea 
in  every  way  open  to  those  of  us  among 
the  Western  democracies. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Bingham]. 

(Mr.  BINGHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  first 
of  all  I  should  like  to  join  in  compliment¬ 
ing  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  and  the 
members  of  that  committee  for  what 
seems  to  me  to  be  a  splendid  bill  and  a 
splendid  report.  I  have  no  wish  to  re¬ 
peat  the  arguments  that  have  been  pre¬ 
sented  here  so  eloquently  by  members  of 
the  committee,  but  I  would  like  specifi¬ 
cally  to  associate  myself  with  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Fascell],  about  the  Administrator 
of  our  AID  program,  Mr.  David  Bell.  I 
think  we  are  indeed  fortunate  in  this 
country  to  have  such  a  remarkable  public 
servant  in  that  office. 

It  seems  to  me,  as  I  have  listened  to 
the  debate  today — and  I  have  listened 
very  carefully — that  there  has  been  a 
tendency  to  ignore  the  fact  we  are  pre¬ 
sented  here  with  a  bill  that  comprises 
several  very  different  components.  I  do 
not  want  to  say  much  about  the  military 
program  or  the  supporting  assistance 
program  because  I  think  these  two  tend 
to  be  popular  programs.  But  it  is  a  fact, 
and  it  has  been  largely  ignored  today, 
that  the  new  authorizing  moneys  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  this  bill  are  mainly  for 
those  two  programs — military  assistance, 
which,  of  course,  is  a  way  of  saving 
money  for  us  by  providing  assistance  to 
countries  that  can  furnish  troops  for  the 
defense  of  the  free  world  more  economi¬ 


cally  than  we  can,  and  the  supporting 
assistance  part  of  the  program,  which  is 
desperately  needed.  Eighty  percent  of 
that  goes  to  Vietnam,  Korea,  Laos,  and 
Thailand.  I  wonder  whether  the  op¬ 
ponents  of  this  bill  really  want  this  coun¬ 
try  to  stop  providing  assistance  to  these 
four  countries. 

The  principal  attacks  on  the  program 
today  have  been  in  the  area  of  economic 
development,  and  while  this  is  not  a 
major  part  of  the  new  authorizations  re¬ 
quested,  I  would  like  to  say  a  few  words 
about  that  because  I  have  some  back¬ 
ground  of  experience  in  that  area.  One 
of  the  fundamental  points,  it  seems  to 
me,  that  we  should  keep  in  mind,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  the  purpose  of  this  aid.  It 
is  its  purpose  to  build  strong,  independ¬ 
ent  democracies.  It  is  not,  as  has  so  fre¬ 
quently  been  stated,  to  buy  friends.  We 
cannot  buy  friends  with  money.  That  is 
obvious.  But  that  is  not  the  purpose  of 
the  program.  I  defy  you  to  find  any 
where  in  the  committee’  report  a  single 
suggestion  that  we  are  trying  with  any 
part  of  this  money  to  buy  friends. 

The  case  of  India  stands  out,  perhaps, 
as  an  outstanding  example  of  what  we 
have  been  trying  to  do  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  field.  We  have  provided  a  great 
deal  of  economic  assistance  to  India  over 
the  years,  and  I  submit,  Mr.  Chairman, 
to  very  good  purpose.  If  we  look  back  to 
the  India  that  existed  in  1952  when  I 
first  was  there,  it  was  a  very  unstable 
country,  a  country  that  was  threatened 
with  a  Communist  takeover  at  the  next 
elections.  Today,  while  we  do  have 
criticism  of  our  policies  from  India’s 
leaders — criticism  which  I  agree  is  re¬ 
grettable — we  have  a  strong  stable  de¬ 
mocracy  in  that  area.  We  have  an  in¬ 
terest  in  seeing  that  India  with  a  free 
society  and  a  mixed  economy  does  not 
lose  the  race  with  Communist  China.  It 
is  of  intense  importance  to  us  that  India 
as  a  great  democracy  succeed  in  making 
her  economy  work  and  making  progress 
for  her  people  through  democratic 
means.  I  submit  over  the  years  a  great 
deal  of  sucess  has  been  achieved  in  that 
effort. 

Essential  to  the  technical  assistance 
part  of  this  program  is  the  communica¬ 
tion  of  knowledge,  that  is;  education. 

At  this  point,  I  should  like  to  discuss 
in  some  detail  the  technical  assistance 
program  for  education  under  the  AID 
request  for  fiscal  year  1966,  for  this  pro¬ 
gram,  it  seems  to  me,  touches  the  roots 
of  the  development  process. 

Education  has  been  a  symbol — and  a 
strength  in  this  Nation — a  part  of  the 
modernization  process.  This  is  true 
around  the  world,  for  a  touchstone  of 
the  modernization  process  in  the  free 
world  is  education. 

The  number  of  children  needing  edu¬ 
cational  opportunities  around  the  world 
is  staggering.  There  are  more  illiterates, 
for  example,  in  India  than  the  entire 
population  of  Western  Europe.  In  Ethi¬ 
opia,  with  a  population  of  about  20  mil¬ 
lion,  over  3.7  million  boys  and  girls  of 
school  age  were  turned  away  from 
schools  due  to  the  shortage  of  teachers 
in  1962. 

In  the  developing  countries  now  re¬ 
ceiving  U.S.  assistance  live  1.2  billion 


10865 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


May  2k,  1965 

people,  roughly  40  percent  of  the  world’s 
population.  The  educational  challenge 
in  these  nations  is  immense.  The  aver¬ 
age  literacy  rate  is  about  25  percent;  less 
than  a  fourth  of  the  children  of  school 
age  are  in  school;  and  less  than  2  percent 
complete  secondary  education. 

The  purpose  of  the  education  program 
is  at  the  heart  of  the  entire  foreign  aid 
program.  If  we  are  to  help  the  less- 
developed  nations  acquire  a  competence 
and  a  capacity  to  meet  their  own  prob¬ 
lems,  we  must  assist  them  in  educating 
their  people.  We  are  not  seeking  to  com¬ 
plete  the  job  for  them.  We  are,  instead, 
trying  to  teach  them  to  do  things  for 
themselves. 

Ever  since  President  Truman’s  point 
four  program  was  proclaimed  in  1949,  we 
have  recognized  the  importance  of  edu¬ 
cation  in  the  development  process.  The 
infusion  of  large  amounts  of  capital  as¬ 
sistance,  we  found,  was  not  the  answer. 
The  experience  in  the  Marshall  plan  in 
Western  Europe,  where  large  amounts  of 
money  acted  effectively  as  good  trans¬ 
fusions  to  recovering  economies,  was  not 
usually  applicable  to  our  programs  in 
the  new  and  developing  nations  of  Asia, 
Africa,  and  Latin  America. 

The  technical  assistance  program 
is  education  in  the  broad  sense  of  the 
word,  since  it  involves  the  transmission 
of  knowledge  and  skills  from  the  United 
States  to  the  developing  countries.  Un¬ 
der  the  technical  assistance  program, 
$210  million  is  requested  in  new  obliga- 
tional  authority.  This  amount,  together 
with  recoveries,  will  fund  programs  in 
Asia  and  Africa  amounting  to  $231  mil¬ 
lion.  In  addition,  an  $88  million  program 
is  proposed  for  technical  assistance  un¬ 
der  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

About  one-fifth  of  the  total  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  program  is  directed 
toward  education  in  the  formal  sense; 
strengthening  educational  institutions 
and  teacher  training.  Techniques  used 
to  accomplish  these  goals  vary  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  country’s  need  and  the  amount 
of  assistance  offered. 

AID  now  has  education  programs  in 
over  50  nations  involving  over  350  Amer¬ 
ican  educators  as  direct-hire  employees. 
They  serve  as  effective,  top-level  advisers 
in  field  missions  helping  to  shape  pro¬ 
grams  of  assistance.  They  also  serve  as 
education  technicians  in  fields  rang¬ 
ing  from  vocational  education  to  nuclear 
engineering. 

The  less-developed  nations  are,  in 
some  cases,  at  the  stockade  era  of  their 
own  development.  Just  as  we  found 
education  to  be  a  key  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  and  the  heart  of  our  own  mod¬ 
ernization  process,  we  are  seeking  means 
by  which  we  can  assist  in  the  transla¬ 
tion  of  this  idea  to  them. 

In  this  translation  process,  we  are  not 
seeking  a  transplantation.  We  do  not 
try  to  re-create  our  educational  system 
and  institutions  in  other  nations.  What 
is  needed  in  a  less-developed  African  na¬ 
tion  may  well  not  be  what  we  have  in 
California,  but  a  program  fitted  to  the 
history,  culture,  and  values  of  that  coun¬ 
try. 

The  approaches  to  these  -problems 
vary,  but,  by  and  large,  AID  is  trying  to 
work  on  the  problems  of  quality  and 


leadership,  and  of  planning  and  man¬ 
agement  in  order  that  these  countries 
can  move  toward  the  development  of 
their  own  human  resources.  Basically, 
our  job  is  to  help  lay  the  groundwork. 
U.S.  funds  are  helpful  in  the  necessary 
job  of  providing  classrooms  and  teach¬ 
ers — particularly  for  pilot  or  demon¬ 
stration  projects.  But  we  cannot,  as  a 
Nation,  undertake  the  building  of  all 
the  classrooms  necessary  or  provide  the 
vast  amount  of  teachers  needed  to  bring 
the  staggering  number  of  school-age 
children  into  a  meaningful  educational 
environment.  The  job  of  expanding 
educational  facilities  to  the  point  neces¬ 
sary  to  provide  for  the  full  needs  of  the 
developing  countries  is  basically  one 
that  must  be  carried  out  by  these 
themselves. 

How  then  does  AID  tackle  the  problem 
of  planning,  management,  leadership, 
and  quality  in  education? 

Our  program  is  guided  by  the  follow¬ 
ing  strategies: 

First,  it  supports  efforts  of  the  devel¬ 
oping  countries  to  improve  the  planning 
and  development  of  their  own  educa¬ 
tional  system.  In  nearly  every  under¬ 
developed  country,  pressures  to  start 
educating  everybody  at  once  are  acute. 
Combined  resources  from  all  sources, 
however,  fall  far  short  of  the  total  needs 
for  educational  development  in  virtually 
all  countries  in  Latin  America,  Africa, 
and  Asia.  Priorities,  therefore,  have  to 
be  established  and  difficult  choices  have 
to  be  made  in  light  of  immediate  and 
long-term  critical  needs  for  trained 
manpower  and  other  national,  economic, 
and  social  development  goals. 

In  Latin  America,  for  example,  our 
foreign  aid  program  has  given  high 
priority  to  assisting  countries  in  this 
type  of  planning  for  the  development  of 
their  own  educational  resources.  U.S. 
staff,  skilled  in  this  field,  have  been 
added  to  many  of  the  AID  missions  in 
Latin  America,  and  AID  funds  have 
been  used  to  send  key  representatives 
from  Latin  American  education  and 
finance  ministries  for  training  to  the 
U.N.  Economic  Commission  Training 
Institute  in  Santiago. 

On  a  worldwide  basis,  AID  is  cooperat¬ 
ing  closely  with  the  World  Bank  and  the 
new  International  Institute  for  Educa¬ 
tional  Planning  in  their  combined  efforts 
to  improve  the  planning  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  educational  programs  in  develop¬ 
ing  countries. 

Second,  our  AID  programs  are  designed 
to  support  the  “leading  edge  of  change 
and  improvement”  as  Administrator 
David  E.  Bell  so  aptly  phrased  it.  By 
illustration,  AID  is  helping  to  establish 
a  National  Institute  of  Education  in  Del¬ 
hi,  India,  through  a  contract  with  Co¬ 
lumbia  Teachers  College.  The  institute 
will  be  a  center  of  research  and  leader¬ 
ship  for  the  entire  Indian  educational 
system — building  and  multiplying  the 
leadership  in  Indian  education  for  years 
to  come. 

Another  AID  project  in  India  is  help¬ 
ing  to  modernize  the  Indian  system  of 
education  and  to  bring  about  a  change 
in  the  outlook  and  methods  of  Indian 
educators.  One  of  the  problems  with 


Indian  education  at  this  time  is  that  it 
is  predominantly  academic  in  orienta¬ 
tion  and  deficient  in  relation  to  the  needs 
of  a  developing  nation.  It  has  empha¬ 
sized  rote  learning  rather  than  creative 
thought — memorization  of  formulas 
rather  than  experimentation — accept¬ 
ance  of  established  doctrine  rather  than 
innovation  in  ideas  and  materials  to 
meet  the  growing  needs  of  the  country. 
AID  is  helping  to  remedy  these  ills  by 
running  a  series  of  summer  science  in¬ 
stitutes  for  Indian  educational  leaders, 
similar  to  those  held  in  the  United  States 
by  the  National  Science  Foundation. 
Last  summer,  44  institutes  were  con¬ 
ducted  in  mathematics,  biological  sci¬ 
ences,  chemistry,  physics,  engineering, 
and  applied  technology.  Forty-two  U.S. 
colleges  and  universities,  plus  16  public 
school  systems  contributed  a  total  of  83 
American  professors  to  the  institutes. 
Over  2,000  Indian  faculty  members — 
one-third  from  high  schools,  two-thirds 
from  colleges — were  the  students. 

In  the  field  of  agriculture,  AID  is  work¬ 
ing  through  five  American  land  grant 
universities  to  seek  to  upgrade  the  qual¬ 
ity  of  Indian  agricultural  colleges  and 
universities.  In  the  field  of  engineer¬ 
ing,  AID  has  established  a  consortium 
of  American  engineering  schools  which 
is  helping  to  establish  an  Indian  Insti¬ 
tute  of  Technology  at  Kanpur — con¬ 
ceived  as  a  center  of  excellence  in  re¬ 
search  and  teaching,  with  the  hope  that 
one  day  it  will  be  as  influential  on  the 
Indian  scene  as  MIT  and  Cal  Tech  have 
been  on  the  American  scene. 

The  same  process  is  at  work  in  other 
countries.  AID  is  supporting  a  mathe¬ 
matics  curriculum  development  program 
in  Africa.  It  has  a  purpose  similar  to 
the  Indian  Summer  Science  Institutes — 
namely  that  of  deemphasizing  rote  learn¬ 
ing  and  stimulating  the  creative  talents 
of  students  in  the  field  of  mathematics 
which  is  basic  to  modern  technology  and 
the  whole  development  process.  The 
project,  now  completing  its  third  year,  is 
developing  modem  mathematics  texts, 
workbooks  and  teacher  guides  appropri¬ 
ate  to  English-speaking  African  coun¬ 
tries  for  elementary  and  secondary 
schools.  It  is  being  conducted  under 
AID  contract  by  Educational  Services, 
Inc.,  of  Cambridge,  Mass. 

The  present  traditional  mathematics 
curriculum  in  English-speaking  Africa, 
a  holdover  from  colonial  days,  is  deemed 
inadequate  by  all  African  countries  and 
a  new  mathematics  curriculum  develop¬ 
ment  program,  involving  Africans  from 
the  start,  is  expected  to  produce  superior 
instruction  in  mathematics  and  to  dem¬ 
onstrate  to  ministries  of  education  an 
effective  process  whereby  reforms  in 
other  subjects  can  be  effected. 

Since  1962,  when  the  AID  project  be¬ 
gan,  three  summer  workshops  held  in 
Uganda  have  produced  16  completed 
books  in  35  volumes  for  African  students 
and  African  teachers  of  grades  1,  2,  3,  7, 
8,  and  9.  In  order  to  test  these  mate¬ 
rials,  over  500  teachers  have  been  trained 
in  the  use  of  the  new  math  texts  at  teach¬ 
er  training  workshops.  At  present  an 
estimated  400  classes  in  Liberia,  Ghana, 
Nigeria,  Sierra  Leone,  Kenya,  Ethiopia, 
Tanzania,  Zambia,  Uganda,  and  Malawi 
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are  using  the  tests  on  an  experimental 
basis. 

With  assistance  from  the  Alliance  for 
Progress,  Columbian  educators  have 
adopted  and  translated  into  Spanish  the 
text  of  the  biological  sciences  curriculum 
study  “new  biology”  which  was  devel¬ 
oped  in  this  country  through  assistance 
of  the  National  Science  Foundation. 
This  adapts  some  of  the  best  techniques 
of  new  science  teaching  to  the  cultural 
and  geographic  conditions  of  tropical 
Latin  America  and  may  well  become  a 
prototype  for  all  South  and  Central 
America. 

But  methods  and  theories  can  be 
meaningless  unless  there  are  teachers  to 
convey  them.  The  third  strategy  of  AID 
in  assisting  the  developing  countries  to 
improve  their  educational  system  is  sup¬ 
port  of  projects  which  have  a  large  mul¬ 
tiplying  effect — primarily  teacher  train¬ 
ing. 

At  present  over  7,000  men  and  women 
from  the  developing  countries  are  study¬ 
ing  in  the  United  States,  largely  in  our 
colleges  and  universities,  under  AID  aus¬ 
pices.  In  studying  economics  and  agri¬ 
culture,  medicine  and  nursing,  and  other 
subjects  they  are  preparing  themselves 
to  become  leaders  in  their  own  societies. 

But  each  country  must  prepare  to  edu¬ 
cate  its  own  teachers.  The  problem  can¬ 
not  be  solved  in  the  long  run  by  export¬ 
ing  potential  teacher  talent  to  the  ad¬ 
vanced  nations  for  training.  On  the 
contrary,  this  can  only  fill  the  void  until 
the  lack  of  facilities  and  educational 
leaders  is  rectified  at  home. 

AID  has  made  a  distinctive  contribu¬ 
tion  in  filling  this  void.  I  have  already 
mentioned  our  assistance  in  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  National  Institute  of  Edu¬ 
cation  in  Delhi.  AID  supports  other 
teacher  training  programs  in  most  coun¬ 
tries  where  there  are  AID  programs. 

One  of  the  most  successful  and  earli¬ 
est  programs,  setting  a  pattern  for  others 
to  come,  is  in  Nepal.  In  1954  Nepal’s  first 
teacher  training  center  was  established 
through  contract  with  the  University  of 
Oregon.  Two  years  later,  mobile  nor¬ 
mal  school  teams  were  organized  to  carry 
teacher  training  to  the  hinterlands. 
Staff  members  for  the  provincial  teacher 
training  program  were  given  postgradu¬ 
ate  professional  training  at  Nepal’s  new 
College  of  Education  by  both  U.S.-trained 
Nepalese  professors  and  University  of 
Oregon  advisers. 

An  annual  inservice  training  program 
of  6  to  8  weeks  was  established  for  all 
normal  school  staff  members  at  the 
College  of  Education.  A  total  of  more 
than  2,400  primary  school  teachers  were 
trained  by  the  normal  school  staffs,  and 
a  normal  school  organization  established 
which  is  capable  of  turning  out  1,000  to 
2,000  teachers  a  year. 

Thus,  AID  is  helping  to  fill  the  most 
critical  of  all  manpower  shortages  in  the 
developing  countries — from  the  first- 
grade  teacher  to  the  doctoral-university 
level.  This  is  fundamental,  in  my 
opinion,  to  any  development  progress. 

AID  book  programs  also  have  long- 
lasting  and  potentially  far-reaching 
multiplyer  effects.  The  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  supports  a  wide  variety  of  pro¬ 
grams  aimed  at  providing  key  types  of 


books  to  developing  nations  and  at 
assisting  the  countries  themselves  to 
develop  the  local  capacity  to  produce  and 
publish  their  own  books.  In  Central 
America,  AID  has  organized  a  regional 
textbook  center  where  first  and  second 
grade  readers  are  being  written,  printed, 
and  distributed  to  youngsters  in  the  five 
Central  American  countries.  Thus,  for 
the  first  time  in  hostory,  every  youngster 
in  Central  America  should  soon  have  a 
first  grade  reader. 

In  the  Philippines,  AID  is  helping  to 
relieve  a  critical  textbook  shortage  in 
the  nation’s  school  system  by  financing 
paper  unports  and  technical  services  to 
print  25  million  textbooks  by  1965. 

These  magnificent  achievements  will 
pay  off.  We  are  helping  to  build  in¬ 
tellects  and  institutions.  We  are  export¬ 
ing  a  most  cherished  part  of  our  herit¬ 
age — a  belief  in  education  as  a  key  to 
freedom  and  progress,  as  a  key  to  strong, 
democartic  societies. 

The  communication  of  skills,  of  knowl¬ 
edge,  was  the  central  idea  that  was  pre¬ 
sented  by  President  Harry  S.  Truman  in 
his  f  amous  Point  Four  statement  in  1949. 
I  think  it  is  the  key  still  to  the  success 
of  our  program. 

I  do  not  mean  to  suggest,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  the  AID  program  is  perfect. 
I  have  certain  misgivings  about  it  my¬ 
self.  I  think,  for  example,  that  we  have 
carried  on  too  long  in  trying  to  mollify 
such  people  as  Sukarno  and  Nasser  with 
our  assistance.  I  think  we  have  been 
too  free  with  military  assistance  to  small 
countries  that  have  no  real  military 
capabilities  or  significance.  In  both  of 
these  cases,  I  think  we  have  come  close 
to  the  idea  of  trying  to  buy  friends,  and 
this  is  where  we  do  make  mistakes. 

Similarly,  I  tend  to  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota,  Mr.  Fraser, 
that  more  should  be  done  through  multi¬ 
lateral  agencies. 

I  am  also  concerned  over  the  piling  up 
of  debt  service  obligations  in  many  coun¬ 
tries  through  the  use  of  loans  and  with 
the  piling  up  of  unused  local  currencies. 

But  the  fact  is  that  the  mistakes  of 
this  program,  and  the  criticisms,  should 
not  mean  the  ending  of  this  program. 

Are  we  satisfied  with  the  service  we 
get  from  the  Post  Office  in  this  country? 
But  our  criticisms  do  not  mean  that  we 
want  to  end  the  mail  service.  We  have 
a  growing  crime  problem  in  this  coun¬ 
try  that  we  are  terribly  disturbed  about. 
But  does  that  mean  we  want  to  put  an 
end  to  the  police  force  in  our  cities? 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  greatest  and 
most  powerful  country  on  earth,  our  rep¬ 
utation  in  history  depends  on  our  con¬ 
tinued  acceptance  of  responsibility  to 
try  to  relieve  conditions  of  instability  in 
the  world  and  to  exert  leadership.  That 
is  an  expensive  process.  History  will 
judge  the  United  States  by  whether  we 
have  the  stamina  to  carry  on,  in  spite 
of  difficulties,  in  leading  the  free  world; 
whether  we  have  the  courage  not  to  be 
diverted  from  our  main  objectives  by 
criticisms  that  are  the  inevitable  lot  of 
a  world  leader;  and  whether  we  have  the 
determination,  in  spite  of  the  failures 
here  and  there,  to  carry  on  with  what  we, 
conceive  to  be  a  program  of  enlightened 
self-interest;  namely,  to  try  to  help  our 


less  fortunate  neighbors  achieve  econ¬ 
omic  progress  and  political  stability 
through  democratic  means. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Gallagher], 

(Mr.  GALLAGHER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  committee  has  held  hearings  on  this 
bill  for  approximately  2*4  months.  We 
listened  to  some  26  public  witnesses. 
Anyone  who  wanted  to  appear  were  so  al¬ 
lowed. 

Throughout  all  of  this  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania,  Dr.  Morgan,  has  been  pa¬ 
tient  and  understanding,  and  has  allowed 
anyone  who  wished  to  make  a  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  bill  to  do  so.  I  believe  no  man 
in  this  House  works  harder  or  puts  in 
longer  hours,  and  down  through  the 
years  I  believe  that  few  men  in  this  body 
or  in  the  other  body  have  made  a  greater 
contribution  to  our  Nation’s  interest  and 
to  our  country’s  future  than  Dr.  Morgan. 

I  heard  the  distinguished  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  refer  to  this  as  the  inter¬ 
national  Appalachia.  I  hope  the  results 
of  the  Appalachia  program,  when  it  is  in, 
will  be  as  productive  to  humanity  as  have 
been  the  results  of  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  down  through  the  years. 

It  was  also  mentioned  that  we  are  in 
the  annual  minuet  of  foreign  aid.  This 
year  we  invited  everyone  to  the  dance, 
and  everyone  had  an  opportunity  to 
waltz,  if  he  liked,  or  to  change  the  music, 
or  to  rock  and  roll  the  administration,  if 
he  wished  to  do  so,  by  questions,  by  sug¬ 
gestions,  by  confrontation  with  the  actual 
people  who  administer  the  program. 

Much  of  the  information  is  secret. 
The  books  remain  on  the  table  available 
to  all  Members.  This  year  there  was  a 
committee  of  six  people,  three  on  each 
side,  including  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Freling- 
htjysen]  ,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Mailliard],  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Broomfield]  on  the  Re¬ 
publican  side,  with  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Fraser],  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Culver],  and  myself  on 
the  Democratic  side.  We  invited  all 
Members  of  Congress  to  come  in,  to  give 
them  an  opportunity  to  ask  questions  of 
the  people  who  carry  out  the  policy  of 
the  administration,  in  order  to  satisfy 
themselves  and  the  taxpayers  whom  they 
represent  that  this  program  is  working 
and  working  well.  Formerly  these  wit¬ 
nesses  were  available  only  to  the  com¬ 
mittee.  In  the  interest  of  better  under¬ 
standing  and  broader  participation  we 
made  these  witnesses  available  to  all 
Members  of  Congress. 

I  believe  by  now  there  should  be  no 
mistake  about  it. 

The  investment  the  American  people 
have  made  in  the  foreign  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  to  encourage  economic  growth  in 
other  free  world  nations  and  to  contain 
the  menace  of  world  communism  has 
paid— and  is  paying — handsome  divi¬ 
dends. 

As  we  reap  the  rewards  of  earlier  in¬ 
vestments,  the  size  of  current  obliga- 
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tions  for  basic  international  develop¬ 
ment  can  actually  be  reduced. 

The  appropriation  request  for  fiscal 
year  1966  is  the  lowest  in  the  20-year 
history  of  the  program.  And  this  is  true 
even  when  you  combine  the  AID  budget 
with  food  for  peace,  the  Peace  Corps,  and 
other  special  programs. 

This  reflects  the  fact  that  many  na¬ 
tions  have  been  started  on  the  road  to 
self-sustaining  economic  growth  and  are 
no  longer  in  need  of  our  aid. 

It  further  reflects  the  progress  being 
made  by  a  group  of  other  nations  stead¬ 
ily  nearing  a  takeoff  point  from  which 
they  can  go  it  alone. 

It  is  also  a  reflection  of  refinements 
in  our  aid  program  and  improved,  cost- 
conscious  management. 

The  appropriation  request  this  year 
amounts  to  only  about  2  percent  of  the 
Federal  budget  and  less  than  one-half 
of  1  percent  of  our  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct.  We  spent  twice  as  much  Federal 
money  for  the  space  program,  15  times 
as  much  every  year  for  the  domestic  wel¬ 
fare,  and  more  than  20  times  as  much 
i  for  our  military  defense. 

No  one  can  say  that  foreign  aid  has 
not  been  expensive  but  who  can  say  how 
much  of  the  world  would  be  free  today 
if  America  had  closed  its  hand  and  its 
heart  to  those  in  need? 

Two-thirds  of  the  appropriations  re¬ 
quest — $2.21  billion — is  for  economic  aid. 
It  provides  capital  and  technical  assist¬ 
ance  for  long-term  development.  It 
means  progress  towar,d  self-support  by 
the  poorer  nations.  It  also  includes  eco¬ 
nomic  assistance  to  promote  stability  and 
security  in  countries  directly  threatened 
by  communism,  and  it  pays  our  contri¬ 
butions  to  international  organizations. 

One-third  of  the  request — $1.17  bil¬ 
lion — is  for  military  assistance  and 
sales — over  a  quarter  of  a  billion  less 
than  the  annual  average  appropriations 
for  fiscal  years  1960  to  1964,  and  more 
than  $4.5  billion  less  than  the  peak  ap¬ 
propriation  at  the  time  of  the  Korean 
war  and  NATO  buildup. 

Our  aid  program  to  the  poorer  coun¬ 
tries,  like  the  Marshall  plan,  is  an  in¬ 
vestment  in  our  own  beliefs.  The  ob¬ 
jective  is  the  same — to  give  other  coun¬ 
tries  the  chance  to  choose  freedom. 

Our  military  aid  today  goes  largely  to 
Asia,  two-thirds  of  it  to  11  countries 
along  the  rim  of  the  Soviet-Chinese 
bloc.  At  a  cost  of  about  a  billion  dollars 
a  year — about  one-fiftieth  of  what  we 
spent  here  at  home  for  defense — we  help 
support  3  V2  million  men  other  free  coun- 

I  tries  keep  under  arms  on  the  rim  of  the 
Communist  bloc. 

The  main  part  of  our  aid  today  is 
economic.  It  currently  runs  a  bit  more 
than  $2  billion  a  year,  but  we  don’t  send 
the  money  out  of  the  country.  We  use 
it  to  finance  the  export  of  goods  and  ex¬ 
pert  services  that  other  countries  need  to 
develop — or,  in  cases  like  Vietnam, 
simply  to  survive  in  the  face  'of  direct 
Communist  insurgency. 

Exactly  what  we  provide  depends  on 
what  other  free  countries  are  doing — in 
Africa,  they  are  doing  two-thirds  of  the 
job — how  advanced  a  country  is,  what  its 
problems  are,  and,  most  important,  how 
much  it  is  doing  for  itself. 


Our  economic  aid  is  highly  con¬ 
centrated.  Almost  nine-tenths  of  all  our 
economic  aid  goes  to  just  25  countries. 

About  70  percent  of  our  aid  today  is 
financed  by  loans,  repayable  in  dollars. 

Even  in  those  countries  where  our  aid 
is  substantial,  the  receiving  country  is 
carrying  the  biggest  share  of  its  own  de¬ 
velopment  costs.  For  every  dollar  of  U.S. 
aid,  for  example,  the  20  major  U.S.  aid 
recipients  in  Asia,  Africa,  and  Latin 
America  are  allocating  an  average  of  $6 
for  development  from  their  own  limited 
resources. 

At  stake  in  this  program,  and  in  the 
common  aid  effort  of  the  free  world,  is 
the  destiny  of  a  billion,  300  million  people 
who  are  free  today  in  the  sense  that  they 
are  outside  the  Iron  Curtain,  but  who 
are  not  yet  free  of  the  enemies  they 
know  most  intimately — poverty,  hunger, 
sickness,  and  despair  of  achieving  any¬ 
thing  better. 

Our  aid  program  is  an  investment  and 
like  all  investments,  it  carries  its  ele¬ 
ments  of  risk. 

We  are  beginning  to  make  progress  in 
raising  farm  output  in  the  poorer  coun¬ 
tries.  What  we  have  already  helped  ac¬ 
complish  with  technical  assistance,  ex¬ 
ports  of  fertilizer,  and  aid  in  expanding 
irrigation  and  farm  credit,  is  reflected  in 
the  fact  that  in  the  last  decade,  food 
output  per  person  rose  15  percent  in  the 
free  world,  while  it  dropped  4  percent 
in  the  Communist  bloc. 

The  less-developed  countries  have  in¬ 
creased  their  own  investment  in  educa¬ 
tion  an  average  of  15  percent  each  year. 

Our  own  aid,  which  paid  for  training, 
spray  equipment  and  most  of  the  DDT, 
has  made  possible  the  worldwide  malaria 
eradication  program.  Half  of  the  1.4  bil¬ 
lion  people  who  lived  in  the  world’s  in¬ 
fested  areas  are  now  protected  and  for 
300  million,  the  malaria  threat  is  gone 
completely.  This  means  more  energetic, 
active  people  to  work  at  improving  their 
own  lives.  It  also  means  whole  areas 
can  be  opened  for  farming,  mining  and 
timber  extraction. 

Progress  is  being  made.  With  our 
help,  with  help  from  our  prosperous 
allies,  the  underdeveloped  countries  are 
building  something  better.  Without  our 
help,  the  prospect  would  be  bleak.  To¬ 
gether,  we  are  moving.  If  our  first  dec¬ 
ade  of  assistance  to  the  underdeveloped 
countries  has  proven  anything  it  is  that 
people,  given  any  practical  alternative 
to  communism,  will  stay  with  the  free 
world. 

While  the  AID  program  has  done 
much  to  further  freedom  and  to  raise 
standards  of  living  in  the  less  developed 
nations,  the  people  of  these  countries  are 
a  long  way  from  luxury.  It  is  still  true 
that  of  the  100-plus  nations  there  are  in 
the  world  only  six  have  an  average  in¬ 
come  of  as  much  as  $80  a  month.  There 
is  still  a  long  row  to  hoe. 

Foreign  aid  is  not  just  a  one-way  street. 
Tangible  benefits  flow  back  to  the  United 
States. 

The  AID  economic  program  means  a 
billion  dollars  a  year  in  export  business 
for  American  industry.  As  far  as  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  is  concerned,  practically 
the  entire  appropriation  is  spent  to  buy 
American  military  hardware — business 
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for  the  people  who  produce  that  sort  of 
thing  and  jobs  for  American  workers. 

Under  the  AID  program — and  I  am 
speaking  now  only  of  the  economic 
part — 86  percent  of  all  the  goods  AID 
finances  are  bought  right  here  in  the 
United  States.  In  the  1950’s,  AID  dollars 
could  be  spent  wherever  the  world  prices 
for  particular  goods  where  cheapest  and 
less  than  50  percent  were  spent  in  the 
United  States. 

For  the  past  4  years,  however,  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  dollar,  a  “Buy  American”  policy 
has  been  enforced  on  anything  AID  fi¬ 
nances  for  development:  machinery, 
commodities,  the  services  of  engineering 
and  construction  firms,  the  services  of 
technical  experts  of  every  kind. 

But  in  many  nations  the  AID  program 
has  accomplished  its  goals  with  signal 
success,  and  our  aid  has  ended.  AID 
economic  assistance  has  been  successful¬ 
ly  terminated  in  26  countries  since  the 
start  of  the  Marshall  plan.  Since  1960, 
supporting  assistance  grants  have  been 
ended  to  18  countries.  These  countries 
have  developed  a  sturdy  economic  base 
which  has  turned  them  into  good  cash 
customers  for  the  products  of  U.S.  farms 
and  factories,  and  has  made  many  of 
them  partners  in  helping  others. 

Since  the  Marshall  plan  ended,  the 
original  beneficiaries  have  given  more  aid 
to  the  developing  nations  than  they 
themselves  received  at  their  time  of  need. 
What  better  way  to  repay  our  generosity? 

It  has  been  a  long  time  since  foreign 
aid  has  been  carried  on  solely  by  the 
United  States.  During  1963, 11  other  na¬ 
tions  committed  $2.7  billion  to  their  own 
foreign  aid  programs,  which  are  increas¬ 
ingly  coordinated  with  U.S.  aid.  That 
year  marked  the  first  during  which  U.S. 
bilateral  aid  was  less  than  half  of  the 
total  free  world  aid  going  to  less  devel¬ 
oped  countries.  In  terms  of  foreign  aid 
commitments  as  a  percentage  of  gross 
national  product,  several  of  these  coun¬ 
tries  spend  much  more  than  does  the 
United  States.  The  U.S.  program  repre¬ 
sents  less  than  half  of  1  percent  of  our 
GNP;  tiny  Portugal  is  devoting  1.89  per¬ 
cent  of  her  GNP  to  official  aid  alone. 
While  U.S.  aid  expenditures  are  treading 
downward,  the  trend  of  other  donor  na¬ 
tions  is  upward. 

In  1964,  American  business  and  in¬ 
dustry  exported  $1,800  million  worth  of 
goods  to  Asia,  Africa,  and  Latin  America 
under  the  AID  program.  American  ship¬ 
ping  lines  were  paid  another  $80  million 
to  carry  these  goods  to  their  destina¬ 
tions.  Other  AID  dollars  went  to  pay 
American  colleges,  businesses,  consulting 
firms,  and  nonprofit  associations  who 
hold  $450  million  worth  of  AID  contracts 
for  technical  assistance  overseas.  Still 
more  AID  dollars  went  to  pay  American 
engineering  and  construction  firms  to 
design  and  to  build  about  $4  billion  worth 
of  capital  projects  the  United  States  is 
helping  construct  in  the  poorer  coun¬ 
tries — irrigation  works,  power  dams,  fer¬ 
tilizer  factories ;  the  kinds  of  things  that 
will  give  these  countries  a  chance  to  ex¬ 
pand  their  own  output. 

Because  it  is  tied  to  U.S.  procurement, 
the  AID  program  is  a  kind  of  “welcome 
wagon”  for  American  products,  intro¬ 
ducing  them  into  areas  that  have  tradi- 
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tionally  traded  with  somebody  else.  At 
the  same  time,  by  helping  other  coun¬ 
tries  develop  and  expand  their  eco¬ 
nomics,  the  AID  program  helps  to  create 
more  paying  customers  for  American 
exports. 

We  have  everything  to  gain  from  con¬ 
tinuing  our  aid  program. 

The  program  has  been  and  remains 
today  a  major  weapon  in  building  up 
the  military  and  economic  strength  of 
the  free  world.  It  has  been  a  major 
weapon  in  the  free  world’s  war  against 
the  most  immediate  enemies  of  its  un¬ 
derdeveloped  partners — poverty,  ignor¬ 
ance,  disease,  and  hunger.  AID  has  been 
and  is  a  major  weapon  in  promoting  ex¬ 
ports,  opening  new  markets  for  the  fu¬ 
ture,  and  enabling  us — with  the  coopera¬ 
tion  of  our  allies — to  save  these  countries 
from  the  Communist  bloc. 

These  are  good  reasons  for  supporting 
the  foreign  aid  program,  but  they  are 
also  selfish  reasons.  We  happen  to  be 
the  richest  and  most  powerful  nation  on 
earth.  We  are  the  leader  of  the  free 
world.  We  say  we  believe  that  freedom 
holds  the  same  promise  for  others  as  it 
has  produced  for  us.  If  we  really  believe 
that,  we  cannot  stand  aside  while  so 
much  of  the  rest  of  the  world  continues 
to  live  in  poverty  and  ignorance  and  dis¬ 
ease  and  refuse  to  help.  That  is  not  the 
American  way.  The  aid  program  is  the 
tangible  expression  of  our  American  con¬ 
science,  of  our  American  principles,  of 
our  American  ideals,  and  of  America’s 
hopes  for  a  better  world  for  all  mankind. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  myself  15  minutes. 

(Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

(Mr.  HALEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record)  . 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  fully 
aware  that  my  statement  on  this  floor 
today  in  opposition  to  this  proposal  to 
continue  our  open  checkbook  foreign 
policy  will  turn  out  to  be  no  more  than  a 
futile  gesture.  Nevertheless,  my  con¬ 
science  would  not  rest  easy,  nor  would 
my  duty  to  my  constituents  and  to  my 
own  oath  of  office  be  fulfilled  if  I  failed  to 
again  record  my  sincere  convictions  that 
this  so-called  foreign  aid  program  is  an 
unconstitutional,  unwarranted,  and  use¬ 
lessly  wasteful  expenditure  of  billions  of 
dollars  of  public  funds. 

It  occurs  to  me,  as  I  again  stand  here, 
that  perhaps  never  before  in  our  history 
has  a  Federal  program  so  unpopular 
with  the  people,  so  vulnerable  to  reason¬ 
able  and  reasoning  attacks,  been  allowed 
by  the  Congress — the  chosen  represent¬ 
atives  of  the  people — to  remain  so  long 
on  the  books. 

But  the  voice  of  the  people  is,  at  long 
last,  beginning  to  be  heard;  to  be  heard 
effectively  and  in  volume.  And  I  am 
thus  persuaded  that — while  not  this 
year — the  end  of  this  share-our-wealth 
program  is  in  sight.  I  am  devoutly 
thankful  that  this  is  so.  I  only  wish  that 
the  phasing  out  of  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 


gram  could  begin  this  year  in  dead  ear¬ 
nest,  and  with  a  fixed  terminal  date. 

Indeed,  I  do  believe  that  this  year 
would  have  been  the  beginning  of  the 
end  had  it  not  been  for  the  addition  of 
the  problem  of  the  Dominican  Republic 
to  our  already  heavy  burden  of  problems, 
including,  of  course,  the  increasing  seri¬ 
ousness  of  the  situation  in  Vietnam  and 
elsewhere  in  the  Far  East. 

The  Dominican  and  Vietnamese  situ¬ 
ations,  unfortunately,  lend  some  sem¬ 
blance  of  credibility  to  the  emotional 
appeals  of  the  propagandists  for  this  for¬ 
eign  aid  bill,  that  it  must  pass,  that  we 
must  continue  to  try  to  buy  friends. 
Certainly,  it  is  true  that  neither  the  situ¬ 
ation  in  the  Far  East,  nor  that  in  the 
Caribbean  was  deliberately  created  to 
engineer  support  for  continuation  of  this 
program.  But  the  cold  fact  is  that  the 
program’s  all-out,  diehard  supporters 
have  grasped  the  opportunity  presented 
them,  and  are  diligently  using  both  these 
situations  in  an  effort  to  swing  into  line 
support  for  this  program — and  opposi¬ 
tion  to  making  any  meaningful  restric¬ 
tive  changes  in  it. 

I  must  admit,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I 
am  somewhat  puzzled  by  the  fact  that 
we  are  being  urged  by  the  administration 
to  enact  this  bill  to  feed  some  $3  billion 
more  of  our  taxpayers’  money  into  some 
82  nations  overseas.  It  seems  to  be  more 
than  passing  strange  that  when  one  of 
our  most  pressing  economic  problems — 
in  the  judgment  of  this  same  adminis¬ 
tration — is  the  outflow  of  our  gold  re¬ 
serves  and  a  balance-of -payments  situ¬ 
ation  increasingly  adverse  to  us. 

The  administration,  on  the  other  hand, 
is  asking  American  enterprise  to  assume 
the  responsibility  for  easing  the  gold 
crisis,  and  we  in  the  Congress  are  being 
asked  to  reduce  the  amount  of  duty-free 
goods  which  American  travelers  abroad 
may  bring  into  this  country.  And  at  the 
same  time,  on  the  other  hand,  we  are 
being  asked  to  authorize  this  new  and 
lavish  outpouring  of  our  funds  into  the 
economy  of  other  nations,  while  our  own 
economy  falters. 

This,  if  I  may  say  so  bluntly,  not  only 
makes  no  sense  to  me,  but  is  economic 
nonsense.  The  voluntary  and  mandatory 
remedies  proposed  by  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  theorists  are,  if  they  work  at  all, 
no  more  than  short-term  palliatives 
capable  of  making  little  material  con¬ 
tribution  to  solving  the  gold  crisis  prob¬ 
lem. 

There  is,  of  course,  a  way  in  which 
this  Congress  could  make  a  material  con¬ 
tribution — a  contribution  with  hefty  and 
significant  impact — to  the  solution  of  the 
problem.  We  can  do  this  by  putting  our 
own  fiscal  house  in  order  in  foreign 
countries.  And  this  bill  which  we  are 
considering  here  today  offers  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  take  the  first  long  and  valuable 
step  in  that  direction.  If  we  defeated 
this  authorization  bill  here  today — or 
even  if  we  should  drastically  reduce  the 
total  contained  in  it — we  would  go  a  long, 
long  way  toward  curing  the  adverse  bal¬ 
ance -of -payments  situation.  And  we 
would  have  done  more — we  would  have 
taken  a  big  step  toward  the  goal  of  a 
balanced  budget,  a  goal  about  which  al¬ 
most  evex-ybody  talks,  but  about  which 
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few  do  more  than  that.  And,  finally,  we 
could  all  go  home  after  voting  the  bill 
down  and  look  ourselves  in  the  mirror, 
secure  in  our  knowledge  that  we  had,  for 
once,  done  exactly  what  most  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  elected  us  to  represent  them — 
to  legislate  their  wills — wanted  us  to 
do.  We  would  have  proved  oui-selves  to 
be  l’esponsible  lawmakers — responsible  to 
our  constituents,  l’esponsible  to  our  oaths 
of  office,  l’esponsible  to  the  Constitution, 
and  responsible  to  the  national  welfai’e. 
We  might  even  find  oui'selves  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  say,  with  truth,  that  we  had 
earned,  although  somewhat  belatedly, 
that  fat  pay  raise  we  voted  ourselves 
last  year  in  order  that  we  might  better 
measure  up  to  our  i-esponsibilities  in 
repi’esenting  the  people  of  our  counti-y — 
people  who,  as  all  of  us  in  this  Chamber 
know,  are  overwhelmingly  opposed  to  the 
continuation  of  this  untrammeled  waste 
of  their  hard-earned  money. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  should  like  to  begin  as  have  many 
others  on  the  committee,  by  adding  my 
words  of  praise  to  the  leadership  which 
the  chairman  of  our  committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  Dr. 
Morgan,  has  provided  us.  He  has  always 
been  a  fairminded  man.  He  is  a  very 
conscientious  individual  and  a  level¬ 
headed  one;  and  I  am  sure  all  of  us  have 
benefited  very  much  from  his  guidance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  result  of  the  debate 
today  perhaps  nothing  has  been  changed 
with  respect  to  the  way  in  which  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  are  going  to  vote.  An 
eai'lier  speaker  suggested  that  attend¬ 
ance  on  the  House  floor  today  reflected 
a  general  lack  of  interest  or  lack  of  open- 
mindedness  on  foreign  aid.  I  doubt  very 
much  that  this  is  the  case.  Perhaps  none 
of  us  has  said  anything  very  new.  No 
one  has  suggested  that  the  foreign  aid 
program  is  perfect,  nor  have  I  heard 
anyone  suggest  that  none  of  it  is  wise. 
For  that  reason  many  votes  will  not  be 
changed. 

But  I  am  quite  sure  that  Members 
generally  are  aware  of  its  importance. 
The  meetings  that  were  held  with  vari¬ 
ous  individuals  in  the  administration  of 
the  foreign  aid  program  to  which  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Gal¬ 
lagher]  referred  showed  that  there  was 
a  very  high  level  of  interest  on  the  part 
of  the  Member's  of  the  Congress.  I  am 
sure  that  this  is  the  case.  Certainly 
those  of  us  who  favor  this  bill — and  I 
wish  to  include  myself  in  that  group — 
are  convinced  of  the  importance  of  the 
program,  indeed  of  its  essentially  in  the 
world  in  which  we  live.  It  may  be  an 
imperfect  instrument  to  protect  our  basic 
national  interests,  but  it  remains  an  im¬ 
portant  one. 

Mr.  Chaii'man,  most  of  us  know,  I  am 
sure,  that  this  is  no  gift  package.  This  is 
no  giveaway  program.  Most  of  us'  know 
that  we  plan  to  spend  about  as  much 
next  year  as  we  are  spending  this  year 
because  we  are  deeply  concerned  about 
the  welfare  of  other  countries. 

Most  of  us  recognize,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  vei-y  real  and  continuing  threat  of 
communism.  Most  of  us  recognize  that 
the  aid  program  is  as  big  as  it  is  because 
of  our  commitments  to  places  like  Korea, 
to  the  Republic  of  China,  to  India, 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


May  2Jf,  1965 

Pakistan,  Turkey,  and  most  of  all,  be¬ 
cause  of  our  stake  in  Vietnam.  Most  of 
us  realize  I  am  sure,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the  United  States  through  its  aid  pro¬ 
gram  seeks  to  help  build  stable  govern¬ 
ments  and  to  build  up  the  economies  of 
young  countries. 

Foreign  aid  today,  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
my  opinion  is  far  more  important  than 
it  was  in  the  immediate  postwar  years. 
The  fact  that  the  job  is  more  difficult  is 
no  reason  for  us  to  become  tired  of  it,  to 
throw  up  our  hands,  and  to  say  we  are 
no  longer  willing  to  support  it. 

In  any  event,  Mr.  Chairman,  these  are 
some  of  the  basic  reasons  why  I  am  sure 
this  bill  will  receive  strong  support. 
After  a  careful  review  of  all  the  pros  and 
cons  and  after  much  detailed  discussion, 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  ap¬ 
proved  this  bill  by  a  margin  of  26  to  5. 
It  deserves,  and  I  am  confident  it  will 
receive,  comparable  support  in  this  body. 

Mr.  Chairman,  mention  was  made 
earlier  today  of  the  need  to  reconsider 
the  whole  concept  of  foreign  aid,  of  sal¬ 
vaging  and  strengthening  those  aspects 
which  are  good,  and  dropping  those 
aspects  which  are  bad.  It  is  on  this 
whole  question  of  the  advisability  of  a 
major  recasting  of  foreign  aid  that  I 
should  like  to  speak  briefly. 

In  certain  circles  recently,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  it  has  been  suggested  that  the  aid 
program  as  currently  constituted  should 
be  continued  for  only  2  more  years, 
pending  the  report  of  a  special  study 
group.  This  study  group  is  to  be  called 
the  Foreign  Affairs  Planning  Group, 
which  would  consider  the  basic  premises 
behind  the  foreign  aid  program.  The 
proposed  planning  group  would  under¬ 
take  a  profound  scrutiny  of  this  program 
and,  presumably,  would  suggest  a  com¬ 
pletely  new  approach  to  foreign  assist¬ 
ance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  oppose  such 
a  course  of  action.  In  the  first  place  on 
the  basis  of  experience  I  doubt  very  much 
whether  at  this  point  we  are  likely  to 
develop  any  constructive  alternative  to 
what  we  presently  have.  A  2-year  limi¬ 
tation  on  foreign  assistance  in  its  cur¬ 
rent  form,  as  has  been  proposed,  would 
raise  strong  doubts  among  our  friends 
and  allies  as  to  our  basic  commitment  to 
continue  foreign  assistance.  Discon¬ 
tinuance  of  foreign  assistance  seems  a 
highly  unlikely  prospect,  because  our 
commitments  in  places  such  as  Korea, 
Taiwan,  and  Vietnam  are  simply  not  go¬ 
ing  to  disappear.  There  is  a  crucial 
situation  in  southeast  Asia,  and  no  mat¬ 
ter  what  the  developments  there,  no 
early  solution  seems  likely.  Also,  many 
countries,  in  Latin  America  and  else¬ 
where,  have  embarked  upon  important 
new  reforms  and  programs  in  the  expec¬ 
tation  of  continued  American  aid.  That 
more  governments  are  not  stable  is  a 
basic  reason  to  provide  aid  for  such 
countries,  and  certainly  no  argument 
to  cut  it  off. 

It  would,  therefore,  in  my  opinion,  be 
particularly  untimely  at  the  present  to 
attempt  another  major  revision  of  the 
program.  Moreover,  a  new  study  group 
would  be  disruptive  to  the  proper  func¬ 
tioning  of  the  agencies  which  currently 
administer  American  assistance  pro¬ 


grams.  Foreign  aid,  since  it  began  in 
the  postwar  period,  has  had  at  least  11 
major  studies  along  with  2  yearly  ex¬ 
aminations  by  each  House  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  There  are  currently  two  studies 
underway.  Substantial  sums  have  al¬ 
ready  been  Expended  in  staff  time  in  the 
legislative  and  executive  branches  in 
making  these  studies  and  in  assisting  in¬ 
vestigators.  The  most  recent  report,  the 
Clay  report,  was  released  in  March  1963. 
Although  some  aspects  of  the  Clay  re¬ 
port  are  unclear  in  their  recommenda¬ 
tions,  the  report  in  general  has  resulted 
in  many  important  changes  in  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program.  Proposals  made  in 
the  Clay  report,  as  well  as  recommen¬ 
dations  from  previous  reports,  are  still 
being  implemented.  Only  now  are  re¬ 
sults  beginning  to  show. 

For  example,  and  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Clay  re¬ 
port,  almost  three-quarters  of  the  funds 
requested  for  development  loans  are 
scheduled  to  go  to  only  seven  countries. 
Almost  90  percent  of  the  supporting  as¬ 
sistance  is  expected  to  go  to  only  four 
countries,  all  situated  in  critical  areas 
of  the  world.  Over  70  percent  of  the 
military  assistance  is  going  to  11  coun¬ 
tries.  Additionally,  there  are  26  coun¬ 
tries  which  have  received  economic  as¬ 
sistance  in  the  postwar  period  when 
such  assistance  has  been  terminated, 
and  where  none  is  planned  for  the  com¬ 
ing  fiscal  year.  As  a  result  of  past  re¬ 
views  and  particularly  because  of  con¬ 
tinuing  congressional  surveillance,  the 
Agency  for  International  Development  is 
now  far  better  administered  than  in  the 
past.  David  Bell  has  held  his  critically 
important  job  for  a  longer  time  than  any 
Administrator  of  the  Agency,  nearly  30 
months.  He  has  built  up  experience 
which  is  highly  useful  and  important  for 
future  efficient  administration  of  the 
Agency. 

The  major  conclusion  of  all  the  past 
studies  has  been  to  show  that  there  is 
no  magic  formula  which  can  assure  us 
that  our  foreign  assistance  will  be  effi¬ 
ciently  used  in  furthering  our  foreign 
policy  objectives.  Rather,  these  reviews 
have  merely  emphasized  again  and  again 
that  the  administration  of  foreign  aid 
is  a  highly  complex  matter.  Reshuffling 
the  personnel  responsible  for  these  pro¬ 
grams  and  reorganizing  the  administer¬ 
ing  agencies  will  not  make  the  problem 
easier,  but  far  more  difficult.  It  is  in  part 
a  reflection  on  Congress  that  this  pro¬ 
gram,  after  all  these  years,  is  still  subject 
to  as  much  criticism  as  it  is.  In  my  opin¬ 
ion,  we  should  not  at  this  point  attempt 
another  major  survey  as  to  how  we 
might  improve  the  program. 

I  might  say  also  that  the  current  re¬ 
quest  for  foreign  aid  is  a  reasonably  tight 
one.  The  fact  that  we  were  able  to  cut 
the  administration  request  by  only  $12 
million  in  committee  is  a  clear  indication 
of  that.  The  $2,004,195,000  in  the  new 
authorizations  together  with  funds  pre¬ 
viously  authorized  provide  the  authority 
for  a  combined  foreign  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  of  $3,367,670,000  for  the  forthcom¬ 
ing  fiscal  year.  Two-thirds  of  the  total 
program  will  be  used  for  economic  as¬ 
sistance,  primarily  for  capital  and  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  for  long-term  economic 
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growth.  This  assistance  is  largely  to  be 
made  available  for  long-term  loans,  re¬ 
payable  in  dollars.  One-third  of  the 
program  is  for  military  assistance  and 
sales.  It  is  particularly  noteworthy  that 
certain  proposed  changes  in  the  program 
will  sharply  increase  the  participation  of 
American  private  enterprise  in  stimulat¬ 
ing  economic  development.  The  bill  as 
recommended  by  the  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  would  double  the  specific  risk 
guarantees  to  $5  billion,  and  sharply  in¬ 
crease  the  guarantees  available  to  Amer¬ 
ican  firms  participating  in  housing  proj¬ 
ects  abroad.  American  firms  would  be 
particularly  assisted  in  promoting  hous¬ 
ing  projects  in  Latin  America,  where 
guarantees  could  be  granted  for  $200  mil¬ 
lion  additional  dollars  permitting  a  total 
of  $450  million.  No  new  money  need  be 
authorized  for  these  programs. 

Changes  made  in  the  administration 
of  the  aid  program  in  recent  years  in¬ 
sure  that  nearly  90  percent  of  the  assist¬ 
ance  dollar  is  spent  in  the  United  States, 
for  the  purchase  of  American  goods  and 
services.  Several  hundred  thousand 
American  jobs  have  been  created  by  the 
foreign  assistance  program.  Industries 
producing  agricultural  and  industrial 
machinery,  iron  and  steel  manufactures, 
chemicals,  and  motor  vehicles  have  par¬ 
ticularly  benefited. 

I  would  like  to  make  one  final  point, 
if  I  may.  In  the  discussion  with  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Adair]. 
I  expressed  concern  about  the  so-called 
standby  authorization  on  page  8  of  the 
report  to  be  placed  in  the  contingency 
fund.  This  would  provide  authority  for 
the  President  to  use  such  sums  in  south¬ 
east  Asia  as  may  be  necessary  in  the 
next  fiscal  year  if  he  determines  such 
use  important  to  the  national  interest. 
I  might  point  out  there  is  no  ceiling  on 
the  amount  that  the  President  might  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
under  this  authorization.  There  is  no 
indication  of  an  unexpected  emergency 
that  could  not  be  met  out  of  existing 
funds.  I  think,  myself,  it  would  be 
highly  unwise  for  us  to  give  this  kind  of 
a  blank  check  authorization. 

What  we  might  do  is  to  provide  more 
funds  in  the  contingency  fund  than  are 
here  requested.  We  authorized  last  year 
$150  million  in  contingency  funds  to  be 
used  in  southeast  Asia,  the  Dominican 
Republic,  or  wherever  the  need  might  be. 
The  current  request  is  for  only  $50  mil¬ 
lion.  The  point  was  made  that  the 
amount  in  the  contingency  fund  was  re¬ 
duced  because  of  the  special,  separate 
authorization  for  South  Vietnam.  The 
sums  which  we  have  made  available  for 
the  increase  in  our  own  forces  in  south¬ 
east  Asia  are  an  indication  that  we  are 
wary  about  any  increase  made  without 
taking  a  good  look  as  to  what  we  might 
spend  beyond  what  is  projected  in  this 
bill. 

We  have  had  some  reference  in  today’s 
debate  to  the  speech  the  President  had 
made  about  regional  development  of  the 
Mekong  Delta.  I  do  not  know  how  much 
the  United  States  should  put  into  such  a 
program  if  there  could  be  some  cessation 
of  hostilities  in  that  area.  But  I  am  quite 
sure  such  an  authorization  should  be 
made  only  after  the  authorizing  commit- 
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tee  and  the  appropriations  committee 
have  reviewed  the  executive  branch’s 
proposals.  We  have  demonstrated,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  pointed  out,  the 
ability  of  the  Congress  to  act  if  the  need 
should  arise. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  we  have  never 
given  the  Executive  such  authority  in  the 
past,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  there  is  no 
current  justification  of  the  necessity  for 
utilizing  such  a  fund  in  the  future,  I 
think  we  should  be  wary  of  granting 
such  a  blank  check. 

I  do  trust  that  we  recognize  the  foreign 
aid  program  as  a  whole  as  reported  in  the 
bill  we  have  before  us  makes  sense,  and 
that  the  use  of  the  funds  have  been  care¬ 
fully  scrutinized.  That  should  not  pre¬ 
vent  us  from  looking  with  some  care  at 
the  individual  changes  in  the  law  that 
we  have  suggested. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  closing  I  would  urge 
again  we  vote  in  a  very  substantial  way 
in  favor  of  this  bill.  I  think  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  to  us,  to  our  allies,  and  to  our  own 
security. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  O’Hara]. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  moved  to  remark  that  on  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  we  are 
thrice  blessed.  We  are  blessed  with  a 
chairman  who  is  terrific.  He  is  the  per¬ 
sonification  of  courtesy  and  a  paragon 
of  patience.  He  is  a  giant  in  ability. 
We  are  indeed  blessed  in  having  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  Dr.  Morgan,  as  our  chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  blessed  too  by 
having  on  the  committee  what  everyday 
impresses  us  more  as  the  finest  expres¬ 
sion  of  American  womanhood,  Mrs. 
Bolton  on  the  Republican  side  and  Mrs. 
Kelly  on  the  Democratic  side. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  blessed  yet  again 
by  having  as  our  colleague  the  statesman 
from  New  Jersey,  the  able  and  scholarly 
gentleman  who  preceded  me,  Mr.  Fre- 
linghuysen,  for  whose  ability  and  dedi¬ 
cation  we  have  admiration,  and  for  whose 
warm  personal  traits  affection. 

Yes,  it  means  so  much  to  our  commit¬ 
tee  that  we  work  together  as  a  team  and 
in  most  matters  on  a  nonpartisan  basis. 
Most  of  us  voted  for  this  bill.  Four  or 
five  or  six  members  may  have  voted 
against  it,  but  in  a  sort  of  quiet  and  non¬ 
disagreeable  way,  as  those  things  perhaps 
that  concerned  them  were  more  good 
than  bad  in  the  measure. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O'HARA  of  Illinois.  I  am  happy 
to  yield  to  our  beloved  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Might  I  say,  too, 
that  we  are  all  blessed  in  having  not  only 
as  a  member  of  this  committee  but  as  a 
Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
the  great  gentleman  from  Illinois — the 
youngest  thinking  Member  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  [Mr.  O’Hara]. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  I  thank  the 
distinguished  Speaker,  from  the  bottom 
of  my  heart  and  in  acknowledgement  of 
his  too  kind  remarks  may  I  say — yes,  I 


am  getting  along  a  little  bit  in  years  but 
the  older  I  get,  the  happier  I  am  that  my 
country — our  country — has  never  been 
afraid  of  the  tomorrows.  With  faith  and 
courage  in  meeting  unafraid  the  prob¬ 
lems  that  may  be  ahead  we  have  made 
each  tomorrow  a  glorified  today. 

When  I  was  a  boy,  the  population  of 
the  entire  State  of  California  was  a  bit 
more  than  1  million  people,  about  the 
population  at  that  time  of  the  city  of 
Philadelphia.  When  I  contemplate  the 
growth  of  California  in  the  span  of  my 
lifetime,  and  think  of  the  impact  of  that 
tremendous  growth  on  the  economy  of 
my  State  of  Illinois  and  of  every  part  of 
the  United  States,  I  can  have  no  fear  of 
the  future  or  doubt  of  the  wisdom  of 
our  foreign  aid  program.  On  a  world¬ 
wide  basis  I  look  ahead  to  the  countries 
and  the  continents  of  Africa  and  Asia 
and  South  America — I  look  in  the  future 
to  the  developing  nations  of  the  world, 
and  know  that  when  some  of  my  younger 
colleagues  have  reached  my  present  age 
some  of  these  new  countries  of  today  will 
be  to  the  world  of  the  tomorrow  what 
California  is  to  the  United  States  of  to¬ 
day.  Our  economy  will  benefit  with  the 
economy  of  the  new  nations.  There  are 
no  one-way  streets  in  the  modem  world. 

I  could  worry  about  automation  if  I 
did  not  think  more  of  what  I  see  ap¬ 
proaching  in  Africa,  Asia,  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica — new  nations  rising — nations  that 
will  have  great  buying  power  and  will 
supply  great  markets  for  our  industries — 
all  because  of  the  investments  of  today 
from  the  hearts  and  the  means  of  our 
country  to  foreign  aid. 

Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  very  hap¬ 
py  day  for  me  to  join  my  colleagues  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  in  acclaim¬ 
ing  the  legislation  we  have  before  us. 

We  are  gaining.  Make  no  mistake  on 
that.  We  are  gaining  every  day  and  in 
every  way  in  reaching  the  objective  of 
this  program. 

As  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Gallagher]  said  so  well  and  so  elo¬ 
quently,  in  the  past  10  years  the  agricul¬ 
tural  products  of  the  free  world  have  in¬ 
creased  by  20  or  25  percent. 

Mind  you,  one  of  the  great  enemies  we 
face  is  poverty.  Today  the  free  world, 
and  as  a  result  of  this  program,  is  pro¬ 
ducing  much  more  food  to  feed  the 
hungry.  That  is  progress  in  the  right 
direction. 

In  the  past  10  years  the  number  of 
children  going  to  school  in  the  free  world 
has  increased  50  percent.  Thus  we  are 
striking  at  another  enemy  of  mankind: 
ignorance.  All  that  because  of  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program.  And  that  is  progress 
in  the  right  direction. 

The  lifespan  of  people  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica,  in  Asia,  in  Africa,  in  all  the  under¬ 
privileged  portions  of  the  free  world,  has 
lengthened  tremendously  in  the  past  10 
years.  All  because  of  the  foreign  aid 
program,  certainly,  in  large  measure;  and 
that  is  progress  in  the  right  direction. 

So  I  see  ahead  the  glorious  harvest  of 
blessings  from  this  program  of  foreign 
aid.  It  is  destroying  poverty.  It  is  de¬ 
stroying  ignorance.  It  is  destroying 
disease. 

After  those  three  enemies  of  humanity 
have  been  destroyed,  we  shall  have 
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reached  the  millenium,  and  all  mankind 
will  live  together  in  peace  and  happi¬ 
ness,  in  plentitude  and  in  dignified 
worthwhileness . 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  add  only  the  words 
inscribed  in  this  Chamber  and  in  all  our 
minds  and  hearts:  “In  God  We  Trust.” 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  have  no  further  requests  for  time. 
I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time.  I  yield 
back  my  remaining  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  r ead . 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.R.  7750 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1965”. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Landrum,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.R.  7750)  to  amend  further  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  had 
come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


COMMITTEE  ON  ARMED  SERVICES 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
°n  Aimed  Services  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  Vrnight  to  file  a  conference  report 
on  the  military  procurement  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill\ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  wasVio  objection. 


WEST  GERMANS  CURB  SHIPPING  TO 
NORTH  VIETNAM 

(Mr.  ROGERS ''of  Florida  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute;'to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.)  v  \ 

Mr.  ROGERS  on.  Florida.  Mi-. 
Speaker,  I  have  received Vssurances  that 
West  German  ships  will  nqt  call  in  North 
Vietnam  again.  \ 

The  latest  list  of  free  world  ships  call¬ 
ing  in  North  Vietnam  which  v  published 
on  page  7510  of  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord  of  April  12  contains  the  Yames  of 
153  vessels  and  companies  engaging  in 
this  trade.  The  list  should  be  amended 
accordingly.  \ 

The  West  German  ships  concerned  are 
as  follows:  Y 

Ostensible  owner :  Vessel\ 

Stinnes  Hugo  Transozean  \ 

Schiffahrt -  Hugo  Stinnes\ 

Reederei  Rickmers  \ 

(Bremen) - Paul  Rickmers. 

Scipio  &  Co _ Brake. 

The  owners  of  the  Brake  have  sold  that 
vessel  to  Nationalist  China.  The  owners 
of  the  Hugo  Stinnes  and  the  Paul  Rick¬ 
mers  have  assured  the  West  German 
Government  that  they  will  cooperate 
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easury  agreed  to  a  more  independent  pol¬ 
icy  the  money  managers. 

■JFLATIONARY  PRESSURES  NEED  TO  BE 
NEUTRALIZED 

It  is'Vot  necessary  to  turn  debt  manage¬ 
ment  intSkan  anti-inflationary  weapon.  But 
the  national  debt  should  be  managed  so  as 
to  neutraliz%the  inflationary  pressures  that 
can  arise  from,  debt.  This  can  be  done  by 
financing  Government  deficits  from  the  sav¬ 
ings  of  the  public  rather  than  by  adding  to 
the  money  supplyVby  sales  to  the  banking 
system.  This  would  require  interest  rates 
high  enough  to  attracVinvestors,  but  it  would 
be  a  small  price  to  pay  'to  avoid  the  inflation 
that  can  arise  from  othe\methods  of  financ¬ 
ing. 

Admittedly,  the  link  between  increases  in 
public  debt  and  increases  in  the  general  price 
level  are  not  always  clear  and  simple.  How¬ 
ever,  unless  deficits  are  financecl  in  a  man¬ 
ner  appropriate  to  existing  economic  circum¬ 
stances,  it  is  easy  to  flood  the  \conomic 
mechnism  and  add  to  the  inflationary  forces 
in  the  economy.  Interestingly,  a  largte  part 
of  the  decline  in  the  ratio  of  national 'debt 
to  gross  national  product  which  has  taft^n 
place  since  the  war  has  occurred  because 
inflation,  which  is  a  windfall  to  the  Govern-N 
ment  but  damaging  to  those  who  in  good 
faith  purchased  the  securities  in  the  first 
place. 

It  would  be  particularly  desirable  for  the 
Treasury  to  increase  its  sales  of  nonmarket- 
able  issues  during  an  economic  boom.  By 
making  nonmarketable  issues  sufficiently  at¬ 
tractive  to  divert  funds  from  consumer 
spending,  the  Treasury  could  reduce  con¬ 
sumer  expenditures  and  thus  counter  infla¬ 
tionary  tendencies.  At  the  same  time,  it 
would  reduce  Treasury  demands  on  the  capi¬ 
tal  markets  and  leave  more  funds  available 
for  growth  creating  private  investment. 

BALANCE  IS  REQUIRED  IN  SHORT-  AND-  LONG- 
TERM  DEBT 

Although  the  emphasis  here  has  been  on 
the  desirability  of  lengthening  the  debt,  there 
is  a  need  for  a  wide  variety  of  maturities  dis¬ 
tributed  among  many  holders  in  order  for 
monetary  policy  to  operate  effectively 
through  all  segments  of  the  capital  market. 
An  inadequate  supply  of  short-term  debt,  for 
example,  could  restrict  bank  lending  and 
private  spending  by  creating  a  shortage  of 
liquid  assets.  An  important  function  of  the 
Federal  debt  is  as  a  link  between  the  various 
parts  of  the  capital  markets.  When  Federal 
securities  are  widely  held  by  all  classes  of  in¬ 
vestors  and  in  all  parts  of  the  country,  the 
impact  on  monetary  policy  is  more  certain  in 
the  different  parts  of  the  financial  marketv 

Another  important  area  of  economic  policj 
of  concern  to  the  debt  manager  is  the 
balance  of  payments.  With  the  adoptiarf  of 
currency  convertibility  by  the  major  E uro- 
pean  powers  in  the  late  1950’s  the  fcee  flow 
of  capital  between  countries  increased 
sharply.  The  linking  of  capital  markets  here 
and  abroad  has  resulted  in  a  tendency  for 
funds  to  flow  to  those  markets  that  offer 
the  best  rate  of  return.  Because  of  our 
chronic  balance-of- payment/  deficit  this  has 
meant  that  monetary  policy  and  debt  man¬ 
agement  have  been  called  upon  to  play  an 
important  role  in  keeping  our  short-term 
interest  rate  structure  competitive  with 
those  abroad. 

The  need  to  hoi/  interest-sensitive  short 
term  money  in  the  United  States  for  balance- 
of-payments  reasons  posed  a  dilemma  for 
debt  management.  Treasury  financing  at 
short-term,  A?hich  would  keep  short-term 
rates  up  to'competitive  levels,  might  conflict 
with  the/Federal  Reserve’s  efforts  to  check 
the  growth  of  liquidity  and  prevent  inflation 
that  could  result  from  the  administration’s 
highly  stimulative  fiscal  policies.  Skillful 
debt  management  and  cooperation  between 
t/e  Treasury  and  the  Federal  Reserve  has 
ius  far  resulted  in  a  measure  of  success  in 


meeting  both  these  objectives  simultane¬ 
ously. 

The  importance  of  debt  management  for 
economic  policy  is  clear.  Certainly,  more 
study  on  the  economic  impact  of  managing 
the  Federal  debt  is  required.  We  need  to 
know  the  limits  to  which  debt  can  be  em¬ 
ployed  by  the  Government  as  an  economic 
tool  and  what  guidelines  should  be  employed 
in  its  use  within  these  limits.  We  also  need 
research  on  how  high  the  public  debt  can  go 
before  we  run  into  trouble.  We  should  ask 
ourselves  how  much  a  margin  of  safety  we 
need  to  accommodate  the  massive  financing 
that  would  be  required  during  a  period  of 
war  or  recession.  Not  until  this  much-neg¬ 
lected  area  of  economic  policy  is  subjected 
to  more  research  and  receives  more  atten¬ 
tion  by  policymakers  can  we  feel  confident 
that  the  public  debt  is  not  acting  as  an  im¬ 
pediment  to  a  stable  and  growing  economy. 


THE  FALLACY  AND  MISUSE  OF 
LABELS— PUBLISHER  LOEB’S  OP¬ 
POSITION  TO  14(b)  ILLUSTRATES 
THE  POINT 

(Mr.  CLEVELAND  (at  the  request  of 
vMr.  Quillen)  was  granted  permission  to 
ctend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the. 
Record  and  to  include  extraneoi 
maker.) 

Mk  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Speaker, 
nearlyNeveryone  in  public  life  ha/  had 
reason  at  one  time  or  another  to  com¬ 
plain  of  rnisapplied  political  labels  and 
slogans.  Frequently,  public  figures  are 
tagged  and  legislation  is  identified  with 
misleading  and  erroneous/labels.  The 
fallacy  of  careless  labeling  becomes  dra¬ 
matically  apparent  every  time  the  person 
so  labeled  takes  a  pos/ion  at  great  vari¬ 
ance  from  the  tag  wij«i  which  he  has  been 
pinned.  Such  an  /xauaple  occurred  the 
other  day  in  New'  Hampshire  when  Mr. 
William  Loeb, ypublisher\of  the  Man¬ 
chester  Union/Leader  and\other  news¬ 
papers,  printed  an  editorial  in  which  he 
advocated  kne  repeal  of  section  14(b)  of 
the  Taft/Hartley  Act.  To  trapse  who 
judge  owners  solely  on  the  basis  orslabels, 
Mr.  L/eb’s  position  is  very  startling,  for 
he  h/s  been  labeled  widely  as  a  conserva¬ 
tive md  identified  with  those  who  wou^d 
b/expected  to  oppose  repeal  of  14(b) . 

The  editorial  is  proof  of  the  fallacy  of 
judging  by  labels.  As  our  lives  become 
more  complex,  the  temptation  to  sim¬ 
plify  through  labels  grows  stronger  but 
the  perils  of  doing  so  are  likewise  com¬ 
pounded.  As  the  issues  become  broader, 
more  various  and  more  complicated,  both 
in  their  causes  and  in  their  effects,  it  be¬ 
comes  more  important  than  ever  to  avoid 
reaching  decisions  on  the  basis  of  labels. 
Legislation  by  label  is  becoming  com¬ 
monplace  but  it  is  to  be  deplored  because 
it  reduces  public  understanding  of  the 
true  issues  involved. 

I  offer  Mr.  Loeb’s  editorial  for  the 
Record,  not  necessarily  because  I  endorse 
his  views  on  the  specific  issue  of  section 
14(b)  but  because  it  perfectly  illustrates 
my  point  concerning  the  fallacy  of 
labels : 

Right-To-Work  Law  Is  Bogyman  to 
Conservatives 

One  of  the  real  millstones  around  the  necks 
of  conservatives  is  the  devotion  of  many  of 
them  to  right-to-work  laws.  While  perhaps 
magnificent  in  theory,  actually  these  laws 
are  of  little  consequence  and  yet.  because  of 
their  association  with  the  right-to-work 


laws,  conservatives  have  lost  millions  of  labor/ 
votes. 

Here  in  New  Hampshire  it  is  very  easy/to 
prove  this  statement.  In  1947,  a  right'-to- 
work  law  went  into  effect  and  was  iiy'exist- 
ence  in  New  Hampshire  from  1947  .to  1949, 
when  it  was  repealed  by  the  legislature. 

As  an  employer  having  contracts  with 
six  different  unions,  this  writer  /an  honestly 
say  that  he  couldn’t  see  any/difference  in 
either  the  status  of  the  unions  or  in  his  sta¬ 
tus  during  that  entire  perio/  It  was  a  little 
more  complicated  doing  business,  but  other¬ 
wise,  it  was  just  the  same  as  usual. 

The  position  of  thi/  newspaper  is  that, 
since  right-to-work  l/vs  make  so  little  dif¬ 
ference,  why  have''  a  bitter  hassle  over 
whether  or  not  s/cb.  a  law  should  be  re¬ 
pealed?  This  newspaper,  therefore,  would 
be  in  favor  of/President  Johnson’s  recent 
message,  suggesting  that  the  Taft-Hartley 
Act  be  amended  so  as  to  do  away  with  the 
right  of  individual  States  to  pass  right-to- 
work  lav 

At  the'' same  time,  we  would  suggest  to  our 
labor  /friends  that  the  enormous  benefits 
which  some  of  them  think  are  going  to  come 
fro/  right-to-work  laws  will  not  actually 
cyme  about. 

In  short,  the  existence  of  right-to-work 
'laws  is  not  the  bulwark  for  freedom  that 
many  conservatives  think  it  is.  On  the 
other  hand  doing  away  with  them  will  not 
be  the  boon  to  organizing  drives  that  labor 
thinks  it  will  be. 

In  other  words,  it  is  much  ado  about 
nothing.  It  is  one  of  those  phony  issues 
which  divides  the  folks  who  should  be 
friends. 

This  newspaper,  as  you  know,  calls  the 
shots  as  it  sees  them.  Some  of  our  liberal 
friends  think  we  are  dreadfully  reactionary 
because  we  won’t  go  along  with  every  bleed¬ 
ing  heart  proposal,  especially  when  we  think 
a  proposal  will  end  up  by  costing  the  tax¬ 
payers,  and  the  people  who  are  supposed  to 
benefit,  more  than  it  is  worth. 

Our  conservative  friends  berate  us  be¬ 
cause  we  insist  on  sharing  our  profits  with 
our  employees  and  because  our  primary  in¬ 
terests  are  those  measures,  both  by  govern¬ 
ment  and  by  private  industry,  which  will 
benefit  the  average  citizen  and  not  just  a 
few.  Because  of  this  attitude,  many  of  our 
conservative  friends  regard  us  as  radical. 

Take  your  choice.  We  refuse  to  fall  into 
any  fixed  mold.  We  try  to  keep  our  think¬ 
ing  from  having  hardening  of  the  categories 
which  would  prevent  us  from  serving  the 
best  interests  of  our  readers. 


JTERNATIONAL  COFFEE  AGREE¬ 
MENT— A  DECISION  THAT  MAY 
COME  BACK  TO  HAUNT  US 

(Mr. 'CLEVELAND  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Qulrlen)  was  granted  permission 
to  extend  N?is  remarks  at  this  point  in 
the  RECORD\and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  CLEVEfiAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
vote  against  the  International  Coffee 
Agreement  looks  setter  and  better,  al¬ 
though  I  was  convinced  of  its  correctness 
at  the  time — see  page  9905  of  the 
Record  of  May  12.  The  May  17  issue 
of  Barron’s  neatly  put  its  fingers  on  the 
major  flaw  of  this  program.  This  pro¬ 
gram  is  going  to  become  ^Increasingly 
difficult  to  justify  to  the  American  people. 
This  agreement  is  likely  to  com^  back  to 
haunt  us. 

I  offer  Barron’s  observations  fW  the 
Record : 

The  International  Coffee  Agreement  firiKfiy 
passed  Congress  last  week,  when  a  majorffc 
approved  legislation  authorizing  the  Cus- 
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tom^Service  to  limit  imports  from  countries 
whichXare  not  members  of  ICA  or  which 
violate  Kts  provisions  on  export  quotas.  The 
Congressmen  added  some  weak  provisions 
nominally^designed  to  protect  the  American 
consumer.  ''They  are  likely  to  be  ineffective, 
since  the  administration’s  bias  in  favor  of 
ICA  is  well  established.  However,  the  agree¬ 
ment  is  in  more,  danger  from  its  producing 
members  than  fhjm  the  United  States  or 
other  consumer  coivn tries.  The  more  Brazil 
and  Colombia  throvKtheir  weight  around  in 
the  councils  of  ICA, 'the  less  will  low-cost 
growers  in  Africa  and\Central  America  be 
willing  to  restrict  their  \nitput  and  exports 
in  favor  of  the  big  two.  \ 

FOREIGN  AID  ASSISTANCE  ACT 


avoid  it.  We  still  have  a  duty  to  the 
American  taxpayer,  and  I  for  one  intend 
to  face  up  to  that  duty. 

I  hope  this  body  will  recommit  this  bill 
and  that  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee 
will  come  up  with  a  realistic  program 
that  all  of  us  in  good  conscience  can 
support. 


(Mr.  SKUBITZ  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Quillen)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous- 
matter.) 

[Mr.  SKUBITZ’  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


(Mr.  SKUBITZ  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Quillen)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  SKUBITZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
over  20  years,  I  have  been  a  part  of  the 
Washington  “Merry-Go-Round” — first 
as  an  administrative  assistant  to  twq<* 
Senators  and  now  as  a  Member  of  this 
body.  I  have  heard  all  the  arguments 
advanced  that  could  possibly  be  advanced 
by  the  proponents  of  foreign  aid — Get 
Europe  back  on  its  feet  so  we  could  re¬ 
sume  trade,  fight  communism,  that  it  is  a 
moral  duty  to  help  the  underdeveloped 
nations,  and  dozens  of  less  importance. 
But  I  think  the  time  has  come  when  the 
whole  program  should  be  reappraised 
and  the  amount  drastically  reduced. 
Our  resources  are  not  inexhaustible,  and 
unless  we  begin  protecting  our  own  in¬ 
terests,  we  may  find  ourselves  with  no 
interests  to  protect. 

There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that 
in  our  national  interest,  certain  phases 
of  the  program  should  be  continued. 
But,  I  fear  we  have  gone  completely 
overboard  in  our  effort  to  be  Santa  Claus 
to  the  rest  of  the  world. 

We  are  already  $316  billion  in  debt, 
and  the  interest  alone  on  the  debt  is 
around  12  cents  of  every  tax  dollar  we 
collect.  Our  national  debt  exceeds  that 
of  the  rest  of  the  world.  Already,  we 
have  poured  $100  billion  into  the  foreign 
aid  programs.  We  worry  about  the  drain 
on  our  gold  supply,  yet  we  do  nothing 
about  foreign  aid  which  is  one  of  the 
direct  contributors  to  this  problem. 

Today  we  are  being  asked  to  authorize 
over  $2  billion,  but  when  we  consider  the 
authorizations  that  are  now  on  the  books, 
the  total  exceeds  $3.3  billion.  But  this  is 
not  all  of  the  package.  When  other  ap¬ 
propriation  requests  are  added — Peace 
Corps  $115  million,  food  for  peace  $1.6 
billion,  funds  for  the  Inter-American  De¬ 
velopment  Bank,  and  the  International 
Development  Association — the  grand 
total  amounts  to  $6  billion.  When  we 
add  this  to  the  $9.6  billion  unexpended 
balance  that  is  still  available,  is  it  not 
about  time  that  we  took  time  to  stop, 
look,  and  reappraise? 

I  recognize  that  the  executive  depart¬ 
ment  is  clothed  with  the  responsibility 
of  developing  foreign  policy.  But  for¬ 
eign  aid  and  foreign  policy  are  two  dif¬ 
ferent  matters.  Foreign  aid  may  be  an 
incident  to  our  foreign  policy,  but  the 
control  over  expenditures  is  still  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  Congress,  and  we  cannot 


[Mr.  SClIWEIKER’S  remarks 
pear  hereaftes  in  the  Appendix.] 
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(Mr.  MOORE  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Quillen)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

[Mr.  MOORE’S  remarks  will  appear 
rereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

r.  SCHWEIKER  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Quillen)  was  granted  permission  to, 
extenovhis  remarks  at  this  point  in  th? 
Record\  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.) 
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NEW  YORK  CITy  IN  CRISIS— PART 

(Mi'.  MULTER  (at\th£  request  of  Mr. 
Bingham)  was  granted)permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  bV  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  MULTER^  Mr.  Speaker,  I  com¬ 
mend  to  the  attention  of  our  colleagues 
the  followins4rticle  concerning \war  on 
poverty  rehabilitation  plan  in  NewsYork. 

The  article  is  part  of  a  series  on  \New 
York  City  in  Crisis”  and  appeared  in\he 
New  York  Herald  Tribune  on  March 
1961. 

e  article  follows: 

;w  York  City  in  Crisis — The  114th  Street 
Rehabilitation  Plan:  Joy,  Apathy 
(By  Claude  Lewis) 

When  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Economic 
Opportunity,  Sargent  Shriver,  announced 
that  the  Federal  Government’s  plan  to  re¬ 
habilitate  West  114th  Street  in  Harlem  a 
month  ago,  almost  everyone  concerned  was 
optimistic. 

“That’s  exactly  what  Harlem  needs,”  said 
Mrs.  Arthur  Jenkins,  a  Harlem  resident  for 
more  than  36  years. 

“Maybe  they’ll  get  to  our  block  next,”  said 
Frederick  Mills,  who  lives  on  West  115th 
Street. 

“If  it  works,”  said  City  Rent  Administrator 
Hortehse  W.  Gabel,  “it  will  be  a  major  break¬ 
through.” 

Curtis  McFarley,  president  and  cofounder 
of  the  114th  Street  Block  Association,  was 
ecstatic.  “It  was  great  news.  Many  of  us 
have  lived  in  these  apartments  for  a  very 
long  time,”  he  said.  “It’s  about  time  some- 
,  thing  was  done  to  uplift  our  block  and  our 
community.” 

But  after  the  initial  excitement  died,  calm 
realism  set  in  and  many  of  the  114th  Street 
residents  began  to  have  serious  doubts  about 
the  rehabilitation  program. 


The  program,  which  is  supposed  to  begin 
tomorrow,  is  to  completely  renovate  the  37 
structurally  sound  but  dilapidated  buildings 
on  114th  Street  between  7th  and  8th  Ave¬ 
nues. 

Workmen  will  transform  the  street’s  longt 
neglected  railroad  flats  into  modern  living 
quarters.  Grass  will  be  grown  in  thevngly, 
garbage-strewn  backyards,  and  the  basements 
where  winos  and  other  derelicts  spejrfa  their 
days  and  nights  will  become  heaBrn  clinics, 
kindergartens,  and  job  training  ^centers  for 
the  poor. 

NO  SLUM  SHUTI 

The  street  will  become  a  iday  area,  block¬ 
ing  out  traffic.  The  most  /fnusual  aspect  of 
the  plan  is  that  the  longtime  residents  of  the 
area  will  not,  for  once,/oe  moved  to  another 
slum.  Instead,  eachvfamily  will  be  moved 
into  one  of  the  thre^r  buildings  (Nos.  273,  275 
and  277) ,  which  arg  now  empty. 

When  work  oii/these  buildings  is  complet¬ 
ed,  families  ftmn  other  structures  will  be 
moved  into  tlrem.  The  newly  vacated  build¬ 
ings  will  rirfen  be  renovated  and  the .  old 
tenants  will  be  moved  back.  Many  will  re¬ 
turn  to  their  original  apartments. 

This/process  will  continue  until  every  one 
of  the  five-story  walkups  becomes  a  Harlem 
shqwplace. 

le  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  will 
|et  the  project  moving  with  a  $390,000  grant. 
Two  private  foundations,  the  Carol  Haus- 
samen  Foundation  and  the  Frank  W.  Rich¬ 
mond  Foundation,  have  pooled  resources  to 
acquire  ownership  of  the  tenements  at  an 
average  cost  of  $21,500. 

Some  of  the  tenants  on  the  street  who 
now  pay  as  little  as  $39  monthly  for  four 
rooms  will  have  to  pay  up  to  $85  for  the 
renovated  apartments. 

Mi's.  Christine  Grant,  an  attractive  mother 
of  two  young  sons,  lives  in  No.  226  on  114th 
Street.  “The  increase  will  be  worth  every 
penny,”  she  said.  "Since  they  announced 
this  new  program,  I  don’t  have  such  a  heavy 
depressed  feeling  anymore.  I  feel  like  I  can 
hold  my  head  up  now.  It  will  be  wonderful 
to  live  in  a  place  that’s  not  a  slum.  I  think 
this  project  is  just  like  a  rose.  It  should 
bloom  all  over.” 

For  some  of  Mrs.  Grant’s  neighbors,  the 
rose  has  already  begun  to  wilt.  Mrs.  C. 
Beazer,  who  has  lived  in  apartment  4-E  at 
224  West  114th  Street  for  the  past  32  years, 
remembers  when  it  was  a  wonderful  neigh¬ 
borhood. 

“You  can’t  change  a  neighborhood  simply 
py  giving  people  a  new  apartment,”  she  said. 
'  Sure,  the  plan  is  wonderful,  but  it  doesn’t 
gOSfar  enough.  You  got  to  rehabilitate  the 
people,  too.  You  got  to  teach  them  not  to 
throws^arbage  out  the  windows,  and  to  teach 
their  kids  not  to  mark  up  the  halls. 

“I  got\a  question,”  Mrs.  Beazer  said  last 
week,  “what  is  the  government  gonna  do 
about  all  the  drug  addicts  on  our  block? 
What  they  gonna  do  about  the  crime  and 
the  corruptionNon  our  block?  Drug  addicts 
are  sick  people, Nand  they  shouldn’t  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  live  aroVd  healthy  people  with¬ 
out  treatment.  SoVnetimes  you  can’t  move 
on  our  sidewalks  because  there’s  so  many  of 
those  addicts  around  here.  If  they  don’t  do 
something  about  this  'problem,  this  place 
will  remain  a  slum.” 

Just  then  a  nattily-dressdd  man  sauntered 
by,  his  right  hand,  forming  \  zero  with  his 
thumb  and  middle  finger.  Heywas  carrying 
the  news  throughout  the  street  that  the 
second  figure  in  the  day’s  numberVas  a  zero. 

Mrs.  V.  Ellis,  who  has  lived  at\26  West 
114th  Street  for  almost  10  years,  agrees  that 
renovating  houses  will  not  solve  all  the  ills 
of  Harlem.  “This  block  has  everything  i\it,’ 
she  said,  “Prostitution,  numbers,  and 
cotics.  It’s  a  bad  block  for  children.  So 
we  need  better  housing,  but  we  need  bette 
police  protection,  too.” 
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ot 'Columbia  Department  of  General  Admin¬ 
istration,  have  scrutinized  and  weighed 
budget  estimates  along  with  projected  total 
revenue  After  the  President  submits  the 
budget  i)o  Congress,  the  Commissioners  and 
their  stanSappear  before  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  subcommittees  of  the  House  and 
Senate  Appropriations  Committees  to  justify 
the  budget, 

DOES  CONG8BSS  “FOOT  THE  BILL’’  FOR 

Washington  ? 

Since  Congress  plays  such  a  central  and 
crucial  role  in  these\budgetary  procedures, 
many  persons  erroneously  believe  that  Con¬ 
gress  foots  the  bill  for  theEi-ty  of  Washington. 
The  fact  is  that  nearly  \o  percent  of  the 
District’s  general  fund  expenditures  comes 
from  money  raised  by  local  taxes.  The  Gen¬ 
eral  Fund  finances  the  city’s  Nbasic  services 
(schools,  libraries,  police  and  fins  protection, 
courts,  corrections,  welfare,  sanitation,  rec¬ 
reation,  and  the  construction  of  public  build¬ 
ings  for  any  of  these  purposes) .  However, 
Washingtonians  have  no  official  voice 'either 
in  the  levying  of  these  taxes  or  in  decking 
how  these  revenues  should  be  spent. 

A  part  of  the  District’s  operating  and  maii\- 
tenance  budget  is  financed  by  Federal  moneyN 
The  Federal  payment  is  compensation  to  the 
city  for  the  fact  that  the  Federal  Government 
and  tax-exempt  institutions,  such  as  em¬ 
bassies  and  national  headquarters  for  many 
organizations,  occupy  more  than  50  percent 
of  the  city’s  land  but  pay  no  taxes  to  the 
city.  During  the  last  decade,  the  Federal 
payment  has  been  small,  hovering  around  12 
percent.  “From  1879  through  1920,  50  percent 
of  the  general  fund  appropriation  was  paid 
by  Congress  and  50  percent  from  District 
taxes.  Since  1921,  however,  the  Federal  pay¬ 
ment  has  fluctuated  from  a  high  of  39.5 
percent  in  1924  to  a  low  of  8.5  percent  in 
1954. 

WILL  HOME  RULE  MEAN  LOSS  OF  FEDERAL  PAY¬ 
MENT  AND  INCREASE  IN  LOCAL  TAXES 

There  is  concern  in  some  quarters  that  if 
Congress  were  to  transfer  revenue  and  budget 
functions  to  a  locally  elected  council  it 
would  be  disinclined  to  appropriate  reason¬ 
able  annual  Federal  payments  to  the  District 
and  the  tax  burden  on  Washington’s  resi¬ 
dents  and  businesses  would  necessarily  in¬ 
crease.  Supporters  of  self-government  argue 
that  the  Federal  Government’s  financial  ob¬ 
ligations  to  the  District  derives  not  from 
Congress’  legislative  responsibility  for  the 
District  but  rather  from  the  role  which  the 
city  plays  as  Capital  of  the  Nation.  Com¬ 
pounded  with  the  fact  that  more  than  50 
percent  of  the  city’s  land  is  tax-exempt  is 
the  fact  that  the  city  incurs  extra  expenses/ 
and  its  ordinary  city  functions  cost  mot 
because  it  is  the  Federal  City:  it  must  pa!ve 
wider  streets,  plant  and  care  for  more  t/ees, 
help  to  keep  more  parks  than  most  pities; 
plan  for  and  clean  up  after  parades  for  visit¬ 
ing  dignitaries  and  on  special  occasions;  it 
has  thousands  of  tourists  every  ye/r;  it  even 
finances  the  operation  of  the  National  Zoo. 

As  for  the  often  used  argument  that  taxes 
will  go  up  in  the  wake  of  self-government, 
it  is  noted  that  taxes  have  increased  in 
Washington  in  the  absenca/of  home  rule  and 
that  tax  increases  are  /common  in  cities 
throughout  the  country/  Tax  increase  is  not 
a  problem  that  is  unicme  to  Washington,  but 
taxation  without  representation  is.  Some 
forces  are  responsive  to  the  “taxation  with¬ 
out  representation^’  complaint  and  propose 
as  a  remedy  representation  in  Congress.  Full 
representation/in  Congress  can  be  granted, 
however,  only/by  adoption  of  an  amendment 
to  the  Constitution  which  requires  action  by 
Congress  ahd  ratification  by  the  States.  Lo¬ 
cal  self-government,  including  a  provision 
for  a  nonvoting  delegate  to  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  can  be  achieved  simply  by  an 
act  qf  Congress. 


HOME  RULE  IS  CONSTITUTIONAL 

• 

Questions  have  been  raised  as  to  the  le¬ 
gality  of  home  rule  for  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia.  This  matter  was  settled  in  1953 
when  the  Supreme  Court  unanimously  up¬ 
held  the  constitutionality  of  home  rule.  Its 
decision  in  the  Thompson  Restaurant  case 
confirmed  the  fact  that  Congress  can  prop¬ 
erly  delegate  to  a  city  council  or  legislative 
assembly  the  authority  to  pass  laws  for  the 
District. 

PROTECTION  OF  THE  FEDERAL  INTEREST  IN  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

The  status  of  Washington  as  the  Capital 
of  the  Nation  and  the  concentration  of  so 
many  Federal  agencies  here  are  factors  in 
the  home  rule  problem.  Some  opponents  of 
home  rule  maintain  that  the  Federal  interest 
might  be  overshadowed  by  the  parochial  in¬ 
terests  of  local  residents  and  their  elected 
representatives.  On  the  contrary,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  interest  will  be  protected  under  any 
proposed  form  of  home  rule  because  ultimate 
legislative  authority  for  the  District  will  still 
rest  with  the  Congress,  as  set  forth  in  article 
I,  section  8,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.2  Congress  would  still  have  the  au¬ 
thority  to  initiate  legislation  for  the  District 
it  chose  to  do  so  or  to  veto  any  locally  , 
adopted  legislation  that  threatens  the  Fe 
erai  interest.  Recent  bills  have  provid/d 
thatSthe  President  have  the  right  to  veto  .any 
acts  of  a  local  government  which  might  be 
contrary  to  the  Federal  interest.  Fflrther 
1  imitations  have  been  written  into  hataie  rule 
proposals  bo  the  extent  that  the  local  gov¬ 
ernment  would  have  no  authority  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Federal  agencies  beyond  that  which 
the  Commissioners  have  at  present. 

HOME  RULE  COULD\MEAN  BETtfER  GOVERNMENT 

Would  the  Federal  interest  and  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  good  government' be  served  better  if 
Congress  relieved  itselfw  the  duties  pertain¬ 
ing  to  the  formulating  of  laws  for  the  ninth 
largest  city  of  the/  United  States?  Local 
needs  of  a  large  ci/y  require  local  attention 
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ide  effective  local  govem- 
imbers  of  Congress  cannot 
ves  to  the  District  and  its 
y  simply  do  not  have  the  time 


to  give  Washington  the  attention\it  needs 
because  oy  the  volume  and  complexitVof  leg¬ 
islation  /meeting  their  own  districts.  States, 
the  Nation,  and  the  world.  Since  city  ebun- 
cilmefi  would  not  have  these  other  weighty 
responsibilities,  it  could  be  expected  tbt 
thgir  time  and  energies  would  be  devoted  toV 
ie  problems  of  the  city  and  its  residents. 

SUPPORT  FOR  HOME  RULE 

The  Senate  of  the  United  States  has  passed 
bills  to  give  the  District  of  Columbia  home 
rule  five  times  since  1948.  The  Truman, 
Eisenhower,  Kennedy,  and  Johnson  admin¬ 
istrations  have  all  endorsed  home  rule  for 
the  District,  as  have  the  two  major  national 
political  parties.  Although  the  House  Dis¬ 
trict  Committee  has  never  given  the  House 
of  Representatives  the  opportunity  to  vote  on 
these  bills,  repeated  surveys  of  House  Mem¬ 
bers  indicate  there  seems  to  be  sufficient 
sentiment  in  favor  of  home  rule  to  permit 
the  passage  of  a  bill  if  one  were  permitted 
to  come  before  them. 

American  citizens  take  for  granted  their 
right  to  vote  in  local  elections.  Residents  of 
our  Nation’s  Capital  want  this  right,  too.  In 
the  1964  District  primary  elections,  Washing- 


2  Art.  I,  sec.  8,  contains  this  provision: 
“The  Congress  shall  have  power  *  *  *  to 
exercise  exclusive  legislation  in  all  cases 
whatsoever,  over  such  District  (not  exceed¬ 
ing  10  miles  square)  as  may,  by  cession  of 
particular  States,  and  the  acceptance  of  Con¬ 
gress,  become  the  seat  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States.” 
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tonians  had  their  first  opportunity  to  votq/for 
President  and  Vice  President  under  the  23d 
amendment  to  the  Constitution.  Both  dem¬ 
ocratic  and  Republican  ballots  contained 
questions  asking  voters  to  indicate-' whether 
they  wanted  local  self-government.  Demo¬ 
crats  voted  64,580  to  4,368  in  fav/r;  Republi¬ 
cans  8,094  to  7,733.  Overall  reaoonse  in  favor 
of  home  rule  was  6  to  1 .  / 

Home  rule  for  the  Districi/of  Columbia  has 
the  support  of  many  nathmal  organizations. 
The  League  of  Women  Voters  of  the  United 
States  has  supported  seif -government  for  the 
District  since  1938.  Others  include  the  AFL- 
CIO,  American  Association  of  University 
Women,  Americans  Civil  Liberties  Union, 
American  Jewish/  Congress,  American  Vet¬ 
erans  Committ/e,  National  Association  for 
the  Advancement  of  Colored  People,  National 
Association  or  College  Women,  National  Cath¬ 
olic  Confer/nce  for  Interracial  Justice,  Na¬ 
tional  Co/nmunity  Relations  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee,  /rational  Council  of  Jewish  Women, 
Southern  Christian  Leadership  Conference, 
Unio yl  of  American  Hebrew  Congregations, 
United  Auto  Workers  of  America,  and  Wom¬ 
ens  International  League  for  Peace  and 
reedom. 

IS  OPPOSITION  JUSTIFIED? 

The  civil  rights  aspects  of  home  rule  were 
recognized  by  the  inclusion  of  a  demand  for 
full  enfranchisement  of  all  citizens  in  the 
Nation’s  Capital  in  the  historic  march  on 
Washington  for  jobs  and  freedom,  August  28, 
1963.  Negroes  are  a  majority  in  Washing¬ 
ton — 53.9  percent  according  to  the  1960  cen¬ 
sus — and  this  fact  is  said  to  be  a  significant 
factor  in  congressional  and  other  opposition 
to  home  rule.  Undoubtedly,  some  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  opposition  has  its  roots  in  attitudes  that 
grew  out  of  the  Reconstruction  Era  and  the 
poor  fiscal  administration  by  the  territorial 
government. 

But  present  day  Washington’s  electorate 
is  well  qualified  to  choose  its  own  officials. 
The  average  number  of  school  years  com¬ 
pleted  by  Washington  residents  aged  25  years 
and  over  is  11.7.  Only  nine  States  surpass 
this  level  of  educational  attainment.  Wash- 
ingonians,  both  white  and  Negro,  have  re¬ 
peatedly  demonstrated  their  civic  maturity 
and  pride  in  the  Capital  City  by  their  vig¬ 
orous  participation  in  civic  organizations 
and  many,  both  white  and  Nergo,  serve  with 
distinction  in  responsible  positions  in  the 
present  District  government. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  carefully 
scrutinized  the  fiscal  provisions  in  home 
s^ule  legislation  and  has  endorsed  them  as 
md.  There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that 
hoine  rule  would  mean  financial  irresponsi¬ 
bility.  Among  the  fiscal  safeguards  written 
into  the  bills  are:  limitations  on  the 
amountNof  bonds  which  may  be  outstanding 
at  any  tune;  a  limitation  on  the  amount  of 
borrowing Nyhich  may  be  undertaken  with¬ 
out  the  assdnt  of  the  voters;  and  an  inde¬ 
pendent  audit  of  the  local  government’s 
books  by  the  General  Accounting  Office. 

HOME  RULE  IN  THE  88TH  CONGRESS 

For  the  first  time  in  nearly  5  years,  the 
House  District  of\columbia  Committee 
heard  testimony  on  proposals  for  home  rule 
in  November  1963.  A  bipartisan  statement 
supporting  home  rule,  signed  by  more  than 
50  Congressmen,  was  filers  with  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  strong  testimony  favoring  the 
mayor-council  bill  was  presented  by  the 
president  of  the  Board  of  Commtesioners,  the 
Attorney  General  of  the  United  ^States,  the 
Deputy  Director  of  the  U.S.  Budget  Bureau, 
and  a  few  of  the  many  representatives  of 
civic  groups  who  were  waiting  to  testify. 
In  spite  of  the  strong  statements  presented 
by  these  witnesses,  committee  members  Ex¬ 
pressed  much  interest  in  a  bill  which  wour 
retrocede  most  of  the  District  to  Maryland,' V 
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■would  provide  fullest  enfran- 
r  Washingtonians.  However, 
retrocession  is  of  questionable 
ity. 

s  were  recessed  abruptly,  to  be 
ie  call  of  the  chairman.  Fur- 
were  not  held.  In  May  1964 
Women  Voters  of  the  District 
or  Columbia  aSpU  the  League  of  Women  Vot¬ 
ers  of  the  United  States,  along  with  the 
Washington  Hotae  Rule  Committee  and 
many  civic  organisations,  filed  statements  in 
support  of  home  rule  and  joined  in  an  effort 
to  urge  the  chairmair  to  close  the  hearings 
and  report  a  bill.  The^e  was  no  response. 


“The  District  of  Columbia” — Message  from 
the  President  to  Congress,  February  15,  1965. 
House  Document  No.  86,  U.S.  Government 
Printing  Office. 


HOME  RULE  IN  THE  &6TH  CONGRESS? 


In  his  message  of  February  2,  1965,  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  urged  the  85hh  Congress  to 
enact  legislation  at  “the  eSj'liest  possible 
date”  granting  the  right  of  self-government 
to  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  following 
excerpts  are  from  that  message:  \ 

“Our  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments 
rest  on  the  principle  of  democratic  represen¬ 
tation — the  people  elect  those  who  govern 
them.  We  cherish  the  credo  declared  by  our 
forefathers:  no  taxation  without  representa¬ 
tion.  We  know  full  well  that  men  a\d 
women  give  the  most  of  themselves  whei 
they  are  permitted  to  attack  problems  which 
directly  affect  them. 

“Yet  the  citizens  of  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  *  *  *  have  no  vote  in  the  government 
of  their  city.  They  are  taxed  without  rep¬ 
resentation.  They  are  asked  to  assume  the 
responsibilities  of  citizenship  while  denied 
one  of  its  basic  rights. 

“Self-government  for  the  District  would 
not  be  an  innovation.  It  is  a  return  to  the 
views  of  the  Founding  Fathers  and  to  the 
practice  of  the  early  days  of  the  Nation. 

“There  is  a  fundamental  Federal  interest 
in  the  National  Capital.  The  Constitution 
wisely  delegates  to  the  Congress  supreme  leg¬ 
islative  power  over  ‘the  seat  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States.’  The  Congress 
can,  however,  delegate  to  a  municipal  legis¬ 
lature  all  the  powers  necessary  for  local  self- 
government,  and  at  the  same  time  preserve 
fully  its  ultimate  power  and  the  interests  of 
the  Federal  Government.” 

Several  bills  have  been  introduced  in  the 
89th  Congress  to  provide  local  self-govern¬ 
ment  for  the  District  of  Columbia.  On 
March  9  and  10  the  Senate  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  Committee  held  hearings  at  which  a  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  President,  the  District 
Commissioners,  and  spokesmen  for  national 
and  local  organizations  expressed  support. 
The  Senate  seems  to  be  moving  toward  pas¬ 
sage,  for  the  sixth  time,  of  a  home  rule  bill. 

Action  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
depends  to  a  large  degree  on  whether  citizens  , 
in  other  parts  of  the  country  let  their  Rep/' 
resentatives  know  how  they  feel  about  the 
local  government  situation  in  the  Nation’s 
Capital  City. 

The  League  of  Women  Voters  supports 
self-government  and  representation,  in  Con¬ 
gress  for  citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 


SUGGESTED  READING  / 

“Washington,  Village  and  Capitol,  1800-79” 
by  Constance  McLaughlin  Green,  Princeton 
University  Press.  1962.  445  pp. 

"Washington,  Capital  pity,  1879-1950”  by 
Constance  McLaughlin/  Green.  Princeton 
University  Press.  1963.  558  pp. 

“U.S.  Congress,  88th,  1st  and  2d  sessions. 
House  of  Representatives:  Hearings  before 


Subcommittee  No.  6,  Committee  on  the  Dis¬ 


trict  of  Columbia,  November  18,  19,  and  20, 
1963,  and  February  24,  1964.  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment  Printing  Office. 

U.S.  Congress,  89th,  1st  session.  Senate: 
Hearings  before  the  Committe  on  the  District 
of  Columbia,  March  9  and  10,  1965.  U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office. 

“Home  Rule  for  the  District  of  Columbia” — 
Message  from  the  President  to  Congress,  Feb¬ 
ruary  2,  1965.  House  Document  No.  71.  U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office. 


ONE  MAN.  ONE  VOTE 


and  assembly — to  be  voted  up  or  down  by 
statewide  referendums. 

The  Dirksen  amendment,  shorn  of  falla 
cious  arguments,  is  an  attack  on  the  p: 
ciple  of  majority  rule,  the  foundation  <  i 
democratic  system  of  government. - - 


(Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Bingham)  was  granted  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  May  5,  1965,  edition  of  the 
Michigan  AFL-CIO  News  carried  an  edi¬ 
torial  analyzing  the  current  legislative 
efforts  to  modify  the  effect  of  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court’s  one-man,  one-vote  de¬ 
cision  on  apportionment  of  State  legis¬ 
latures. 


In  my  opinion,  the  editorial  hits  the 
nail  squarely  on  the  head  in  its  con¬ 
cluding  paragraph  which  reads  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


The  Dirksen  amendment,  shorn  of  falla¬ 
cious  arguments,  is  an  attack  on  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  majority  rule,  the  foundation  of  a 
.democratic  system  of  government. 


Speaker,  -I  hope  each  of  our  col¬ 
leagues  will  take  time  to  read  this  edi¬ 
torial,  which  appeared  under  the  hea 
line,  ^Majority  Rule  at  Stake  in  Assault 
on  U.S.\Court.”  Under  unanimous/con¬ 
sent,  I  include  the  editorial  at  thjs  point 
in  the  Record: 

Majority  Rxn>p  at  Stake  in  Assault  on  U.S. 
Court 


The  unrelenting  assault  or/ the  U.S.  Su¬ 
preme  Court’s  one-man  ong-vote  decisions 
as  they  apply  to  rfcapportj6nment  of  State 
legislatures  is  moving  toward  a  climax  in 
Congress.  There  is  a  vfery  real  possibility  that 
a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to  ne¬ 
gate  the  basic  prinpipleNlaid  down  by  the 
Court  may  secure  .the  necessary  two-thirds 
support  in  the  Hodse  and  Senate. 

The  Court’s  decision  that  'every  citizen’s 
vote  must  havfe  equal  weight  m  the  appor¬ 
tioning  of  State  legislature  stoats  would 
knock  out  -the  “rotten-borough”  system  in 
State  politics — the  practice  of  creating,  in  at 
least  ope  house  and  usually  the  State  sen¬ 
ate,  districts  in  which  a  steadily  decreasing 
rural/and  small-town  population  is  heavily 
overrepresented  in  relation  to  rising  city  and 
suburban  populations. 

The  amendment  drive,  led  by  GOP  Sen-’ 
ate  Leader  Everett  McKinley  Dirksen, 
would  specifically  allow  the  States  to  appor¬ 
tion  seats  in  one  house  along  nonpopulation 
lines  subject  to  a  statewide  referendum. 
The  proponents  of  the  amendment — and 
they  generally  represent  the  nonurban  areas 
of  the  United  States — advance  two  basic  ar¬ 
guments,  both  of  them  specious. 

One  is  that  State  legislatures  are  essen¬ 
tially  miniature  versions  of  the  U.S.  Congress, 
where  representation  in  the  Senate  is  not 
based  on  population.  The  other  is  that  a 
referendum  is  a  safeguard  to  assure  popular 
support. 

To  the  first  argument  the  answer  is  sim¬ 
ply  that  the  counties — the  basis  of  most  non¬ 
population  representation  in  legislatures — 
were  created  by  the  States  as  administrative 
units  and  have  no  sovereign  powers  unto 
themselves.  The  House  and  Senate  of  the 
United  States  were  created  by  the  then  sepa¬ 
rate  and  sovereign  States. 

As  to  the  referendum  safeguard,  the  Court 
ruled  that  the  one-man  one-vote  principle 
rested  on  the  constitutional  base  of  the  14th 
amendment  guaranteeing  equal  protection 
of  the  laws  to  all  citizens.  The  proposal  for 
a  referendum  would  allow  a  constitutional 
right— the  equivalent  of  free  press,  speech 


LET  US  CONTINUE 


(Mr.  GRABOWSKI  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Bingham)  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

Mr.  GRABOWSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
the  light  of  20  years  of  U.S.  effort  on  be¬ 
half  of  other  nations  not  so  fortunate, 
it  may  be  good  for  us  to  be  reminded  of 
the  old  admonishment,  “weary  not  of 
well-doing.”  A  generation  has  passed 
since  the  inauguration  of  our  vast  lend- 
lease  programs  by  which  we  “lent  a  wa- 
terhose  to  quench  the  fire  in  our  neigh¬ 
bor’s  house,’’  as  President  Roosevelt  said 
in  1940.  The  demands  of  this  aid  on 
our  substance,  our  time  and  the  lives  of 
our  citizenry  in  war  and  peace  has  been 
colossal.  Lend-lease  cost  us  $50  billion. 
The  actual  cost  of  World  War  II  in  round  | 


figures  was  $350  billion.  Foreign  aid 
from  1945  through  1965  has  cost  us  an¬ 
other  $  1 15  billion.  < 

No  wonder  Congressmen  get  a  cease¬ 
less  stream  of  letters  asking  us  if  the 
outgo  of  dollars  will  ever  end.  At  this 
moment  my  answer  is  a  firm  “No.”  The 
mantle  of  Samaritan  to  the  world  has 
fallen  on  our  shoulders  and  I  see  no  pos¬ 
sible  avenue  of  escape  from  our  respon¬ 
sibilities  as  our  brother’s  keeper  or  of 
substantially  lessening  our  load  in  these 
days  of  ever-increasing  needs  of  the  un¬ 
derprivileged  nations.  As  more  •  and 
more  new  nations  emerge  into  this  jet- 
age  world  of  ours,  each  with  its  own  in¬ 
sistent  demands  for  recognition  and  re¬ 
quests  for  aid,  it  seems  that  cumulatively 
the  requirements  of  foreign  assistance 
will  overwhelm  us.  Luckily  others, 
whom  we  have  helped  in  the  past,  are 
now  also  beginning  to  extend  some  assist¬ 
ance  and  we  are  negotiating  with  them  i 
to  increase  their  involvement. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  are  also  slowly 
becoming  more  selective  in  our  choice 
of  recipient  nations.  From  a  peak  of 
110  nations,  we  are  now  down  to  72  re¬ 
cipients.  This  total  is  also  being 
whittled  down  because  there  are  some, 
like  Cambodia,  who  do  not  want  our  help. 
Others  again  are  putting  us  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  having  to  withdraw  our  aid  be¬ 
cause  of  their  bellicose  attitudes  toward 
us,  or  by  their  unjust  nationalization  of 
our  private  investors’  property.  Still 
others  are  misusing  our  aid  to  stimulate 
rebellian  elsewhere  or  to  arm  certain 
groups  wishing  to  overthrow  responsible 
governments. 

This  year  I  support  the  authorization 
of  $3.37  billion  for  foreign  aid.  How¬ 
ever,  I  believe  that  aid  should  be  denied 
specifically  to  three  countries  for  the 
following  reasons : 

First.  To  Indonesia — for  insults  to  our 
flag,  for  taking  over  our  nationals’  prop¬ 
erty  without  proper  compensation  and 
for  undertaking  overt  aggression  against 
Malaysia; 

Second.  To  Egypt — for  fomenting 
trouble  in  Yemen,  for  unjust  pressure 
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on  our  citizens  who  wish  to  trade  with 
.  Israel  and  for  continuous  defiance  of  our 
flag  and  private  property; 

'  Third.  To  Algeria — for  using  her  sub¬ 
stance  to  arm  the  rebels  in  the  Congo 
fighting  against  the  responsible  govern¬ 
ment. 

These  three  nations  have  proved  them¬ 
selves  unresponsive  to  our  just  motives 
of  helping  to  better  the  lives  of  the  un¬ 
derprivileged  and  to  assist  in  their  eco¬ 
nomic  growth.  Instead  of  assisting  us 
in  cementing  friendship  and  keeping  the 
peace,  these  three  nations  are  intent  on 
breaking  the  peace  and  thereby  creat¬ 
ing  dissension  and  revolt.  As  such  they 
are  not  worthy  of  our  assistance. 

I  think  that  the  aid  bill  should  be  sup¬ 
ported,  for,  unlike  other  Government 
programs,  it  is  slowly  becoming  more  effi¬ 
cient  and  less  costly.  In  1948  the  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  aid  required  2  percent  of 
our  gross  national  product.  It  will  be 
down  to  one-half  percent  for  1966.  In 
1948  our  aid  took  almost  12  percent  of 
our  Federal  budget.  For  1966  it  will  be 
about  3V2  percent. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  light  of  our  na¬ 
tional  security  objectives,  I  think  these 
can  best  be  achieved  if  we  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  the  military  equipment  to  help  pre¬ 
serve  the  national  integrity  of  our 
friends.  Our  objectives  for  the  economic 
growth  of  underdeveloped  nations  can 
also  be  served  best  if  we  support  the 
President  in  the  development  loans, 
technical  services,  and  guarantees  he 
wishes  to  extend  to  these  72  nations  of 
the  free  world. 

I  therefore  consider  the  foreign  aid 
bill  now  before  this  Congress  essential 
to  the  objectives  of  U.S.  foreign  policy — 
to  strengthen  free  institutions  and  build 
a  more  stable  world. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab¬ 
sence  was  granted  to : 

Mr.  Willis  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Boggs)  ,  for  the  remainder  of  the  week  on 
account  of  official  business. 

Mr.  Mathias  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gerald  R.  Ford)  for  the  balance  of  the 
week  on  account  of  illness. 

Mr.  Hungate  (at  the  request  of  Mi/ 
Hull)  on  account  of  official  business. 

Mr.  Saylor  for  Monday,  May  24,  1^65, 
on  account  of  official  business. 

Mr.  Reinecke  (at  the  request  /5f  Mr. 
Gerald  R.  Ford)  ,  for  today  on  account  of 
official  business. 

Mr.  Gonzalez  (at  the  readiest  of  Mr. 
Casey)  ,  on  account  of  official  business. 

Mr.  Lennon  (at  the  Request  of  Mr. 
Fountain)  ,  for  the  resy  of  the  week  on 
account  of  illness  in  family. 

Mr.  Bonner  (at  /the  request  of  Mr. 
Fountain)  ,  for  May  24  through  June  12 
on  account  of  illness. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unajumous  consent,  pel-mission  to 
address  tne  House,  following  the  legisla¬ 
tive  program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

fr.  Michel,  for  30  minutes,  on  Tues¬ 
day,  May  25,  1965;  and  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks. 


Mr.  Quillen,  for  30  minutes,  on  May 
26;  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Morse  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Quil¬ 
len),  for  30  minutes,  on  May  26;  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  his  remarks  and  include 
extraneous  matter. 
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EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
extend  remarks  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
Record,  or  to  revise  and  extend  remarks 
was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Everett  in  two  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Herlong  and  to  include  extrane¬ 
ous  matter. 

Mr.  Colmer  in  two  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Michel  and  to  include  an  article. 
Mr.  Gross  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  Patman  in  two  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Ivlr.  Fascell  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
blocki)  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  made  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whble  today  and  to  include  charts. 

Mr\FAscELL  to  revise  and  extend  tl 
remarks  he  made  in  the  Commit  tee/6f 
the  Whole  today  and  include  charts/  ta 
bles,  and  'Extraneous  matter. 

(The  following  Members  (at  /he  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr \Quillen )  and  ty  include 
extraneous  matter: ) 

Mr.  Derwins: 

Mr.  Fulton  of\Pennsy)tfania  in  five 
instances. 

Mr.  Shriver  in  two/n/ances. 

Mr.  Utt  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Anderson  of /Illinois  in  five  in¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  Broomfiel/- in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Cunningham  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Younger  in  two  instan 
Mr.  Ellsiv^irth. 

Mr.  Bro/hill  of  Virginia. 

Mr.  Tu/per. 

Mr.  Skubitz  in  three  instances. 
Mi/Moore  in  two  instances. 

(The  following  Members  and  to  i: 
dyne  extraneous  matter:) 

Mr.  Callan. 

Mr.  Ottinger. 

Mr.  Multer  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Florida  in  five  instances. 
Mr.  Brown  of  California  in  two  in¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  Cameron  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Friedel. 

Mr.  St.  Onge  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Donohue. 

Mr.  Moorhead  in  six  instances. 

Mr.  Annunzio. 

Mr.  Toll. 

Mr.  O’Neal  of  Georgia. 

Mr.  Race. 

Mr.  Marsh  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  McFall  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Leggett. 

Mr.  Pickle  in  two  instances. 

Mrs.  Sullivan  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Blatnik. 

Mr.  Evins  of  Tennessee  in  six  in¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  Fascell  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Murphy  of  New  York  in  two  in¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  Dyal  in  two  instances. 


ENROLLED  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

Mr.  BURLESON,  from  the  Committal/ 
on  House  Administration,  reported  that 
that  committee  had  examined  and  fpiind 
truly  enrolled  a  joint  resolution  M  the 
House  of  the  following  title,  whjch  was 
thereupon  signed  by  the  Speakqf: 

H.J.  Res.  436.  Joint  resolution?'  to  amend 
section  316  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938  to  extend  the  tipie  by  which  a 
lease  transferring  a  tobacco  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  may  be  filed.  / 

/ 

/ 

SENATE  ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

The  SPEAKER/announced  his  signa¬ 
ture  to  an  enro/ed  bill  of  the  Senate  of 
the  following  title: 

S.  327.  An  act  to  provide  assistance  to  the 
.States  of  California,  Oregon,  Washington, 
Nevada,  ana  Idaho  for  the  reconstruction  of 
areas  dfqnaged  by  recent  floods  and  high 
waters./ 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr.  BINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
'that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord¬ 
ingly  (at  5  o’clock  and  28  minutes  p.m.) 
the  House  adjourned  until  tomorrow, 
Tuesday,  May  25,  1965,  at  12  o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  executive 
communications  were  taken  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  and  referred  as  follows; 

1128.  A  communication  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  for  con¬ 
sideration  an  amendment  to  the  request  for 
appropriations  transmitted  in  the  budget  for 
the  fiscal  year  1966  for  the  legislative  branch 
(H.  Doc.  No.  179);  to  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 

1129.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  dated 
March  10,  1965,  submitting  a  report,  together 
with  accompanying  papers  and  illustrations, 
on  Bullards  Bar,  Yuba  River  Basin,  Calif., 
requested  by  a  resolution  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  House  of  Representatives, 

'''adopted  July  23,  1956  (H.  Doc.  No.  180);  to 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  ordered 
to'be  printed  with  illustrations. 

1130.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Arm/  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  dated 
February..  12,  1965,  submitting  a  report,  to¬ 
gether  with  accompanying  papers  and  illus¬ 
trations,  ori\a  cooperative  beach  erosion  con¬ 
trol  study,  a/d  an  interim  hurricane  survey 
of  Staten  Island,  Fort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur 
Kill,  N.Y.,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  approved.  July  3,  1930,  as  amended 
and  supplemented/ and  Public  Law  71,  84th 
Congress  approved  June  15,  1955  (H.  Doc.  No. 
181 ) ;  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
ordered  to  be  printed  with  three  illustrations. 

1131.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  Department  of  Jhe  Army,  dated 
September  30,  1964,  submitting  a  report,  to¬ 
gether  with  accompanying  papers  and  illus¬ 
trations,  on  an  interim  report'-,  on  the  Ar¬ 
kansas  River  and  tributaries  at  Great  Bend, 
Kans.,  requested  by  resolutions  of  /he  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Flood  Control,  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives,  adopted  July  2,  1943,  and  January  21, 
1964  (H.  Doc.  No.  182);  to  the  Comipittee 
on  Public  Works  and  ordered  to  be  printed 
with  two  illustrations. 

1132.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  tli^ 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Acting 
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jief  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army, 
dated  September  24,  1964,  submitting  a  re¬ 
port  together  with  accompanying  papers 
and  illustrations,  on  an  interim  hurricane 
surveydf  New  Bern  and  vicinity,  North  Caro- 
ina,  authorized  by  Public  Law  71,  84th 
Congress, 'approved  June  15,  1955  (H.  Doc. 
No.  183);  tt.the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  with  illustrations. 

1133.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 

Army  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  dated 
May  8,  1964,  subletting  a  report,  together 
with  accompanying  papers  and  illustrations, 
on  an  interim  hurricane  survey  of  Grand  Isle 
and  vicinity,  Louisiana^  authorized  by  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  71,  84th  Congress  aproved  June  15, 
1955  (H.  Doc.  No.  184);  toMhe  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  ordered  tip  be  printed  with 
33  illustrations.  \ 

1134.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  dated 
March  5,  1965,  submitting  a  report\together 
with  accompanying  papers  and  illustrations, 
on  a  review  of  the  reports  on  Sandy  Lick 
Creek,  Dubois,  Pa.,  requested  by  resolutions 
of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works,  ILS. 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  adopt! 
August  7,  1954,  and  March  30,  1955  (H.  Doc") 
No.  185);  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  with  three  illus¬ 
trations. 

1135.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  dated 
April  6,  1965,  submitting  a  report,  together 
with  accompanying  papers  and  illustrations, 
on  a  cooperative  beach  erosion  control  study 
of  Perth  Amboy,  N.J.,  authorized  by  the  River 
and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3,  1930,  as 
amended  and  supplemented  (H.  Doc.  No. 
186) ;  to  the  committee  on  Public  Works  and 
ordered  to  be  printed  with  illustrations. 

1136.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  letter  from  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  dated 
May  6,  1965,  submitting  a  report,  together 
with  accompanying  papers  and  illustrations, 
on  a  review  of  the  reports  on  channel  to  New¬ 
port  News,  Norfolk  Harbor,  and  Thimble 
Shoal  Channel,  Va.,  requested  by  a  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
House  of  Representatives,  adopted  August 
15,  1961  (H.  Doc.  No.  187) ;  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works  and  ordered  to  be  print¬ 
ed  with  illustrations. 

1137.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  to  amend  section  2634  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  the  trans¬ 
portation  of  privately  owned  motor  vehicles 
of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  on  a  changj 
of  permanent  station;  to  the  Committee 
Armed  Services. 

1138.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of''  the 
Treasury,  transmitting  a  report  oi  the 
progress  made  in  liquidating  the  assets  of 
the  former  Reconstruction  Finance  Cor¬ 
poration  covering  the  period  ending  March 
31,  1965,  pursuant  to  67  Stat.  2f30  and  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1  of  195/  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency. 

1139.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  State, 
transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation 
to  authorize  a  contribution  by  the  United 
States  to  the  International  Committee  of  the 
Red  Cross;  to  the  prammittee  on  Foreign 
Affairs. 

1140.  A  letter  frrftn  the  Director,  U.S.  In¬ 
formation  Agency,  transmitting  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  to  provide  certain  basic 
authority  for  /the  U.S.  Information  Agency; 
to  the  Comntittee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

1141.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a 
report  on  the  excessive  payments  of  tem- 
porarv/lodging  allowances  to  uniformed  per¬ 
sonnel  on  the  island  of  Oahu,  Hawaii,  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  and  Department  of  the 
Treasury;  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations. 


1142.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a  re¬ 
port  of  failure  to  adequately  consider  the 
financial  advantages  of  purchasing  over 
leasing  automatic  data  processing  systems 
used  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor;  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations. 

1143.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a 
report  of  improper  payment  of  port  charges 
on  shipments  to  Colombia  of  food  donated 
under  title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 
Agency  for  International  Development;  to 
the  Committee  on  Government  Operations. 

1144.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  transmitting  an  interim  report  of  the 
research,  progress,  and  plans  of  the  U.S. 
Weather  Bureau  referring  to  studies  carried 
on  during  fiscal  year  1964,  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  657,  80th  Congress;  to  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

1145.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  to  extend  the  provisions  of  title  XIII 
of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  relating 
to  war  risk  insurance;  to  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

1146.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  to  amend  title  XIII — war  risk  insur, 

ice,  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958; 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  For^fgn 
Commerce. 

114t.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman/  Fed¬ 
eral  Communications  Commission/  trans¬ 
mitting  V  draft  of  proposed  legislation  to 
amend  section  204  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934v  as  amended;  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign/ Commerce. 

1148.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  \ir  Force,/  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  for  the  relief 
of  Chief  M.  Sgt.  Bober/  J.  Becker,  U.S.  Air 
Force;  to  the  Comiivittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

1149.  A  letter  fronK  the  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Air  /Poke,  transmitting  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  for  the  relief  of 
Col.  Eugene  F.  T^/ee,  U.S.  Air  Force  (retired) ; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

1150.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  transmitting  a  quart^ly  report  of 
the  Maritime  Administration  \>n  the  ac¬ 
tivities  arm  transactions  of  the  Administra¬ 
tion  from  January  1,  1965  through  March 
31,  1905,  pursuant  to  the  Merchant  Ship 
Sale/Act  of  1946;  to  the  Committee  on. Mer¬ 
chant  Marine  and  Fisheries. 

1151.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  tl^S. 
Ivil.  Service  Commission,  transmitting 

/draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  provide  sev¬ 
erance  pay  to  certain  officers  and  employ¬ 
ees  of  the  Federal  Government  and  for  oth¬ 
er  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES  ON  PUB¬ 
LIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  pursuant 
to  the  order  of  the  House  of  May  20, 1965, 
the  following  bill  was  reported  on  May  21, 
1965: 

Mr.  PATMAN :  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency.  H.R.  7984.  A  bill  to  assist  in  the 
provision  of  housing  for  low-  and  moderate- 
income  families,  to  promote  orderly  urban 
development,  to  improve  living  environment 
in  urban  areas,  and  to  extend  and  amend 
laws  relating  to  housing,  urban  renewal,  and 
community  facilities;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  365).  Referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union. 

[Submitted  May  24,  1965 ] 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  Xin,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows : 


Mr.  MILLS;  Committee  on  Ways 
Means.  H.R.  8147.  A  bill  to  amend  the 
Tariff  Schedules  of  the  United  States 
duce  until  July  1,  1967,  the  exemption/trom 
duty  for  returning  residents  to  $50  fair  re¬ 
tail  value,  and  for  other  purposes  /without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  366).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  ^RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  /ule  XXII,  public 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  MILLgS: 

H.R.  8371.  A  bin  to  reduce  excise  taxes, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr/BECKWORTH: 

H.R.  8372/ A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Ofede  of  1954  to  repeal  the  manufac¬ 
turers  excise  tax  on  home  air-conditioning 
units  and  television  sets  (including  com¬ 
ponents  therefor  and  certain  combinations) ; 
to  tjrfe  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  FARBSTEIN: 

■'H.R.  8373.  A  bill  to  amend  title  28,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  amnesty  for  first  of¬ 
fenders  under  Federal  criminal  law,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  LANDRUM: 

H.R.  8374.  A  bill  to  amend  section  7701  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  clarify 
the  tax  status  of  certain  professional  asso¬ 
ciations  and  corporations  formed  under 
State  law;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

By  Mr.  SIKES: 

H.R.  8375.  A  bill  to  amend  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  vocational  rehabili¬ 
tation,  education  and  training,  and  loan 
guarantee  benefits  to  persons  who  served  in 
the  Armed  Forces  on  or  after  January  1, 
1962,  in  combat  zones,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  SCHNEEBELI : 

H.R.  8376.  A  bill  to  amend  title  I  of  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  to  make  permenant  the 
existing  duty-free  treatment  for  certain 
corkboard  insulation;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  WATTS: 

H.R.  8377.  A  bill  to  protect  the  public 
health  by  amending  the  Federal  Food,  Drug, 
and  Cosmetic  Act  to  consolidate  certain  pro¬ 
visions  assuring  the  safety  and  effectiveness 
of  new  animal  drugs,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce. 

By  Mr.  BOLAND: 

I.R.  8378.  A  bill  to  provide  certain  in- 
crdase  in  annuities  payable  from  the  civil 
servVe  retirement  and  disability  fund,  to  im- 
prove\the  financing  of  the  civil  service  re¬ 
tirement  system,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Comjnittee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service. 

By  m\  CRAMER : 

H.R.  8379.  Xbill  to  provide  for  participa¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States  in  the  Inter- 
American  Cultural  and  Trade  Center  in  Dade 
County,  Fla.,  and/or  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  DINGEI 

H.R.  8380.  A  bill  tc\  amend  the  Federal 
Firearms  Act  to  prohibir\the  shipment  in  in¬ 
terstate  commerce  or  thk  importation  into 
the  United  States  of  certain,  weapons  of  war, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  tn^  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

H.R.  8381.  A  bill  to  amend \the  Federal 
Firearms  Act  to  make  it  a  Federal  crime  to 
transport  or  receive,  with  intentN.  of  com¬ 
mitting  a  felony,  a  firearm  or  othAr  lethal 
weapon  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce; 
to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Meaiw 

H.R.  8382.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Int 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide  for  a  mini- 
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1.  FOREIGN  AID*  Passed,  249-148,  with  amendments  H.  R.  7750,  the  foreign  aid  author¬ 
ization  bill  (pp.  11120-56).  Rejected  various  amendments  including  the  following: 

By  Rep.  Cramer,  opposing  aid  to  countries  that  trade  vdth  Cuba,  by  a  58-133 
vote  (pp.  11130-3)* 

By  Rep*  Thomson,  Wis.,  to  have  end-use  inspectors  report  to  the  Inspector 
General  rather  than  the  mission  director  (pp.  11134-5 )• 

By  Rep.  Gross,  to  reduce  the  authorization  by  ';/l  billion  (pp.  11135-6). 

The  committee  report  states:  nH.  R,  7750  authorizes  the  appropriation  of 
.>2,004,195,000  for  the  foreign  assistance  programs  for  fiscal  year  1966.  This 
new  authorization,  together  vdth  funds  previously  authorized,  as  shown  in  the 
table.,.,  provides  authority  for  the  appropriation  of  (£3*367,670,000  for  fiscal 
year  1966.  This  is  a  reduction  of  ^12,700,000  below  the  amount  requested  by 
the  President," 


The  bill  includes  $2  million  for  a  contribution  to  the  world  food  program 
project.  It  amends  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  to 
forbid  sales  of  surplus  agricultural  products  to  the  United  Arab  Republic,  but 
authorizes  the  President  to  waive  this  prohibition  if  he  determines  that  such 
sale  is  essential  to  the  U.  S.  national  interest.  The  amendment  provides  that 
no  such  sales  shall  be  based  on  the  requirements  of  the  United  Arab  Republic  for 


House  of  Representatives 


!  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 
Th^Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  listed  this  verse  of  Scripture  preced¬ 
ing  the  prayer: 

Ephesiante.5 :  8 :  Now  are  ye  light  in  the 
Lord;  walk  as  children  of  light. 

Almighty  God,  as  we  turn  to  Thee  in 
prayer,  we  besetech  Thee  that  we  may 
have  the  sincerity\f  a  true  faith  and  the 
fidelity  of  a  loving  sfcjrit  and  be  partners 
of  the  eternal  Christ. 

Grant  that  we  may  enter  with  Him  in 
the  joys  that  will  cheer  us  and  the  trials 
that  will  teach  us  to  pu€\our  trust  in 
Thee. 

Inspire  us  to  yield  our  spftgt  eagerly 
to  the  guidance  of  Thy  spirit  that  it  may 
be  touched  to  finer  issues  and  framed  for 
that  higher  service  which  always  carries 
on  faithfully  and  without  fear  or  fore¬ 
boding. 

Help  us  to  give  a  more  far-reaching 
and  wider  expansion  to  the  hopes  of 
humanity,  which  our  finite  minds  can¬ 
not  explain  and  which  are  awed  by  a 
love  and  light  which  our  hearts  cannot 
fathom  or  comprehend. 

Hear  us  in  His  name  in  whom  Thy  life 
and  love  were  humanized  that  we  might 
see  Thy  purpose  and  meaning.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  PROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  bills  of  the  House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  titles: 

H.R.  1453.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  Jef¬ 
ferson  Construction  Co.; 

H.R.  1870.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Edward 
G.  Morhauser; 

H.R.  2139.  An  act  '  for  the  relief  of  Mrs/ 
Maurlcia  Reyes; 

H.R.  2354.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Wljffam 
L.  Chatelain,  U.S.  Navy,  retired; 

H.R.  3995.  An  act  to  transfer  certa)6  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and 
for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  6497.  An  act  to  amend/the  Bretton 
Woods  Agreements  Act  to  authorize  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  InternationaJ/Monetary  Fund 
quota  of  the  United  States/and 

H.R.  8122.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  to  the  Atomic  Hnergy  Commission  in 
accordance  with  section  261  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  19^4,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  hacr  passed,  with  an  amendment 
in  which/the  concurrence  of  the  House 
is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title: 

t.  821.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  town 
of/Kure  Beach.  N.C. 


Tuesday,  May  25,  1965 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  and  a  joint  res¬ 
olution  of  the  following  titles,  in  which 
the  concurrence  of  the  House  is  re¬ 
quested  : 

S.  125.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Armando 
S.  Arguilles; 

S.  133.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Faustino  G. 
Dumaplin,  Jr.; 

S.  313.  An  act  relating  to  the  appointment 
of  the  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation; 

S.  402.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Oh  Wha  Ja 
(Penny  Korleen  Doughty) ; 

S.  409.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Betty  Tin- 
Sang  Chan  Cho; 

S.  442.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Carleen 
Coen; 

S.  449.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Stanislaw 
Bialoglowski; 

S.  450.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  William 
John  Campbell  McCaughey; 

S.  469.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Timoteo  A. 
Tuazon; 

S.  516.  An  act  to  amend  the  Joint  resolu¬ 
tion  entitled  “Joint  resolution  to  establish 
tnfc  St.  Augustine  Quadricentennial  Com* 
mission,  and  for  other  purposes”,  approved 
August  14,  1962  (76  Stat.  386),  to  provide 
that  eight  members  of  such  Commission 
shall  be  appointed  by  the  Presidentyto  pro¬ 
vide  that  such  Commission  shall  not  termi¬ 
nate  prior  to  December  31,  1966,  and  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  car/ying  out  the 
provisions  of  such  joint  resolution; 

S.  579.  An  act  5or  the  rejief  of  the  State 
of  New  Hampshire, 

S.  582.  An  act  for \h ^/relief  of  Aleksandr 
Kaznacheev; 

S.  584.  An  act  for  ^feheN^elief  of  Ming  Chup 
Chau; 

S.  585.  An  act  Xor  the  rtehef  of  Santiago 
Woo  and  Morjin'Chee  de  Woo;s 

S.  586.  An  adt  for  the  relief  oYMaria  Tsilis; 

S.  616.  Aq/act  for  the  relief  orNyiiss  Choun 
Seem  Kir 

S.  826/An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ha\Gobind 
Khorajfa; 

S.1U39.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  An&reina 
Visdlli; 

'S.  1040.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Giusep) 
tafala  Monarca; 

S.  1064.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mr.  and  ’ 
Mrs.  Juan  C.  Jacobe,  and  their  four  chUdren, 
Angela  Jacobe,  Teresita  Jacobe,  Leo  Jacobe, 
and  Ramon  Jacobe; 

S.  1084.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Shu  Hsien 
Chang; 

S.  1103.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Kathryn 
Choi  Ast; 

S.  1104.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mirhan 
Gazarian;  > 

S.  1138.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lt.  Rob¬ 
ert  C.  Gibson; 

S.  1196.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Wright  G. 
James; 

S.  1197.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Angelino 
Martino; 

S.  1209.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Specialist 
Manuel  D.  Racelis; 

S.  1388.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  David  Lee 
Bogue; 

S.  1390.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Rocky 
River  Co.  and  Macy  Land  Corp.; 

S.  1405.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jozsef  Poz- 
sonyi  and  his  wife,  Agnes  Pozsonyi,  and  their 
minor  child,  Ildiko  Pozsonyi; 


S.  1468.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dorothy  . 
Eyre;  / 

S.  1498.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Nikolai 
Artamonov;  and  / 

S.J.  Res.  65.  Joint  resolution  establishing 
the  Commission  on  Art  and  Antique^  of  the 
Capitol,  and  for  other  purposes.  / 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  a  bill  of  the  Spnate  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title: 

S.  339.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  Agate  Fossil  Beds  National  Mon¬ 
ument  in  the  St^te  of  Nebraska,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  messap^  also  announced  that  Sen¬ 
ate  Resolution  102,  disapproving  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1965,  traps - 
mitted/to  Congress  by  the  President 
on  M#rch  25,  1965,  failed  in  passage. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  HALPERN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  104  I  am  not  recorded  as  having 
voted.  I  was  present  and  voted  “yea,” 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
permanent  Record  be  corrected  accord¬ 
ingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

REPORT  OF  COMMITTEE  ON  FOR¬ 
EIGN  AFFAIRS— “OVERSEAS  PRO¬ 
GRAMS  OF  PRIVATE  NONPROFIT 

AMERICAN  ORGANIZATIONS” 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  House  Administra¬ 
tion,  I  call  up  the  resolution,  House  Res¬ 
olution  354,  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

H.  Res.  354 

lesolved.  That  there  be  printed  for  the 
use\>f  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  additional  copies  of 
the  report  of  that  committee  entitled  “Over¬ 
seas  Programs  of  Private  Nonprofit  American 
Organizations.” 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  tcKyeconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not  pres¬ 
ent. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently,  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  \  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  orderedN 


No.  94- 


10 


11119 


V  11120 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol- 
lovhpg  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
nami 

[Roll  No.  108] 

Griffin 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Hanna 
arvey,  Ind. 
arvey,  Mich. 

Hebert 
Hungate 
Ichor 
Lennon' 

Macdona' 

Martin,  All 
Martin,  Mai 
Mathias 
Pool 
Powell 
Price 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Andrews, 
George  W.\ 
Ashbrook 
Bandstra 
Berry 
Bonner 
Brown,  Ohio 
Burton,  Calif. 
Carter 
Chelf 

Clawson,  Del 

Daddario 

Dulski 

Flynt 

Gilligan 

Green,  Oreg. 


Resnick 
Reuss 
Roncalio 
Rooney,  N.Y. 
Skubitz 
Smith,  N.Y. 
Springer 
Stubblefield 
Teague,  Tex. 
Toll 
Watts 
Weltner 
.White,  Idaho 
mils 
right 


The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  386 
Members  have  answered  to  their  hqmes, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pit^ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispense' 
with. 


COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Rules  may  have  until  midnight  to¬ 
night  to  file  reports. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REPRINTING  OP  CERTAIN  REMARKS 
Mr.  WYDLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  my  remarks 
of  May  13  reprinted  in  more  correct 
tabular  form  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 
The  insertion  appears  on  page  A-2383. 


FABULOUS  FOURTH  QUESTION¬ 
NAIRE 

Mr.  WYDLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  March 
of  this  year  I  mailed  my  second  annual 
questionnaire  to  over  100,000  constitu¬ 
ents  in  the  Fourth  Congressional  District 
of  New  York. 

My  first  questionnaire  last  year  elicit¬ 
ed  an  enthusiastic  response  and  requests 
for  more,  and  I  promised  to  make  this 
procedure  an  annual  one.  Through  it  I 
learn  the  thinking  of  those  who  live  in 
the  “Fabulous  Fourth”  Congressional 
District  and  I  keep  abreast  of  public 
opinion.  Although  its  printing  is  expen¬ 
sive,  it  is  well  worth  the  cost  to  me. 
Returns  are  still  coming  in  at  a  ratk’ 
ich  indicates  we  will  surpass  the  unus¬ 
ually  high  number  of  14,000  replies  re¬ 
ceived,  last  year. 

Therkis  no  politics  in  this  question¬ 
naire.  iKis  sent  to  all  registered  voters 
regardless  of  party. 

The  result\were  independently  com¬ 
plied  by  Data\  Management,  Inc.  of 
Washington,  D.< 

Of  the  11  questions  asked  only  one  re¬ 
ceived  a  “no”  vote  ahd  that  was  on  ad¬ 
mitting  Red  China  to^the  U.N.  There 
was  an  ov<qwhelming\  73.7  percent 
against  this. 

All  the  ..other  questions  received  “yes’ 
votes,  the  most  emphatic  beink  in  favor 
of  withholding  voting  rights  from  U.N. 
members  who  do  not  pay  dues — 89/1  per¬ 
cent — and  the  next  in  favor  of  prayer  in 
public  schools — 81.1  percent. 

Fabulous  fourth  questionnaire 


The  largest  uncertain  vote  concerr 
American  policy  in  Vietnam — 14.r 
cent — and  the  smallest  on  prayer  in 
schools — 3.1  percent. 

However,  54.9  percent  of  those  answer¬ 
ing  favored  continued  participation  in 
the  war  in  South  Vietnam gfsing  present 
methods. 

The  deepest  splits  dey6loped  on  the  is¬ 
sues  of  “medicare” — 46.5  to  44  percent — 
and  Federal  aid  to  private  and  parochial 
schools — 44.6  to  4j9i6  percent. 

Support  for  my  bill,  H.R.  2488,  to  give 
tax  credits  to  parents  paying  tuition — 
70.2  percent/in  favor  this  year  as  com¬ 
pared  to  .72.3  percent  last.  year. 

The  j^abst  interesting  and  unique  re¬ 
sult  was  on  the  personal  choice  of  a 
political  philosophy.  Most  persons  de¬ 
led  themselves  as  politically  “Mod- 
” — 43.7  percent.  “Conservative” 
ras  selected  by  28.8  percent  and  “Lib¬ 
eral”  by  20.1  percent.  The  balance  in¬ 
dicated  no  preference. 

The  growing  response  and  fact  that 
more  than  half  of  the  questionnaires  re¬ 
turned  contained  individual  comments 
shows  that  the  people  of  the  “Fabulous 
Fourth”  Congressional  District  do  care 
about  their  Government. 

On  May  13  of  last  year,  I  gave  the 
benefit  of  this  combined  thinking  of  our 
district  to  my  colleagues  in  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

As  promised,  I  now  do  this  again  this 
year — and  on  the  same  day — May  13 — 
and  I  will  mail  these  results  to  all  who 
live  in  the  Fourth  Congressional  Dis¬ 
trict. 

My  thanks  and  congratulations  to 
those  who  participated  and  made  this 
questionnaire  a  success.  You  have  as¬ 
sured  its  continuation  next  year. 

The  questionnaire  follows: 


/ 


FOREIGN  POLICY 

1.  Do  you  favor  participation  of  Red  China  In  the  U.N.? _ _ _ _ _ 

2.  Do  you  favor  continued  participation  in  the  war  in  South  Vietnam  using  present  methods? _ 

3.  Do  you  favor  withholding  vytmg  rights  from  U.N.  members  who  do  not  pay  their  dues? _ _ _ 

HOMEFRONT  POLICY 

4.  Do  you  favor  further  Federal  legislation  to  enforce  the  right  to  vote? _ 

5.  Do  you  favor  the  3!jrnour  week? _ _ _ _ _ _ 

EDUCATION 

6.  Do  you  favqp'allowlng  a  voluntary  nondenominatlonal  prayer  to  be  recited  in  public  schools? _ 

7.  Do  you  favor  inclusion  of  private  and  parochial  schools  in  Federal  aid  to  education  programs? _ _ _ _ _ _ 

8.  Do  you  psvor  tax  credits  for  parents  who  pay  tuition  for  their  children  attending  school? _ _ 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  AND  TAXES 

9.  you  favor  hospital  care  for  those  over  65,  paid  for  by  an  increased  social  security  tax? _ 

lO.yDo  you  favor  a  reduction  in  spending  to  produce  a  balanced  Federal  budget? _ _ _ _ _ _ 

GENERAL  PHILOSOPHY 

r  11.  Do  you  favor  a  philosophy  of  government  that  is—  Percent 

Conservative?. _ _ _ 28.  8 

Moderate? _ _ : _ 1 _ 43. 7 

Liberal? _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ; _ 20. 1 


Yes 


17.5 

54.9 

89.7 


81.1 

44.6 

70.2 


46.5 

72.2 


Percent- 


No  Undecided 


73.7 

30.5 

4.8 


26.4 

42.0 


44.0 

16.8 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 
Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  Into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  7750)  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other 

purposes. 

.  .  .  —  - 


The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  7750,  with 
Mr.  Landrum  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 


tee  rose  on  yesterday,  the  Clerk  had  read 
through  the  first  section  of  the  bill  end¬ 
ing  on  line  4,  page  1.  If  there  are  no 
amendments  to  this  section,  the  Clerk 
will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

PART  I 

Chapter  1 — Policy 

Sec.  101.  Section  102  of  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  re- 
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lates  to  the  statement  of  policy,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

“It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  as¬ 
sistance  under  this  or  any  other  Act  to  any 
foreign  country  which  hereafter  permits,  or 
fails  to  take  adequate  measures  to  prevent, 
the  damage  or  destruction  by  mob  action  of 
United  States  property  within  such  country, 
should  be  terminated  and  should  not  be 
resumed  until  the  President  determines  that 
appropriate  measures  have  been  taken  by 
such  country  to  prevent  a  recurrence  there¬ 
of.” 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FULTON  OF 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  PULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Fulton  of 
Pennsylvania:  On  page  2,  line  2,  after  “pre¬ 
vent”  insert  “personal  injury  to,  unlawful 
imprisonment  or  detention  or  loss  of  life  of 
United  States  citizens”. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  on  reading  this  bill,  I  find  on 
page  2  there  is  the  provision  that  it  is  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  assistance  to  any 
foreign  country  shall  terminate  which 
hereafter  permits,  or  fails  to  take  ade¬ 
quate  measures  to  prevent  the  damage  or 
destruction  of  U.S.  property  within  such 
country  by  mob  action.  The  section  fur¬ 
ther  states  that  U.S.  aid  should  not  be 
resumed  until  the  President  determines 
appropriate  measures  have  been  taken 
by  such  country  to  prevent  a  recurrence 
of  certain  acts  against  U.S.  property. 
These  acts,  as  the  bill  is  now  written, 
apply  to  damage  or  destruction  by  mob 
action  of  U.S.  property,  within  that 
country.  But  the  section  does  not  pro¬ 
tect  the  U.S.  citizens  themselves. 

What  my  amendment  does  is  this.  It 
says  that  this  section  also  will  apply  to 
the  persons  of  U.S.  citizens.  This  is  how 
it  applies  to  the  persons.  I  put  in  the 
words  “to  prevent  personal  injury  to,  un¬ 
lawful  imprisonment  or  detention  or  loss 
of  life,  of  U.S.  citizens.” 

Therefore,  the  section  will  now  read 
both  as  to  the  U.S.  property  damage 
as  well  as  to  the  persons  and  rights  of 
U.S.  citizens.  Under  my  amendment, 
the  section  will  now  read  this  way: 

It  Is  tbe  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assist¬ 
ance  under  this  or  any  other  Act  to  any  for¬ 
eign  country  which  hereafter  permits,  or 
fails  to  take  adequate  measures  to  prevent 
personal  injury  to,  unlawful  imprisonment 
or  detention  or  loss  of  life  of  United  States 
citizens  and  the  damage  or  destruction  by 
mob  action  of  United  States  property  within 
such  country,  should  he  terminated  and 
should  not  be  resumed  until  the  President 
determines  that  appropriate  measures  have 
been  taken  by  such  country  to  prevent  a  re¬ 
currence  thereof.” 

Now  what  often  happens  is  this.  Our 
U.S.  citizens  are  detained  without  cause 
and  they  are  imprisoned  or  held  incom¬ 
municado.  This  has  occurred  many 
times.  My  amendment  states  that  the 
President  then  can  cancel  aid  or  suspend 
the  aid  of  a  recipient  country  until  the 
releases  of  detained  U.S.  citizens  are 
made  and  until  the  President  determines 
that  proper  measures  have  been  taken  by 
that  country  to  protect  the  lives  as  well 
as  property  of  U.S.  citizens.  I  think 
Congress  should  provide  for  such  cases 
that  involve  personal  injury  or  unlawful 
imprisonment  or  detention  or  loss  of  life 


of  U.S.  citizens  as  well  as  provisions 
applying  to  damage  to  property.  The 
fives,  liberties,  and  security  of  U.S.  citi¬ 
zens  in  every  country  whenever  they 
might  be,  are  certainly  more  important 
than  damage  to  U.S.  property,  which 
certainly  should  be  protected,  too. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  my  amendment 
will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  doubt  in  my 
mind  concerning  the  intentions  of  the 
gentleman,  in  .offering  the  amendment  to 
the  bill.  His  intentions  are  good.  He  is 
seeking  to  protect  as  many  of  our  citi¬ 
zens  and  as  much  of  our  property  as  pos¬ 
sible. 

However,  I  fear  the  gentleman  would 
go  just  a  little  too  far,  when  he  talks 
about  cutting  off  aid  for  unlawful  arrests 
and  imprisonment.  Who  is  to  determine 
what  is  unlawful  and  what  is  not  unlaw¬ 
ful? 

I  do  not  believe  it  is  our  intention,  in 
amending  the  original  law,  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  in  the  event  of  destruction  of 
embassies  or  property  of  the  United 
States  the  President  should  have  the 
right  to  cut  off  aid,  to  go  that  far. 

When  it  is  said,  in  the  event  an  in¬ 
dividual  is  unlawfully  arrested,  aid  will 
be  cut  off,  that  is  going  a  little  too  far. 
In  order  to  determine  whether  there  is 
an  unlawful  arrest  it  is  necessary  to  have 
a  trial  and  to  have  appeals  and  so  on. 
Heaven  alone  knows  where  one  will  wind 
up. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  We 
have  had  many  U.S.  cases  of  our  citizens 
being  detained  and  arrested,  and  injured 
abroad.  I  can  point  out  two  specific 
cases  recently  of  British  citizens  who 
were  aircraft  pilots.  They  were  in  two 
African  countries.  They  were  stoned. 
They  were  held  incommunicado.  The 
consuls  and  ambassadors  were  denied 
access  to  them,  and  there  had  been  no 
trial. 

If  we  are  going  to  protect  U.S.  property 
and  give  a  right  to  the  President  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  aid  shall  be  given,  be¬ 
cause  of  damage  to  property,  how  much 
more  important  is  it  to  protect  U.S.  citi¬ 
zens  from  false  arrest,  from  imprison¬ 
ment,  and  from  being  held  incommuni¬ 
cado.  One  does  not  need  a  trial.  The 
President  will  determine  when  this  sit¬ 
uation  shall  exist  in  each  recipient 
country. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  It  is  basic  and 
fundamental  in  this  legislation  that  the 
President  has  the  right  at  any  time, 
whether  we  suggest  it  in  a  preamble  or 
not.  The  President  has  a  right  to  dis¬ 
continue  aid.  He  can  do  that  at  any 
time  he  pleases.  That  is  inherent  in 
the  legislation. 

When  we  stretch  this  too  far,  it  seems 
to  me  perhaps  we  may  not  attain  the 
end  we  seek  to  attain. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield  fur¬ 
ther? 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  If  it 
is  the  case  that  the  President  has  the 


power  to  terminate  aid  anyhow,  in  any 
event,  including  actions  with  respect  to 
property,  why  is  there  a  provision  only 
for  property  and  not  with  respect  to 
liberty  and  human  fife  as  well?  If  it  is 
necessary  to  have  a  provision  for  prop¬ 
erty,  of  course  it  is  necessary  to  have  a 
provision  with  respect  to  human  fife  and 
liberty,  against  unlawful  detention  of  our 
U.S.  citizens  without  access  by  our 
Ambassadors  or  consuls. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  I  do  not  wish  to 
labor  the  question  too  long.  There  was 
a  tremendous  furore  as  a  result  of  the 
destruction  of  the  Embassy  in  Egypt. 
That  was  wrong.  The  same  thing  hap¬ 
pened  in  Indonesia.  That  was  wrong. 

To  overcome  those  situations,  we  in¬ 
serted  the  language  as  a  warning  to  the 
people  who  are  beneficiaries  of  our  aid 
that  they  had  better  be  careful  or  other¬ 
wise  they  will  lose  our  assistance. 

When  we  extend  this  to  a  situation 
which  might  become  very  difficult  to  in¬ 
terpret,  I  feel  we  are  touching  dangerous 
ground.  If  our  citizens  are  held  incom¬ 
municado,  after  the  diplomatic  conver¬ 
sations — and  it  appears  as  though  the 
government  which  is  the  recipient  of  our 
aid  insists  upon  refusing  to  release  those 
individuals,  I  believe  we  can  do  quite  a 
good  deal  if  we  wish  to.  Things  have 
been  done  heretofore  in  connection  with 
situations  of  that  type,  even  going  be¬ 
yond  the  refusal  of  aid. 

I  do  not  believe  that  situation  has  ap¬ 
plication  here.  I  believe  it  would  cause 
more  harm  than  do  good,  although  I  can 
appreciate  the  intentions  of  the  gentle¬ 
man,  which  I  consider  to  be  highly 
appropriate. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield 
further?  _ 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Yes. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  If  the 
purpose  of  the  provision  is  to  give  notice 
that  if  these  countries  permit  damage  to 
U.S.  property,  then  aid  will  be  terminated 
or  suspended,  do  you  not  think  it  is  just 
as  wise  that  if  our  citizens  are  hurt, 
killed,  or  held  incommunicado  the  same 
suspension  of  U.S.  aid  will  be  done? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  why  do  we  have  to  write 
into  any  law  the  basic  policy  that  we  will 
take  action  when  a  U.S.  citizen  is  killed? 
There  is  no  doubt  on  this  point.  This 
amendment  was  designed  solely  to  pro¬ 
tect  Amei’ican  property  overseas.  It  is  an 
important  amendment.  The  danger  here 
is  if  we  adopt  the  amendment  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania,  we  are  going 
to  change  emphasis  from  the  protection 
of  property  and  confuse  what  we  are 
talking  about.  We  will  never  be  com¬ 
placent  about  the  loss  of  fife.  The  dan¬ 
ger  is  that  there  is  some  complacency 
about  destroying  our  property.  This 
amendment,  in  my  opinion,  destroys  the 
effectiveness  of  the  provision  in  the  bill, 
which  is  designed  to  protect  our  embas¬ 
sies  against  mob  violence.  The  commit¬ 
tee  spent  a  long  time  on  this  amend¬ 
ment.  It  is  the  same  amendment  that 
is  incorporated  in  the  bill  reported  by 
the  Senate  and  will  meet  no  opposi¬ 
tion  in  conference.  The  gentleman’s 
amendment  goes  entirely  too  far,  I 
think. 
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Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Is  it  not  true  we  have  not  had  any 
particular  problem  except  in  certain  iso¬ 
lated  instances  with  respect  to  personnel? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  That  is  correct.  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Fulton]  mentioned  two  British  pilots 
who  it  turned  out  were  not  U.S.  citizens. 
I  do  not  know  why  we  should  be  writing 
legislation  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
hereto  protect  citizens  of  other  coun¬ 
tries. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  is  it  not  also  true  our  own 
Government  acted  promptly,  with  dis¬ 
patch  and  firmness,  wherever  we  had  a 
problem  arising  involving  American 
citizens? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
reason  for  this  amendment  in  the  bill 
dealing  with  property  is  because  we  have 
run  across  a  well-organized  plan  in  which 
the  Communists  are  involved,  and  we 
are  trying  to  advise  recipient  govern¬ 
ments  that  they  cannot  tacitly  or  indi¬ 
rectly  let  Communists  agitate  and  tear 
up  American  property  and  still  expect  to 
get  some  aid  under  this  bill.  That  is 
the  purpose  of  this  amendment,  is  it 
not? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  And  that  is  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  trying  to  protect  prop¬ 
erty  and  American  life. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chaiiman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Yes.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  If  we 
are  giving  the  Communists  notice  that 
the  aid  might  be  terminated  if  they  tear 
up  property,  how  much  better  would  it 
be  to  give  the  notice  likewise  that  if 
they  damage  or  injure  our  citizens  and 
imprison  them  or  hold  them  incommu¬ 
nicado  or  if  they  cause  the  loss  of  life 
of  U.S.  citizens,  then  we  give  them  notice 
also  that  the  aid  may  be  terminated.  I 
feel  if  you  do  it  just  on  property,  it  leaves 
out  the  matter  of  human  life.  I  might 
say  to  you  I  want  prompt  action  on  both 
the  matter  of  lives  and  property,  and  if 
we  are  going  to  say  it  with  respect  to 
property,  we  should  most  certainly  say 
it  with  respect  to  U.S.  life  as  well. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Again  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  why  do  we  have  to  write  it 
into  this  bill?  The  President  certainly 
has  the  authority,  the  desire,  and  the 
determination  to  protect  any  American 
life. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Fulton], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


Chapter  2 — Development  assistance 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ADAIR 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  2,  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 

“Title  I — Development  Loan  Fund 

“Sec.  102.  Title  I  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  which  relates  to  development  loans,  is 
amended  as  follows : 

‘“(a)  Amend  section  202(a)  by  striking 
out  “and  $1,500,000,000  for  each  of  the  next 
two  fiscal  years,  which  sums  shall  remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  any 
unappropriated  portion  of  the  amount  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  such  fis¬ 
cal  year  may  be  appropriated  in  any  subse¬ 
quent  fiscal  year  during  the  above  period 
in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  for  such  subsequent 
fiscal  year:  Provided  further,  and  substitute 
the  following:  ‘$1,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  1965,  and  $649,292,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
1966,  which  sums  shall  remain  available  un¬ 
til  expended:  Provided.’  ” 

And  renumber  the  following  sections  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

(Mr.  ADAIR  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an 
amendment  to  existing  law  which,  if 
adopted,  would  reduce  the  amount  of 
this  authorization  bill  by  $130,958,000; 
essentially  a  reduction  of  $131  million  in 
the  Development  Loan  Fund.  It  may 
properly  be  asked,  how  I  arrive  at  that 
figure.  The  figure  of  $130,958,000  is  the 
total  amount  expected  to  be  in  the  pipe¬ 
line,  as  of  June  30  of  this  year,  for  the 
following  countries:  United  Arab  Re¬ 
public,  Haiti,  Cambodia,  Indonesia,  Al¬ 
geria,  Ghana,  and  Congo — Brazzaville. 

I  say  that  if  you  take  the  amount  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  in  the  pipeline  at  the  end  of 
this  fiscal  year  for  each  of  those  coun¬ 
tries  and  total  them  you  reach  a  figure 
just  short  of  $131  million  which  my 
amendment  would  take  from  the  Devel¬ 
opment  Loan  Fund. 

Not  all  of  this  pipeline  money,  not  all 
of  the  money  expected  to  be  in  the  pipe¬ 
line  is  development  loan  money.  Over 
$100  million  is.  The  rest  of  it  is  in  cer¬ 
tain  other  funds,  such  as  Supporting 
Assistance,  Contingency  Fund,  and  other 
programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  are  to  make  any 
reduction  in  the  dollar  value  of  this  bill, 
if  we  are  to  say  to  certain  countries 
which  have  repeatedly  flaunted  us  and 
our  assistance  that  we  do  not  like  that, 
that  we  resent  their  attitudes,  then  here 
is  the  way  to  do  it. 

Let  me  read  to  the  Committee  a  copy 
of  a  letter  that  was  printed  in  Time  mag¬ 
azine  dated  May  21.  It  is  signed  Noro¬ 
dom  Sihanouk,  Chief  of  State,  Phnom 
Penh,  Cambodia.  I  shall  read  that  let¬ 
ter  published  in  Time  magazine. 

Sir:  As  an  anti-American,  I  thank  you  for 
your  rotten  article  devoted  to  my  person  in 
your  issue  of  May  7.  Your  insult  to  a  head 
of  state  and  your  odious  lies  dishonor  not 
only  your  magazine  but  also  your  nation. 

I  assure  you  that  I  would  much  prefer  to 
die  from  the  blows  of  the  Communists  (who 
are  certainly  hostile  to  royalty,  but  who 
have  no  contempt  for  us)  than  capitulate 
before  you,  who  symbolize  the  worst  in 
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humanity;  i.e.,  racism,  discrimination,  in¬ 
justice,  death,  and  lies. 

(Signed)  Norodom  Sihanouk, 

Chief  of  State,  Phnom  Penh,  Cambodia. 

Cambodia  is  one  of  the  countries  that 
would  be  affected  if  my  amendment  is 
adopted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  programs  for  certain  of 
these  countries  are  to  be  funded  under 
this  year’s  authorization  bill.  The  Pres¬ 
ident  does  have  certain  elasticity.  Of 
course,  he  also  has  the  contingency 
fund. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  I  hope  to  do 
through  my  amendment  is  to  cut  off  the 
pipeline. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  point  out  to  the 
members  of  the  Committee  that  that  is 
my  intent,  but  we  cannot  be  certain  that 
by  naming  countries  specifically  they 
will  be  denied  loans  under  this  Develop¬ 
ment  Loan  Fund.  I  am  predicating  it 
upon  the  basis  that  the  Development 
Loan  Fund  is  one  sum  of  money.  Even 
if  we  adopt  this  amendment,  I  must  say 
in  candor  to  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  that  while  I  speak  as  I  do,  and 
others  may  speak  as  they  do,  the  ad¬ 
ministration  is  not  bound  to  cut  it  from 
these  countries  I  have  named. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

(Mr.  ADAIR  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  proceed  for  3  additional  min¬ 
utes.) 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  we 
use  this  yardstick  in  recommending  the 
reduction  in  dollars,  which  we  do,  that 
the  administration  would  respect  what 
we  are  trying  to  do  and  would  act  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  some  might  say  that 
certain  portions  of  this  have  already 
been  earmarked,  and  that  is  also  true. 
But,  against  some  of  those  earmarkings 
there  has  been  little  disbursement  or 
there  has  been  vary  little  action  of  any 
kind  in  some  cases  since  1963  and  in 
many  cases  since  1962.  In  one  instance, 
one  portion  of  this  deals  with  an  alloca¬ 
tion  of  $55  million  for  a  smelter  which, 
in  all  probability,  will  never  be  financed 
under  the  Development  Loan  Fund. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  point  is  that  we 
can  indicate  our  strong  feelings  with  re¬ 
spect  to  those  nations  that  turn  from 
us  and  in  the  direction  of  communism, 
or  turn  from  us  and  in  the  direction  of 
other  great  powers.  We  can  indicate 
that  we  strongly  disapprove  of  that.  We 
can  reduce  the  dollar  amount  of  this  bill 
by  almost  $131  million  and,  at  the  same 
time  for  those  who  favor  the  legislation, 
it  would  not  be  a  blow  which  would  com¬ 
pletely  wipe  it  out. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ADAIR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  The  gentleman 
from  Indiana  has  mentioned  a  $55  mil¬ 
lion  loan  that  we  made  for  a  smelter. 
I  presume  he  is  referring  to  the  loan 
agreement  with  Ghana. 

Is  it  not  true  that  this  loan  was  only 
dated  June  1962,  just  over  two  years  ago, 
and  is  a  50  percent  matching  loan  un¬ 
dertaken  with  the  Export-Import  Bank 
for  a  $110  million  smelter,  and  that  pay- 
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ments  thereon  were  not  to  begin  until 
January  1965? 

Mr.  ADAIR.  But  the  point  is  that  the 
funds  have  not  been  drawn  against,  or 
if  they  have  been,  they  have  been  drawn 
against  in  a  very  small  amount.  My 
assumption  is,  I  may  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin,  that  I  personally 
doubt  that  that  smelter  is  ever  built;  at 
least,  built  under  these  financing  ar¬ 
rangements. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  pay¬ 
ments  under  the  Export-Import  Bank 
part  of  the  loan  have  started  in  January 
of  this  year.  Is  it  not  also  true  that  the 
loan  cannot  be  drawn  down  until  the 
product  is  finished  and  until  It  is  de¬ 
livered? 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Drawing  against  loan  is 
contingent  upon  the  agreement  under 
which  the  loan  is  made.  There  are  dif¬ 
ferent  types  of  loan  agreements  and  they 
specify  when  the  drawings  may  be  made. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  pay¬ 
ment  is  made  upon  delivery  is  it  not? 

Mr.  ADAIR.  In  some  cases  that  is 
correct ;  in  others,  before. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  whole  basis  of  the  development 
loan  was  an  agreement  reached  by  this 
House  as  an  answer  to  the  feeling  against 
backdoor  spending  some  4  years  ago. 
As  a  result  of  our  rejecting  that  type  of 
financing,  this  authorization,  this  5- 
year  authorization,  was  entered  into  and 
agreed  to  by  both  sides. 

This  particular  section  we  are  now 
talking  about,  the  development  loan  sec¬ 
tion,  terminates  this  year,  and  while  it 
is  true  there  have  been  some  abuses,  and 
there  have  been  some  changes  today  and 
since  4  years  ago,  nevertheless  the  agree¬ 
ments  that  the  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Adair]  refers  to  are  agree¬ 
ments  that  are  in  the  pipeline  as  a  result 
of  contracts  entered  into  several  years 
ago.  There  is  no  assistance  in  this  year’s 
program  to  Cambodia.  If  we  have  heard 
objection  to  this  type  of  financing,  the 
committee  can  make  our  objections  ef¬ 
fectual  at  the  next  go-around  of  the  bill. 
However,  since  this  has  been  entered  into 
it  does  involves  long-range  commitments. 
These  commitments  were  conditioned 
upon  the  fact  that  we  did  not  need  back¬ 
door  spending. 

I  might  say  that  the  people  on  this  side 
and  people  on  that  side  of  the  aisle  ob¬ 
jected  to  backdoor  spending  4  years 
ago.  This  agreement  is  running  out,  and 
I  think  it  would  be  inequitable  and  wrong 
for  us  to  terminate  or  go  back  on  our 
word  in  the  last  year  of  the  authoriza-- 
tion  which  this  body  advocated. 

It  may  well  be  that  we  should  take 
the  action  that  the  gentleman  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  Adair]  mentioned,  and  I 
concur  with  him  and  agree  with  him 
on  the  item  of  Cambodia;  but  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is  this  House  has  given 
its  word  and  its  authorization  that  we 
would  see  these  agreements  through. 
The  so-called  pipeline  involves  agree¬ 
ments  and  contracts  entered  into  pre¬ 
viously.  There  have  been  no  new  ones 
entered  into  with  Cambodia  either  this 


year  or  last  year.  To  terminate  and  go 
back  on  our  word  now  would  be  a  breach 
of  faith  on  something  the  House  has  al¬ 
ready  agreed  to — it  would  not  affect 
Cambodia  but  it  would  affect  and  drasti¬ 
cally  hurt  many  of  our  allies  who  are 
complying  with  their  part  of  the  agree¬ 
ments.  Adoption  of  this  amendment 
would  seriously  impair  the  credibility  of 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  heard  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana  state  when  he  made 
his  remarks  that  in  the  pipeline  for 
Cambodia  there  was  a  development  loan. 
We  examined  the  pipeline  figures  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  minority  report  which  sets 
forth  the  views  of  the  gentleman.  Cam¬ 
bodia  is  listed,  but  there  is  no  reference 
to  development  loans. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  I  do  not  think  I  said 
that.  I  said  my  figure  of  $131  million 
basically  was  reached  out  of  develop¬ 
ment  loan  funds.  But  there  were  other 
funds  involved,  such  as  contingency 
funds  and  supporting  funds. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  am  glad  that  the 
gentleman  has  answered  our  distin¬ 
guished  chairman.  But  that  is  the  point. 
All  of  these  loans  are  in  hard  dollars, 
repayable  in  hard  dollars. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  defeat  of  the 
pending  amendment. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  yesterday  in  discussing 
the  foreign  aid  pipeline,  I  tried  to  make 
it  clear  that  we  must  keep  in  mind  the 
distinction  between  unobligated  funds  in 
the  pipeline  and  unexpended  funds  in  the 
pipeline.  I  pointed  out  from  personal 
experience  how  a  firm  in  my  district 
was  able  to  benefit  through  a  contract 
with  Greece  where  there  were  some  un¬ 
expended  funds.  The  company  sold  a 
conveyor  belt  to  that  country. 

I  want  to  mention  another  example: 
there  is  another  company  in  my  district 
that  participates  in  our  aid  program,  the 
Allis-Chalmers  Manufacturing  Co.  That 
company  builds  turbines,  generators,  and 
other  equipment  which  it  takes  a  long 
time  to  manufacture.  When  a  hydro¬ 
electric  dam  or  a  steel  mill  is  to  be  built 
under  the  aid  program,  it  takes  a  while 
before  the  project  is  completed.  When 
our  country  grants  a  loan  to  another 
country,  payment  is  not  made  to  the  re¬ 
cipient  country,  and  then  to  the  com¬ 
pany  manufacturing  the  equipment  in 
question,  until  the  delivery  of  such  equip¬ 
ment  is  completed.  Therefore,  a  com¬ 
pany  like  the  Allis-Chalmers  Co.  does  not 
get  paid  immediately  and  the  develop¬ 
ment  loan  funds  are  not  expended  until 
the  delivery  of  the  equipment  is  com¬ 
pleted.  Now  the  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana  knows  this.  Am  I  accurate  in  this 
regard?  Am  I  stating  the  case  properly 
insofar  as  unexpended  funds  are  con¬ 
cerned?  Does  that  delivery  have  to  be 
made  before  payment  is  made? 
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Mr.  ADAIR.  It  depends  upon  the 
terms  of  the  development  loan  agree¬ 
ment.  These  agreements  do  vary. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Does  the  gentleman 
know  of  any  case  where  payment  has 
been  made  under  a  development  loan 
before  a  delivery  was  made? 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Yes.  As  one  example, 
Chile  received  a  $40  million  loan  for  a 
development  bank  in  one  lump  sum,  prior 
to  subloans  to  local  borrowers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  And  is  that  why  we 
have  unexpended  funds? 

Mr.  ADAIR.  That  is  one  reason.  But 
there  are  other  and  more  cogent  reasons. 
There  is  too  much  in  the  pipeline  that 
is  not  being  used  and  agreements  are 
not  being  drawn  and  projects  are  not 
being  completed. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Well,  on  projects 
that  are  not  being  completed,  of  course, 
there  will  not  be  any  payments,  but  that 
is  a  very  small  portion  of  the  program. 
I  do  want  to  point  out  the  danger  of  the 
gentleman’s  amendment.  When  we  turn 
to  loans  rather  than  grants,  we  lengthen 
the  pipeline.  But  we  also  gain  the  re¬ 
payments  of  loans.  The  record  of  re¬ 
payment  of  these  loans  is  very  good.  Of 
the  assistance  given  by  this  country  of 
$110  billion,  $30.3  billion  consisted  of 
loans  and  as  of  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
1964,  repayments  of  principal  and  inter¬ 
est  on  those  loans  amounted  to  $11.4  bil¬ 
lion. 

Loans  extended  by  AID  and  predeces¬ 
sor  agencies  amounted  to  almost  $10 
billion  for  development  loans,  Alliance 
for  Progress  loans,  supporting  assistance 
loans,  and  food-for -peace  undertakings. 

Now  of  this  total  of  development  loans, 
$2  billion  has  been  repaid.  $1.3  billion 
was  in  dollars,  U.S.  dollars,  and  the  re¬ 
mainder  $687  million  dollars,  in  foreign 
currencies. 

Defaults  on  development  loans 
amounted  to  only  $2.5  million  and  oc¬ 
curred  in  only  four  countries.  This  was 
one-fortieth  of  1  percent  in  relation  to 
the  loans  extended.  I  think  this  is  an 
excellent  record. 

I  do  not  believe  we  should  cut  the  pro¬ 
gram  where  we  are  making  a  great  im¬ 
pact  among  countries — our  allies  as  well 
as  the  developing  countries  in  the  world. 
This  would  be  a  mistake.  This  would  be 
a  great  mistake  and  I  hope  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  They  have  not  defaulted 
on  these  loans  for  two  reasons.  In  the 
first  place,  many  of  them  have  a  10-year 
grace  period  before  any  payment  is  made. 
In  the  second  place,  they  are  not  going 
to  default  on  these  loans  as  long  as  we 
keep  pumping  the  money  in  back  to  them 
to  pay  on  the  maturity  of  the  loans — if 
they  can  be  called  loans.  But  most  of 
them  have  not  had  a  chance  to  default. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  I  call  the  attention 
of  the  gentleman  to  the  fact  that  there 
were  principal  repayments  of  $775  mil¬ 
lion  in  American,  United  States,  hard 
currency  dollars.  Payments  of  interest 
amounted  to  $558  million  again  in  U.S. 
dollars. 
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(Mr.  ZABLOCKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
mai’ks.) 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  every  year  since  we 
authorized  the  development  loan  fund 
on  a  long-range  basis  in  1961,  there  has 
been  an  attack  of  this  kind  upon  the 
fund.  We  have  been  successful  every 
year  in  fighting  off  the  attack.  At  the 
end  of  fiscal  year  1966,  the  present  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  long-range  develop¬ 
ment  loan  fund  comes  to  an  end.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  markup  of  the  bill,  I  told  the 
committee  that  we  should  take  a  new 
look,  make  a  new  approach  and  try  to 
develop  a  new  type  of  long-range  devel¬ 
opment  loan  fund.  You  will  remember, 
that  this  is  a  program  that  is  paid  back 
in  hard  dollars.  The  development  loan 
fund  was  established  under  President 
Eisenhower  in  1957,  repayment  in  soft 
currency  was  authorized.  In  the  new 
authority  governing  the  development 
loan  fund  initiated  when  we  rewrote  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  in  1961,  we  estab¬ 
lished  a  dollar  repayment  type  of  devel¬ 
opment  loan. 

The  administration  already  has  au¬ 
thorization  for  this  fiscal  year  of  $1.5  bil¬ 
lion.  They  did  not  request  that  amount 
of  money.  They  came  here  with  a  re¬ 
quest  for  a  little  more  than  half  of  the 
$1.5  billion.  They  requested  $780  mil¬ 
lion. 

Most  of  this  money  goes  to  the  coun¬ 
tries  around  the  world  who  are  making 
real  progress  like  Turkey,  Columbia,  Ni¬ 
geria,  India,  and  Pakistan.  It  is  a  very 
important  part  of  the  program. 

The  money  is  screened  carefully.  It 
goes  only  to  the  most  effective  govern¬ 
ments,  which  we  feel  have  a  chance  to 
stand  on  their  own  feet.  AID  has  done 
a  very  careful  job  of  screening  and  in¬ 
tends  to  do  a  very  careful  job  of  screen¬ 
ing  this  fund. 

This  would  be  a  very  (severe  cut.  It 
would  damage  the  program. 

The  author  of  the  amendment  is  not 
giving  adequate  attention  to  our  obliga¬ 
tions,  to  our  definite  loan  commitments. 
He  wants  to  penalize  countries  with 
whom  we  have  firm  loan  agreements, 
with  whom  we  have  signed  contracts,  as 
well  as  curtailing  the  new  appropria¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  The  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  made  a 
very  important  point  with  respect  to  the 
long-term  commitments,  as  well  as 
pointing  out  the  fact  that  the  amount  of 
authorization  requested  is  only  a  little 
more  than  half  of  that  which  was  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  committee  and  by  the 
Congress. 

Is  it  not  true  that  the  committee  and 
the  Congress  have  worked  quite  hard  to 
shift  this  program  from  grants  to  loans? 

For  example,  in  1953  and  1955,  6  per¬ 
cent  of  all  programs  were  loans,  yet  in 
1966,  69  percent  of  all  programs  will  be 
in  loans.  The  department  has  worked 
hard  to  follow  the  mandate  of  the  Con¬ 


gress,  so  in  the  past  few  years  we  have 
seen  a  shift  in  emphasis  from  grants  to 
loans,  and  from  loans  repayable  in  local 
currencies  to  loans  repayable  in  dollars, 
with  a  substantial  increase  in  the  mini¬ 
mum  interest  rates  on  the  dollar-repay- 
able  loans. 

The  very  same  people  who  helped  to 
make  the  shift  in  emphasis  now  want  to 
turn  around  and  cut  off  the  commit¬ 
ments  made  under  the  programs  which 
have  been  very  wisely  handled  by  the 
administration. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  The  gentleman  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct.  In  addition,  we  in¬ 
creased  the  interest  rates  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  loans.  The  loans  are  repayable 
at  a  2V2  percent  interest  rate  and  are 
good,  firm  loans. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  yield  to  the  major¬ 
ity  leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Does  it  not  come  down 
to  this :  If  we  are  to  have  a  loan  program 
we  must  fulfill  the  commitments  made 
with  respect  to  loans? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  That  is  correct.  We 
must  fulfill  the  commitments,  where  we 
have  firm  contracts.  We  cannot  make 
cancellations  of  funds  now  in  the  pipe¬ 
line. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Is  it  not  true  that 
if  cuts  were  made  along  the  lines  of  the 
Adair  amendment,  those  cuts  would  not 
affect  contracts  already  entered  into, 
such  as  with  Cambodia,  to  which  the 
gentleman  objects,  but  could  affect  any 
loans  we  might  now  be  making  to  coun¬ 
tries  such  as  Korea  or  other  nations 
which  have  been  making  real  and  con¬ 
structive  progress?  Reductions  would 
have  to  be  made  to  our  closest  friends 
and  allies  who  are  today  making  prog¬ 
ress.  It  would  effect  new  loans,  not  old 
loans.  Therefore,  the  matter  of  Cam¬ 
bodia  would  not  be  affected  by  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  The  gentleman  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Adair]  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Clerks.  Page  2,  line  9 : 

TITLE  II - TECHNICAL  COOPERATION  AND  DEVEL¬ 

OPMENT  GRANTS 

Sec.  102.  Title  II  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  which  relates  to  technical  cooper¬ 
ation  and  development  grants,  is  amended 
as  follows: 

“(a)  Amend  section  212,  which  relates  to 
authorization,  by  striking  out  ‘1965’  and 
‘$215,000,000’  and  substituting  ‘1966’  and 
‘$210,000,000’,  respectively. 

“(b)  Amend  section  214,  which  relates  to 
American  schools  and  hospitals  abroad,  as 
follows : 

“‘(1)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking 
out  “treatment,  education,”  and  substituting 
"education”. 

“‘(2)  Amend  subsection  (c)  by  striking 
out  “1965,  $18,000,000”  and  substituting 
“1966,  $7,000,000”.’  ” 
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“TITLE  III - INVESTMENT  GUARANTIES 

“Sec.  103.  Title  III  of  chapter  2  of  part  1  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  which  relates  to  investment  guaranties, 
is  amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Amend  section  221(b),  which  relates 
to  general  authority,  as  follows^ 

(1)  Amend  the  introductory  clause  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(b)  The  President  may  issue  guaranties 
to  eligible  United  States  investors — ”. 

(2)  In  paragraph  (1),  strike  out  ‘‘$2,500,- 
000,000”  and  substitute  “$5,000,000,000.” 

(3)  Amend  paragraph  (2)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  proviso,  strike  out  and 
no  such  guaranty  in  the  case  of  a  loan  shall 
exceed  $25,000,000  and  no  other  such  guar¬ 
anty  shall  exceed  $10,000,000”. 

(B)  In  the  third  proviso,  immediately  after 
“$300,000,000”  insert  the  following:  “,  and 
guaranties  issued  under  this  paragraph  (2) 
for  other  than  housing  projects  similar  to 
those  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing  Ad¬ 
ministration,  shall  not  exceed  $150,000,000”. 

(C)  In  the  fourth  proviso,  strike  out  “1966” 
and  substitute  “1967”. 

(b)  Amend  section  221(c),  which  relates 
to  general  authority,  by  inserting  after  the 
word  “guaranty”  the  third  time  it  appears, 
the  words  “of  an  equity  investment”. 

(c)  Amend  section  222(b),  which  relates 
to  general  provisions,  by  inserting  after  “(ex¬ 
clusive  of  informational  niedia  guaranties) ,” 
the  words  “and  to  pay  the  costs  of  investi¬ 
gating  and  adjusting  (including  costs  of  ar¬ 
bitration)  claims  under  such  guaranties,’’. 

(d)  Amend  section  223,  which  relates  to 
definitions,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  “and”  at 
the  end  thereof  and  in  subsection  (b)  strike 
out  the  period  and  substitute  and”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection  (c)  : 
“(c)  the  term  ‘eligible  United  States  in¬ 
vestors’  means  United  States  citizens,  or  cor¬ 
porations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations 
created  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
or  any  State  or  territory  and  substantially 
beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens, 
as  well  as  foreign  corporations,  partnerships, 
or  other  associations  wholly  owned  by  one  or 
more  such  United  States  citizens,  corpora¬ 
tions,  partnerships,  or  other  associations: 
Provided.,  That  the  eligibility  of  a  foreign 
corporation  shall  be  determined  without  re¬ 
gard  to  any  shares,  in  aggregate  less  than  5 
per  centum  of  the  total  of  issued  and  sub¬ 
scribed  share  capital,  required  by  law  to  be 
held  by  persons  other  than  the  United  States 
owners.” 

(e)  Amend  section  224,  which  relates  to 
housing  projects  in  Latin  American  countries, 
to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  224.  Housing  Projects  in  Latin 
American  Countries. — (a)  It  is  the  sense 
of  Congress  that  in  order  to  stimulate  private 
homeownership  and  assist  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  stable  economies  in  Latin  America, 
the  authority  conferred  by  this  section 
should  be  utilized  for  the  purpose  of  assist¬ 
ing  in  the  development  in  the  American  Re¬ 
publics  of  self-liquidating  pilot  housing 
projects,  the  development  of  institutions  en¬ 
gaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs,  with 
particular  emphasis  on  cooperatives,  free 
labor  unions,  savings  and  loan,  and  other 
institutions  in  Latin  America  engaged 
directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financing  of 
home  mortgages,  the  construction  of  homes 
for  lower  income  persons  and  families,  the 
increased  mobilization  of  savings  and  the 
improvement  of  housing  conditions  in  Latin 
America. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (a) ,  the  President  is  authorized  to  issue 
guaranties,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
he  shall  determine,  to  eligible  United  States 
investors  as  defined  in  section  223  assuring 
against  loss  of  loan  investments  made  by 
such  investors  in — 
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“(1)  pilot  or  demonstration  private  hous¬ 
ing  projects  in  Latin  America  of  types  similar 
to  those  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  suitable  for  conditions  in 
Latin  America; 

“(2)  credit  institutions  in  Latin  America 
engaged  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financ¬ 
ing  of  home  mortgages,  such  as  savings  and 
loan  institutions; 

“(3)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  for 
lower  income  families  and  persons,  which 
projects  shall  be  constructed  in  accordance 
with  maximum  unit  costs  established  by  the 
President  for  families  and  persons  whose  in¬ 
comes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the 
President; 

“(4)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America 
which  will  promote  the  development  of  in¬ 
stitutions  important  to  the  success  of  the 
Alliance  for  Progress,  such  as  free  labor 
unions  and  cooperatives;  or 

“(5)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  25 
per  centum  or  more  of  the  aggregate  of  the 
mortgage  financing  for  which  is  made  avail¬ 
able  from  sources  within  Latin  America  and 
is  not  derived  from  sources  outside  Latin 
America,  which  projects  shall,  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  practicable,  have  a  unit  cost  of 
not  more  than  $6,500. 

“(c)  The  total  face  amount  of  guaranties 
issued  under  this  section  outstanding  at  any 
one  time  shall  not  exceed  $450,000,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  payment  may  be  made  under 
this  section  for  any  loss  arising  out  of  fraud 
or  misconduct  for  which  the  investor  is  re¬ 
sponsible:  Provided  further.  That  this  au¬ 
thority  shall  continue  until  June  30,  1967.” 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CRAMER 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cramer  :  Page  5, 
line  15,  after  the  word  "free”,  insert  “non- 
Communist  dominated”;  and  on  page  6,  line 
16,  after  the  word  “free”,  insert  “non-Com- 
munist  dominated”. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
an  amendment  which  I  hope  will  be  ac¬ 
cepted  by  the  committee.  All  it  does  is 
it  says  if  you  are  going  to  set  up  this  new 
housing  project  in  the  Latin  American 
country  program,  which  I  incidentally 
strongly  support,  and  you  are  at  the 
same  time  going  to  make  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  “the  development  of  institutions 
engaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  pro¬ 
grams,  with  particular  emphasis  on 
cooperatives,  free  labor  unions,  savings 
and  loan  and  other  institutions  in  Latin 
America  engaged  directly  or  indirectly 
in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages,  the 
construction  of  homes  for  lower  income 
persons  and  families,  the  increased  mo¬ 
bilization  of  savings  and  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  housing  conditions  in  Latin 
America”;  and  then  on  page  6,  line 
14,  paragraph  (4),  “housing  projects  in 
Latin  America  which  will  promote  the 
development  of  institutions  important 
to  the  success  of  the  Alliance  for  Prog¬ 
ress,  such  as  free  labor  unions  and  co¬ 
operatives.”  I  say  that  we  should  cer¬ 
tainly  not  permit  funds  to  be  made 
available  to  any  union  that  is  dominated 
by  the  Communists. 

It  is  common  knowledge,  the  record  is 
replete  with  evidence  of  Communist  at¬ 
tempts  to  infiltrate,  to  take  charge  of,  to 
take  over  certain  labor  union  movements 
in  Latin  America.  I  do  not  think  any¬ 
one  in  this  House  would  want  the  ad¬ 
ministration  or  anyone  else  to  have  dis¬ 
cretion  to  provide  assistance  to  labor 


unions  if,  in  fact,  it  is  shown  that  they 
are  Communist  dominated. 

I  may  have  some  reservations  myself 
as  it  relates  to  providing  foreign  aid 
money  for  the  purpose  of  requiring  and 
encouraging  the  formation  of  labor 
unions  in  the  first  instance  as  a  neces¬ 
sary  adjunct  to  the  use  of  Alliance  for 
Progress  funds.  This  has  gone  on  all 
over  Latin  America.  It  is  common 
knowledge  that  one  condition  for  Al¬ 
liance  for  Progress  funds,  among  others, 
is  that  the  labor  union  movements  in 
those  countries  shall  be  encouraged. 
But  that  bridge  has  been  crossed.  If 
you  are  going  to  do  that,  as  it  relates 
even  to  labor  union-sponsored  housing 
projects,  then  I  say  make  certain  that 
these  labor  unions  are  not  Communist 
dominated.  That  is  all  this  amendment' 
does,  and  I  should  hope  the  Committee 
would  accept  it. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YATES.  Will  the  gentleman  ex¬ 
plain  what  he  means  by  the  phrase  “non- 
Communist  dominated”? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Not  necessarily.  I 
know  what  the  gentleman’s  question  is. 
This  is  common  terminology  that  has 
been  used  in  other  similar  efforts;  “non- 
Communist  dominated”  as  it  relates  to 
‘non-Communist-dominated  countries.” 
This  is  common  terminology  used  in  such 
restrictive  foreign  aid  language.  That  is 
where  it  came  from. 

Mr.  YATES.  What  does  it  mean? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  It  means  exactly  what 
it  says.  If  there  are  a  number  of  Com¬ 
munists  in  a  union  and  thus  by  their 
number  or  otherwise  they  dominate  the 
union — no  money.  That  is  what  it 
means.  That  is  what  it  says — “non- 
Communist  dominated”  just  like  a  coun¬ 
try  if  it  is  “non-Communist  dominated” 
can  get  aid,  but  not  otherwise.  You 
cannot  spell  it  out  further.  It  would  be 
wrong  to  attempt  to  spell  it  out  further. 
This  simply  applies  the  same  test  to 
labor  unions  that  is  applied  in  other  in¬ 
stances.  I  cannot  imagine  how  the 
Committee  would  not  accept  it. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YATES.  How  is  the  Administra¬ 
tor  to  know  what  is  a  non-Communist- 
dominated  union? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  They  do  not  have  any 
trouble  determining  what  is  a  non-Com¬ 
munist-dominated  country;  they  will 
have  no  difficulty  determining  what  is 
a  non-Communist-dominated  union. 
Now,  I  hear  constant  suggestions  that 
the  Administration  be  given  authority 
to  exercise  its  discretion.  Here  it  is.  It 
decides  whether  a  union  is  non- Commu¬ 
nist-dominated.  If  it  is,  they  get  the 
money;  if  not,  they  do  not.  If  someone 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  wants  some 
money  to  go  to  Communist- dominated 
unions,  let  them  vote  against  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment.  I 
do  not  think  money  should  go  to  any 
Communist  union,  but  the  terms  of  ref¬ 
erence  in  this  amendment  are  not  that 


simple.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
on  page  5,  line  15,  we  point  out  that 
they  must  be  free  labor  unions.  There¬ 
fore,  if  a  union  is  Communist-dominated 
it  cannot  possibly  be  a  free  labor  union. 
The  language  of  the  amendment  is  re¬ 
dundant,  it  is  surplusage,  and  it  is  not 
necessary.  We  are  in  agreement  on  the 
desired  net  result.  I  urge  the  defeat  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Will  the  gentleman  de¬ 
fine  what  “free”  means?  If  “free”  means 
the  same  as  “non-Communist-domi¬ 
nated,”  why  would  the  gentleman  object 
to  defining  it  further  with  my  amend¬ 
ment  so  there  would  be  no  question 
about  it? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Everybody  knows 
what  it  means. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  What  does  it  mean? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  It  means  non- 
Communist-dominated. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  It  also  means  every¬ 
body  may  join  it,  does  it  not,  including 
the  Communists?  This  amendment  de¬ 
fines  it  further  and  excludes  Communist 
domination. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  No;  it  means  non- 
Communist  dominated.  I  would  imagine 
that  a  free  labor  union  means  a  free 
labor  union  not  dominated  by  anyone, 
including  the  Communists. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Suppose  it  is  intended 
to  mean  to  apply  only  to  non-Commu¬ 
nist-dominated  unions?  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  wants  to  make  sure  it  does,  and  he 
agrees,  he  should  support  my  amendment 
to  make  sure. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  support  the 
gentleman’s  intention  and  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  intention  has  the  support  of  this 
bill.  Therefore,  it  is  not  necessary. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentlemen  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  understand  the  word 
“free”  to  mean  it  is  not  dominated  by 
anyone. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  That  is  qxactly 
right.  The  chairman  has  made  a  good 
point  on  that,  and,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge 
the  defeat  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  DERWINSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mrs.  REID  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  Illinois. 

(Mrs.  REID  of  Illinois  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  REID  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chairman, 
what  is  the  purpose  of  the  foreign  aid 
program?  Is  it  to  win  friends,  to  keep 
the  peace,  and  to  keep  communism  from 
spreading?  All  we  have  to  do  is  to  take 
a  quick  look  at  the  world  situation  today 
to  realize  that  if  this  is  the  purpose  of 
the  foreign  aid  program  it  has  been  a 
dismal  failure. 
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During  fiscal  year  1946  through  fiscal 
year  1964  we  have  distributed  over  $110 
billion  of  the  American  taxpayers’  dol¬ 
lars  and  the  dollars  of  still  unborn  gen¬ 
erations  among  some  110  foreign  na¬ 
tions — friends  as  well  as  enemies.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  same  period  of  time,  the  recip¬ 
ients  of  our  aid  have  purchased  over  $10 
billion  of  our  gold — thereby  contributing 
greatly  to  our  serious  gold  shortage  prob¬ 
lem.  We  have  seen  many  countries  go 
behind  the  Iron  Curtain  in  that  time  and 
many  more  still  receiving  our  aid — 
though  claiming  to  be  neutral — hue  to 
the  Communist  line,  permit  our  embas¬ 
sies  and  our  flag  to  be  attacked  and  des¬ 
ecrated,  vote  with  the  Communists  more 
often  than  they  do  with  us  in  the  United 
Nations,  and  interfere  with  efforts  to 
bring  stability  and  peace  to  the  world. 

Each  year,  the  Congress  reaffirms  its 
intent  that  American  tax  dollars  are  not 
to  be  given  to  such  countries — but  no 
such  denial  of  aid  is  actually  written  into 
law.  Thus,  Congress  abdicates  its  con¬ 
stitutional  control  over  the  purse  strings 
and  leaves  the  final  decision  up  to  the 
President.  Nasser  tells  us  to  “go  jump 
in  the  lake,”  but  we  continue  to  provide 
aid — and  $29,973,000  remain  in  the  pipe¬ 
line  from  previously  authorized  and  ap¬ 
propriated  amounts  for  aid  to  the  United 
Arab  Republic.  Sukarno  stated  a  few 
months  ago: 

We  are  rich  enough  to  do  without  Ameri¬ 
can  aid.  Indonesian  resources  are  so,  so 
rich;  our  need  is  only  to  dig  out  our  own 
resources.  To  *  *  *  with  American  aid. 

Yet,  $17,193,000  of  American  dollars 
remain  ready  for  the  use  of  Indonesia 
even  without  the  present  bill.  Ghana 
and  Algeria  have  embraced  Red  China 
and  are  adding  to  the  troubles  of  the 
Congo — but  a  total  of  $75.5  million  re¬ 
main  from  previously  appropriated  funds 
for  their  use  in  fiscal  year  1966. 

These  are  just  a  few  examples  of  what 
I  consider  to  be  the  misuse  of  American 
tax  dollars.  In  addition,  the  entire  pro¬ 
gram  is  replete  with  waste,  extravagance, 
and  mismanagement. 

It  has  been  widely  reported  by  the 
administration  and  by  the  news  media 
that  this  current  foreign  aid  request  has 
been  cut  to  the  “bare  bone” — and  if  you 
merely  look  at  the  total  of  $2.04  billion 
provided  in  this  authorization  bill  you 
might  be  inclined  to  agree.  On  check¬ 
ing  a  little  deeper,  however,  one  finds 
that  the  total  is  quickly  increased  to 
$3,367,670,000  by  amounts  previously 
authorized — and  this  is  just  the  start. 
This  present  bill  authorizes  an  unlimited 
amount  for  southeast  Asia — with  the 
President  having  full  control  over  what 
is  actually  to  be  spent.  In  addition, 
there  are  other  separate  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
grams  such  as  the  Peace  Corps,  food  for 
peace,  Inter-American  Development 
Bank,  International  Development  Asso¬ 
ciation — bringing  the  total  amount  pro¬ 
vided  for  foreign  aid  for  fiscal  year  1966 
to  about  $6  billion.  Then,  of  course,  the 
United  States  spends  still  another  addi¬ 
tional  $3  billion  annually  for  military 
expenditures  abroad  which  come  under 
the  Defense  Department  budget.  Fi¬ 
nally,  we  have  to  add  the  sum  of  $6.2  bil¬ 
lion  of  unexpended  foreign  assistance 
funds  previously  authorized  and  appro¬ 


priated  and  in  the  so-called  pipeline  for 
use  in  fiscal  year  1966.  And,  I  would 
remind  you,  we  are  providing  all  of  this 
money  at  a  time  when  we  are  faced  with 
a  serious  balance-of -payments  problem, 
a  gold  shortage,  and  a  national  debt  of 
some  $318  billion  which  greatly  exceeds 
the  combined  debt  of  all  other  countries 
of  the  world — and  when  we  are  called 
upon  to  increase  our  military  expendi¬ 
tures  to  help  protect  South  Vietnam  and 
the  Dominican  Republic  from  Commu¬ 
nist  aggression. 

There  are  approximately  22  different 
U.S.  agencies  involved  in  giving  foreign 
aid  to  over  80  countries  now — and  over 
71,000  individuals,  including  partici¬ 
pants,  are  on  the  foreign  aid  payroll. 
Can  such  a  widespread  program  result 
in  efficiency  and  value  received  for  each 
dollar  spent?  My  answer  to  that  ques¬ 
tion  is  an  emphatic  “No.” 

Certainly,  I  feel  that  some  aid  to 
friendly  foreign  nations  is  necessary,  if 
provided  on  a  selective  basis  and  at  the 
grassroots  level.  On  the  other  hand,  I 
feel  very  strongly  that  the  very  survival 
of  the  free  world  depends  upon  our  re¬ 
maining  fiscally  sound — and  that  we 
cannot  continue  to  attempt  to  support 
the  world  without  going  bankrupt.  I 
concur  completely  with  the  views  and 
recommendations  contained  in  the  mi¬ 
nority  report  on  this  bill,  H.R.  7750. 

My  vote  against  this  bill  will  serve  as 
indication  of  my  strong  protest  against 
giving  aid  to  unfriendly  nations  and 
against  the  waste  and  extravagance  in 
the  present  program — as  well  as  my 
equally  strong  demand  for  a  completely 
new  look  at  the  entire  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  Committee,  I  believe  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Gal¬ 
lagher]  has  made  the  strongest  argu¬ 
ment  for  this  amendment  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]  could 
possibly  ask  for.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it 
is  a  stronger  argument  than  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  made  in  behalf  of 
the  amendment  himself. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  fact  that  we  are 
trying  to  read  into  the  language  of  the 
bill  that  “free”  means  “non-Commu- 
nist,”  certainly  is  stretching  definitions 
substantially  and  I  see  nothing  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  amendment  which  has 
been  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida  and  the  statement  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Gallagher]  sup¬ 
ports  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot  quite  under¬ 
stand  the  use  of  definitions  of  those  op¬ 
posing  this  amendment. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Der- 
winski]  is  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs  and  I  know  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  record  is  known  to  be  violently 
anti-Communist,  as  are  all  of  the  people 
in  this  House  of  Representatives. 

On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  was  in  committee  when  this 
language  was  prepared  and  following  his 
leadership  on  some  of  these  matters  we 
felt  that  “free  labor  unions”  meant  that 
they  would  not  be  Communist  dominated 
and  therefore  this  language  as  contained 
in  the  bill  covered  not  only  Communists 
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but  anyone  who  would  try  to  take  over  a 
union  and  keep  it  from  being  a  free 
labor  union. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  hope  that  this 
amendment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
I  see  the  virtue  of  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida,  it  spells  out 
more  concretely  the  position  of  the 
House  than  does  the  language  of  the 
bill.  We  have  to  recognize  the  fact  that 
we  went  through  a  period  in  the  United 
States  in  the  early  and  late  forties  where 
there  were  necessary  efforts  made  to  re¬ 
move  Communist  control  of  unions.  We 
recognize  that  unions  are  normal  tar¬ 
gets  for  Communist  infiltration  and  to 
specifically  emphasize  that  we  will  not 
provide  funds  to  be  used  by  Communist- 
controlled  unions  I  think  is  a  logical  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  position  of  the  Congress 
and  a  logical  implementation  of  this  bill. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the 
amendment  of  the  gentleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Cramer]  should  be  approved. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Would  the  gentleman 
think  that  the  tin  miners  union  in  Bo¬ 
livia,  which  has  its  own  militia,  is  a  free 
union,  with  or  without  Communist  mem¬ 
bership? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  would  presume 
not  but,  perhaps  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Gallagher]  might  wish  to 
apply  his  definition. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  think  that  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Iowa  has 
raised  a  very  good  point.  We  want  free 
unions.  We  want  them  to  be  free  of 
Communists  and  free  from  rightists. 
That  is  the  reason  why  we  should  have 
this  affirmative  language  against  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  any  militiamen,  milita- 
men  of  the  right  or  left,  Communists,  or 
extreme  rightists. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  our  affirma¬ 
tive  language  as  contained  in  the  bill 
covers  it  all. 

I  appreciate  the  contribution  which 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  has  made. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  have  not  heard  whether 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  thinks 
the  Bolivian  tin  miners  union  is  a  free 
union. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  No,  I  do  not. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further - 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  think  we  should 
explore  all  of  these  matters. 

Mr.  GROSS.  You  would  not  exclude 
them,  however,  under  the  language  of 
this  bill. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  If  they  were  dom¬ 
inated  by  any  militiamen,  they  would  be 
excluded. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  The  language  of 
the  amendment  which  has  been  offered 
by  the  gentleman,  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Cramer]  would  more  specifically  exclude 
the  use  of  funds  to  Communist-controlled 
unions. 
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Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  have  just  looked  up 
the  definition  of  “free”  and  it  says,  “Un¬ 
restricted  and  unconfined.”  Communists 
can  join  an  unrestricted,  unconfined 
union  and  that  is  why  my  amendment 
proposes  to  prevent,  prevent  the  moneys 
contained  in  this  fund  from  going  to 
unions  that  are  Communist  dominated. 
That  is  all  it  does.  But  the  word  “free” 
does  not  do  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  wants 
to  do  it,  he  should  be  applauding  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  The  gentleman 
has  a  lot  less  confidence  in  the  word 
“free”  than  I  have.  A  “free”  union  means 
that  no  one  dominates  it,  including  Com¬ 
munists,  and  including  the  kind  of  people 
who  march  down  in  Bolivia  who  do  not 
benefit  from  this. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Cramer)  there 
were — ayes  52,  noes  80. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Gallagher 
and  Mr.  Cramer. 

So  the  Committee  again  divided,  and 
the  tellers  reported  that  there  were — 
ayes  12,  noes  122. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  that  the  Committee  amended  the 
bill  as  introduced  to  extend  the  highly 
promising  guaranty  program  for  oversea 
housing,  both  in  Latin  America  and  in 
other  areas  of  the  world. 

This  program,  which  was  initiated  by 
the  Congress  4  years  ago,  has  developed 
into  one  of  the  best  examples  of  assist¬ 
ance  in  the  foreign  aid  program.  Fi¬ 
nanced  through  private  investment 
rather  than  U.S.  Government  funds,  it 
serves  as  an  excellent  vehicle  for  private 
enterprise  in  this  country  to  cooperate 
with  private  sectors  in  other  areas  of 
the  world.  It  provides  much  needed 
housing  on  a  self -liquidating  basis,  simi¬ 
lar  to  our  FHA  program  in  the  United 
States  and  serves  that  segment  of  the 
economy  which  is  not  in  need  of  sub¬ 
sidized  housing  through  public  housing 
institutions. 

On  my  trips  to  Latin  America,  I  have 
visited  several  of  these  programs  and  was 
impressed  that  they  are  providing  a 
meaningful  demonstration  of  the  goals  of 
the  Alliance  for  Progress.  Nothing 
means  more  to  people,  in  all  parts  of  the 
world,  than  the  ability  to  purchase  and 
live  in  their  own  homes. 

The  committee  this  year  set  aside  $150 
million  from  the  authority  under  section 
221(b)(2)  of  the  act  to  continue  that 
type  of  pilot  or  demonstration  project 
that  has  been  guaranteed  under  the  pro¬ 


gram  during  its  initial  4  years.  Prior 
to  this  year  AID  had  set  aside  $50  mil¬ 
lion  for  guaranties  outside  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica.  This  new  set-aside  will  provide  an 
expanded  program  throughout  the  world 
and  it  is  hoped  that  this  program,  slow 
in  developing  over  this  past  year,  can  be 
put  upon  a  firm  basis  this  coming  year. 

AID .  requested  $100  million  of  guar¬ 
anty  authority  for  new  types  of  cate¬ 
gories  to  be  guaranteed  under  the  Latin 
American  program  in  section  224.  The 
committee  felt  strongly  that  the  pro¬ 
gram,  as  intended  by  Congress  and  devel¬ 
oped  so  successfully  to  date,  should  be 
continued  and  strengthened.  Therefore, 
the  committee  increased  the  authority 
available  under  section  224  by  an  addi¬ 
tional  $100  million  above  the  AID  request 
to  continue  to  carry  out  the  guaranty  of 
privately  sponsored  pilot  or  demonstra¬ 
tion  projects  similar  to  those  insured  by 
the  FHA. 

It  is  understood  that  this  continuation 
of  the  program  under  section  224(b)  (1) 
will  be  supported  by  not  less  than  this 
additional  $100  million. 

It  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  the 
housing  guaranty  program  as  created  by 
Congress  be  continued  on  its  present 
basis.  The  new  authority  will  provide 
an  opportunity  to  experiment  with  other 
approaches  to  the  guaranty  program,  but 
the  program  as  now  conducted  should  be 
continued. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  FINO 

Mr.  FINO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Fino:  On  page 
7,  line  2,  strike  out  “$450,000,000”  and  Insert 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “$425,000,000”. 

Mr.  FINO.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 
very  simple  amendment.  It  merely  re¬ 
duces  the  authorization  in  this  section  of 
the  bill  from  $450  million  to  $425  million. 
This  saving  of  $25  million  could  be  used 
to  support  the  veterans’  facilities  that 
the  President  wants  to  close,  as  he  says, 
for  reasons  of  economy.  All  Members 
of  the  Congress  are,  of  course,  greatly 
interested  in  this  proposed  closing  of  our 
veterans’  hospitals  and  domiciliaries  and 
the  transfer  and  consolidation  of  some 
of  the  regional  offices.  The  plea  of  the 
President  was  that  we  must  save  money 
and  that  by  shutting  down  these  facil¬ 
ities  and  by  these  proposed  consolida¬ 
tions,  we  could  save  $25  million. 

Now  that  sounds  good  if  you  only  look 
at  one  side  of  the  ledger.  But  when  you 
look  at  the  other  side  of  the  ledger  and 
you  look  at  this  foreign  aid  bill,  you  will 
see  that  here  you  are  providing  Amer¬ 
ican  dollar  guarantees  for  housing  for 
our  so-called  allies. 

This  reaches  a  point  of  great  dis¬ 
turbance.  When  we  spend  money  on 
our  own  veterans,  I  say  that  our  veterans 
not  only  deserve  it  but  also  appreciate 
it.  But  when  we  spend  money  in  South 
America,  Asia,  Africa,  or  any  other  por¬ 
tion  of  the  world,  those  people  do  not 
appreciate  it  and  they  do  not  deserve  it 
in  many  instances. 

So  if  all  the  Members  of  Congress  who 
have  appeared  before  the  Veterans’  Af¬ 


fairs  Committee,  the  subcommittee  on 
hospitals,  and  expressed  so  much  con¬ 
cern  about  the  closing  of  these  hospitals 
will  take  heed,  I  say  this  is  an  opportunity 
to  stand  up  and  be  heard,  an  opportunity 
for  you  to  express  your  feelings  and 
sentiments,  an  opportunity  for  you  to 
say  to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
“We  are  taking  $25  million  off  this  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  and  giving  it  to  you  so 
that  we  can  continue  to  keep  our  hos¬ 
pitals  open.” 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FINO.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  commend  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  amendment  to  the  bill.  I 
cannot  think  of  a  better  place  to  save 
$25  million,  and  dedicate  it  to  the  veter¬ 
ans  of  this  country  for  their  hospitaliza¬ 
tion  and  care. 

Mr.  FINO.  Not  only  that,  but  they 
appreciate  it. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sure  that  we  are 
all  touched  by  the  gentleman’s  concern 
for  the  veterans  of  this  country.  All  of 
us  here  today  certainly  join  in  that  con¬ 
cern  with  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 
It  is  too  bad  that  his  amendment  would 
not  do  what  he  believes  it  would  do,  be¬ 
cause,  under  this  particular  section,  what 
we  are  talking  about  is  a  limit  or  ceiling 
on  the  issuance  of  guarantees,  and  this 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  money. 

Therefore,  worthwhile  as  the  efforts 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  York  might 
appear  to  be,  in  actuality  they  would  not 
accomplish  any  of  the  things  he  has 
talked  about.  What  would  occur  is  that 
there  would  be  a  reduction  of  $25  mil¬ 
lion  in  one  of  the  most  successful  pro¬ 
grams  we  have  had  in  stemming  the  tide 
of  communism  in  Latin  America  by  pro¬ 
viding  private  initiative,  private  institu¬ 
tions,  private  homeownership  through¬ 
out  Latin  America.  I  do  not  believe  I 
need  to  dwell  on  the  value  of  private 
homeownership  in  a  developing  area 
like  Latin  America. 

Mrs.  KELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York. 

Mrs.  KELLY.  I  am  very  happy  that 
my  colleague  from  Florida  has  made  this 
statement.  It  was  as  a  result  of  many 
remarks  by  him  to  me  that  I  was  happy 
to  sponsor  this  amendment  in  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  agree  that  there  is  no  money 
involved,  and  this  involves  the  ceiling. 
I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  rejected. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
woman.  It  was  her  amendment  that  in¬ 
creased  the  ceiling  for  this  program. 

This  was  one  subject  which  received 
very  thorough  consideration  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  The  ceiling  was  lifted  because 
of  the  tremendous  success  of  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Since  the  amendment  would  not  ac¬ 
complish  what  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  seeks  to  accomplish,  and  because  it 
would  do  damage  to  a  very  important 
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part  of  the  program,  I  believe  the  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  defeated  unanimously. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  FinoL 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  VI - ALLIANCE  FOB  PROGRESS 

Sec.  104.  Section  252  of  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  re¬ 
lates  to  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “in  fiscal  year  1965”  and  sub¬ 
stituting  “in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1965 
and  1966”. 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  FRASER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FRASER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
happy  to  note  that  no  amendments  have 
been  offered  to  reduce  the  authorization 
for  the  Alliance  for  Progress.  This  sure¬ 
ly  reflects  the  concern  of  this  House  that 
the  United  States  press  forward  toward 
fulfillment  of  the  goals  of  the  Alliance 
without  delay. 

Undoubtedly,  the  tragic  and  costly 
conflict  in  the  Dominican  Republic  has 
lent  emphasis  to  the  need  for  the  Al¬ 
liance  for  Progress.  We  have  witnessed 
in  recent  days  the  losses  of  life,  revolu¬ 
tion,  and  the  destruction  of  many  of  the 
normal  services  required  by  the  people 
in  Santo  Domingo.  The  continued  ex¬ 
istence  of  the  Dominican  Republic  as  a 
free  country  has  been  threatened  in  re¬ 
cent  years  by  political  instability  and  a 
lack  of  adherence  to  constitutional  proc¬ 
esses.  Inevitably  Communist  leaders,  in¬ 
cluding  those  trained  outside  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic,  seek  to  exploit  this 
instability  and  the  many  other  problems 
facing  the  people  of  that  republic.  What¬ 
ever  the  degree  of  control  and  influence 
achieved  by  them  in  this  recent  revolu¬ 
tion,  the  threat  of  a  Communist  govern¬ 
ment  emerging  from  the  revolution  now 
appears  to  have  abated. 

What  now  remains  are  hunger,  unem¬ 
ployment,  disease,  poverty,  ignorance — 
and  sometimes — despair.  It  is  these  af¬ 
flictions,  common  to  so  many  people  of 
this  world,  to  which  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  is  addressed.  Although  the  Al¬ 
liance  is  less  than  4  years  old,  it  has 
begun  to  take  hold.  The  idea  that  gov¬ 
ernments  must  act  to  bring  about  social 
reform,  broadened  educational  opportu¬ 
nities  and  improved  fiscal  and  adminis¬ 
trative  procedures  has  won  increasing 
acceptance  in  Latin  America.  Economic 
growth,  social  justice  and  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  strong  democratic  institutions 
must  go  forward  hand  in  hand,  primarily 
through  the  efforts  of  the  people  in  these 
countries  themselves  but  with  the  mar¬ 
gins  of  help  which  the  United  States  can 
provide  through  the  Alliance  for  Prog¬ 
ress.  Freemen  can,  in  ways  that  Marx, 
Stalin,  and  Castro  never  dreamed,  meet 
the  just  aspirations  for  a  better  life  for 
the  people  of  this  hemisphere  through 
cooperation,  sacrifice,  and  a  willingness 
to  change  the  ways  of  the  past. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  aims  of  the  people 
of  the  Dominican  Republic  are  the  aims 
of  people  everywhere.  They  seek  to 
shape  their  own  destiny  through  the 


right  of  self  government.  They  seek 
peace,  stability,  and  security.  They  seek 
increasing  economic  opportunities  for 
themselves  and  broadened  educational 
opportunities  for  their  children. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  share 
these  same  goals.  The  goals  of  both 
peoples  are  in  keeping  with  the  aims  of 
the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

That  is  why  I  strongly  support  the 
actions  being  taken  by  President  John¬ 
son  in  the  Dominican  Republic  to  re¬ 
store  constitutional  government  to  that 
nation.  That  is  why  the  United  States 
must  give  its  full  support  to  the  Domin¬ 
ican  Republic  as  it  seeks  to  climb  out  of 
the  pit  of  despair  and  to  move  along 
pathways  illuminated  by  the  bright 
hopes  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
perhaps  at  this  section  where  we  are  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  Alliance  for  Progress 
it  is  a  time  to  express  that  the  greatest 
aid  we  export  is  still  our  ideals. 

The  tragic  events  of  the  past  4  weeks 
draw  all  of  our  attention  and  all  of  our 
sympathy  to  the  people  of  the  Dominican 
Republic.  They  have  had  4  weeks  of 
conflict,  death,  destruction,  and  personal 
deprivation,  including  hunger. 

I  am  proud  that  President  Johnson, 
the  U.S.  Government,  and  the  people  of 
the  United  States,  acted  promptly  and 
decisively  in  that  crisis  in  the  Dominican 
Republic. 

We  saved  lives  by  evacuating  more 
than  4,000  foreigners,  including  more 
than  2,000  U.S.  citizens.  When  respon¬ 
sible  authorities  in  Santo  Domingo  said 
they  were  no  longer  able  to  provide  rea¬ 
sonable  protection,  we  moved  them  out. 

We  sought  to  preserve  democratic  lib¬ 
erties  in  Santo  Domingo.  When  the 
public  order  broke  down  and  civil  war 
and  political  maneuvering  for  position 
produced  chaos  which  skilled  Commu¬ 
nists  tried  to  exploit  as  a  means  to  power, 
we  acted  to  thwart  the  Communists.  We 
sought  a  cease-fire.  We  sought  to  re¬ 
store  the  conditions  in  Santo  Domingo 
to  normal.  We  sought  to  find  a  basis 
for  a  single  civil  government.  We 
sought  to  restore  favorable  economic 
conditions. 

We  acted  within  the  Organization  of 
American  States.  For  each  one  of  the 
actions  that  we  have  taken  to  solve  the 
Dominican  crisis  and  to  restore  normal 
conditions  there,  we  had  the  necessary 
two-thirds  majority  of  the  meeting  of 
consultation  of  the  Foreign  Ministers  of 
the  OAS.  For  many  actions — of  a  hu¬ 
manitarian  nature — we  have  had  una¬ 
nimity  in  the  meeting  of  consultation. 
A  majority  of  the  American  Republics 
have  sent  supplies  of  food  and  medicine 
or  medical  personnel  to  help  the  Domini¬ 
can  people. 

This  tragedy  in  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public  has  given  this  hemisphere  a  most 
valuable  tool  for  keeping  the  peace  in 
the  future.  I  refer  to  the  Inter-Amer¬ 
ican  armed  force,  which  was  established 
by  the  OAS  Meeting  of  Consultation  and 
which  is  now  on  hand  in  Santo  Domingo. 
This  force  is  under  the  command  of  a 
distinguished  Brazilian,  General  Pa- 
nasco,  and  so  far,  six  nations — the  United 
States,  Brazil,  Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador, 
Honduras,  and  Nicargua — have  contrib¬ 
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uted  forces  to  it.  Others  will  contribute 
forces  too.  When  their  work  of  keeping 
peace  and  order  is  finished,  the  IAF  will 
leave  the  Dominican  Republic.  But  the 
IAF  may  stand  as  a  shield  of  peace  and 
democracy  for  the  generations  to  come. 

Finally,  the  people  of  the  United  States 
and  the  Dominican  Republic  want  the 
same  things. 

We  both  want  peace,  prosperity,  and 
progress. 

These  desires  and  hopes  of  both  our 
peoples  are  identical  with  the  aims  of 
the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  should, 
and  I  believe  will,  give  full  support  to 
the  people  of  the  Dominican  Republic 
in  restoring  normal  conditions  and  re¬ 
suming  the  paths  set  forth  by  the  Al¬ 
liance  for  Progress. 

(Mr.  BENNETT  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Morgan)  was  granted  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
during  this  annual  debate  on  the  foreign 
aid  legislation  to  lay  before  the  House 
a  suggestion  which  I  have  supported  for 
many  years. 

That  is  the  separation  of  the  economic 
and  military  aid  portions  of  the  foreign 
aid  bill.  I  am  a  strong  advocate  of  the 
military  program  being  placed  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense’s  annual  request  to 
Congress  and  this  being  worked  upon  by 
the  appropriate  authorization  and  ap¬ 
propriations  committees  in  the  defense 
field  in  the  House  and  Senate. 

This  suggestion  merely  means  that 
military  authorities  in  Congress  would 
be  studying  this  program  from  beginning 
to  end  with  the  same  careful  scrutiny 
and  austere  standards  now  given  our  $50 
billion  annual  domestic  defense  expendi¬ 
tures. 

For  the  last  decade  the  Department  of 
Defense  has  had  this  view  that  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  military  items  in  the  foreign 
aid  bill  should  be  separated.  This  posi¬ 
tion  was  never  more  forcibly  presented 
than  in  March  of  this  year  when  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  McNamara  testified  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Secretary  McNamara  testified: 

I  believe  it  is  a  mistake  to  lump  together 
the  economic  aid  and  military  aid  in  a  single 
bill.  I  do  believe  that  it  confuses  the  public. 
There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  but  what 
military  aid  is  far  more  comparable  to  the 
other  items  of  the  defense  budget  than  it  is 
to  the  economic  aid,  and  it  ought  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  relation  to  the  defense  budget. 

I  have  criticized  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  of  our  Government  in  the  way  it 
has  been  directed,  and  this  criticism  is 
felt  by  millions  of  Americans  and  by  a 
large  portion  of  Congress. 

It  makes  sense  to  me,  and  to  all  Amer¬ 
icans,  I  believe,  to  support  with  military 
aid  the  friendly,  freedom-seeking  nations 
on  the  periphery  of  the  Sino -Soviet  bloc. 
They  are  under  threat  of  the  Commu¬ 
nist  bloc  and  they  represent  the  majority 
of  all  military  assistance  in  the  foreign 
aid  bill. 

However,  the  economic  portion  of  the 
aid  bill  is  subject  to  serious  question  and 
debate  and  criticism.  We  need  only  to 
look  at  one  prime  example:  Indonesia. 
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Every  schoolboy  knows  where  President 
Sukarno  told  the  United  States  where  it 
could  go  with  its  aid.  This  sort  of  situa¬ 
tion  puts  in  doubt  the  whole  aid  pro¬ 
gram. 

This  creates  a  distortion  of  what  our 
aid  program  has  accomplished  through 
the  years.  There  has  been  in  fact  much 
mismanagement  and  not  enough  control 
on  our  dollars  at  a  time  when  we  need 
great  control  on  all  funds  leaving  this 
country.  The  foreign  aid  program  is  a 
tremendous  financial  outlay  and  a  great 
drain  on  the  country’s  fiscal  strength.  In 
this  respect,  I  believe  the  discussion  to 
curtail  all  foreign  aid  in  the  next  several 
years  is  well  founded,  and  should  be 
seriously  considered  by  the  Congress  and 
the  President. 

If  this  should  happen,  we  would  still 
need  to  help  those  friendly  allies  in  train¬ 
ing  and  equipping  armies  for  the  defense 
of  the  free  world. 

There  is  no  better  time  than  now  to 
separate  the  economic  aid  from  the  mili¬ 
tary  aid  in  the  foreign  aid  legislation, 
and  I  urge  that  this  action  be  taken  by 
the  President  and  the  Congress. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Chapter  3 — International  organizations  and 
programs 

Sec.  105.  Chapter  3  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which 
relates  to  international  organizations  and 
programs,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  301(c) ,  which  relates  to 
assistance  for  Palestine  refugees  in  the  Near 
East,  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “Contributions  by  the  United  States  to 
the  United  Nations  Relief  and  Works  Agency 
for  Palestine  Refugees  in  the  Near  East  for 
the  calendar  year  1966  shall  not  exceed 
$15,200,000.” 

(b)  Amend  section  302,  which  relates  to 
authorization,  by  striking  out  “1965”  and 
“$134,272,400”  and  substituting  “1966”  and 
“$144,755,000”,  respectively. 

Chapter  4 — Supporting  assistance 

Sec.  106.  Section  402  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates 
to  supporting  assistance,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  the  first  sentence  “1965”  and 
“$405,000,000”  and  substituting  “1966”  and 
“$369,200,000”,  respectively. 

Chapter  5 — Contingency  fund 

Sec.  107.  Section  451  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates 
to  the  contingency  fund,  is  amended  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

(a)  Amend  subsection  (a)  as  follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  “1965”  and  “$150,000,000’ 
and  substitute  “1966”  and  ‘$50,000,000”,  re¬ 
spectively. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  sentence:  “In 
addition,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  President  for  use  in 
southeast  Asia  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  fiscal  year  1966  for  programs 
authorized  by  parts  I  and  II  of  this  Act  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  applicable  to 
such  programs  if  he  determines  such  use  to 
be  important  to  the  national  interest:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  President  shall  present  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations- of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  the  programs  to  be  carried  out 
from  funds  requested  by  the  President  to  be 
appropriated  under  authority  of  this  sen¬ 
tence.” 

(b)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out 
“this  section”  and  substituting  “the  first 
sentence  of  subsection  (a)  ”. 
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Chapter  2 — Military  assistance 

Sec.  201.  Chapter  2  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which 
relates  to  military  assistance,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

(a)  Amend  section  503(b),  which  relates 
to  general  authority,  by  striking  out  the 
words  “in  foreign  countries”. 

(b)  Amend  section  504,  which  relates  to 
authorization,  by  striking  out  “1965”  and 
“$1,055,000,000”  in  the  first  sentence  and 
substituting  “1966”  and  “$1,170,000,000”, 
respectively. 

(c)  Amend  section  505,  which  relates  to 
to  utilization  of  assistance,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  the  colon 
and  add  the  following:  “,  or  for  the  purpose 
of  assisting  foreign  military  forces  in  less 
developed  friendly  countries  (or  the  vol¬ 
untary  efforts  of  personnel  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States  in  such  coun¬ 
tries)  to  construct  public  works  and  to  en¬ 
gage  in  other  activities  helpful  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  such  friendly  coun¬ 
tries.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
such  foreign  military  forces  should  not  be 
maintained  or  established  solely  for  civic 
action  activities  and  that  such  civic  action 
activities  not  significantly  detract  from  the 
capability  of  the  military  forces  to  perform 
their  military  missions  and  be  coordinated 
with  and  form  part  of  the  total  economic 
development  effort.” 

(2)  Strike  out  subsection  (b)  and  re¬ 
designate  the  proviso  of  subsection  (a)  as 
subsection  (b). 

(3)  In  redesignated  subsection  (b) ,  strike 
out  “Provided,  That  except”  and  substitute 
“Except”;  strike  out  “or  (2)”  and  substitute 
“,  or  (2)  for  civic  action  assistance,  or  (3)”. 

(d)  Amend  section  507,  which  relates  to 
sales,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  insert  the  following 
new  sentence  between  the  second  and  third 
sentences:  “Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  644(m)(2),  nonexcess  defense 
articles  may  be  sold  under  this  subsection 
at  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time 
such  articles  are  offered  for  sale  to  the  pur¬ 
chasing  country  or  international  organiza¬ 
tion.” 

(2)  In  subsection  (b) ,  strike  out  the  period 
at  the  end  of  the  first  proviso,  substitute  a 
colon  and  add  the  following:  “Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  President  may,  when  he  deter¬ 
mines  it  to  be  in  the  national  interest,  enter 
into  sales  agreements  with  purchasing  coun¬ 
tries  or  international  organizations  which  fix 
prices  to  be  paid  by  the  purchasing  countries 
or  international  organizations  for  the  defense 
articles  or  defense  services  ordered.  Funds 
available  under  this  part  for  financing  sales 
shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable  ap¬ 
propriations  in  the  aifiounts  required  by  the 
contracts  which  exceed  the  price  so  fixed,  ex¬ 
cept  that  such  reimbursement  shall  not  be 
required  upon  determination  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  that  the  continued  production  of  the 
defense  article  being  sold  is  advantageous  to 
the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States.  Pay¬ 
ments  by  purchasing  countries  or  interna¬ 
tional  organizations  which  exceed  the 
amounts  required  by  such  contracts  shall  be 
credited  to  the  account  established  under 
section  508.  To  the  maximum  extent  possi¬ 
ble,  prices  fixed  under  any  such  sales  agree¬ 
ment  shall  be  sufficient  to  reimburse  the 
United  States  for  the  cost  of  the  defense 
articles  or  defense  services  ordered.  The 
President  shall  submit  to  the  Congress 
promptly  a  detailed  report  concerning  any 
fixed-price  sales  agreement  under  which  the 
aggregate  cost  to  the  United  States  exceeds 
the  aggregate  amount  required  to  be  paid  by 
the  purchasing  country  or  international 
organization.” 

(e)  Amend  section  508,  which  relates  to  re¬ 
imbursement  as  follows: 
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(1)  After  “this  part”  the  first  time  it  ap¬ 
pears,  insert  “have  been  or”. 

(2)  After  “United  States  Government,”  the 
first  time  it  appears  insert  “receipts  received 
from  the  disposition  of  evidences  of  indebt¬ 
edness  and  charges  (including  fees  and  pre¬ 
miums)  or  interest  collected”. 

(3)  Strike  out  “the  current  applicable  ap¬ 
propriation”  and  substitute  “a  separate  fund 
account”. 

(4)  Strike  out  “furnishing  further  military 
assistance  on  cash  or  credit  terms”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  “financing  sales  and  guaranties,  in¬ 
cluding  the  overhead  costs  thereof”. 

(f)  Amend  section  509(b),  which  relates  to 
exchanges  and  guaranties,  by  inserting  “(ex¬ 
cluding  contracts  with  any  agency  of  the 
United  States  Government)  ”  in  the  second 
sentence  between  the  last  word  thereof  and 
the  period. 

(g)  Amend  section  510,  which  relates  to 
special  authority,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  “1965” 
each  place  it  appears  and  substitute  in  each 
such  place  “1966”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “to  the 
President”. 

(h)  Amend  section  512,  which  relates  to 
restrictions  on  military  aid  to  Africa,  as 
follows : 

(1)  Strike  out  “programs  described  in  sec¬ 
tion  505(b)  of  this  chapter”  and  substitute 
“civic  action  requirements”. 

(2)  Strike  out  “1965”  and  substitute 
“1966”. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  MORGAN 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment  which  corrects  a  draft¬ 
ing  error. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Morgan:  Page 
12,  line  25,  immediately  after  the  quotation 
marks  and  before  the  period,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  and  strike  out  ‘available  for 

military  assistance’  ”. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
it  would  be  appropriate  for  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  to  explain  in  a 
few  words  the  effect  of  that  amendment. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  would  be  glad  to. 

If  the  gentleman  will  turn  to  page  12 
of  the  bill,  this  was  a  clerical  drafting 
error.  What  we  are  doing  is  just  rein¬ 
serting  the  words  that  were  left  out. 

Mr.  ADAIR.)  So  the  committee  may 
understand  that  this  is  simply  a  draft¬ 
ing  matter  and  not  substantive. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Not  substantive;  that 
is  correct. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

PART  III 

Chapter  1 — General  provisions 

Sec.  301.  Chapter  1  of  part  IH  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
which  relates  to  general  provisions,  is  amend¬ 
ed  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  605,  which  relates  to  re¬ 
tention  and  use  of  items,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  the  section  heading  strike  out 
“Items”  and  substitute  “Certain  Items  and 
Funds”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsections : 

"(c)  Funds  realized  as  a  result  of  any 

failure  of  a  transaction  financed  under  au¬ 
thority  of  part  I  of  this  Act  to  conform  to  the 
requirements  of  this  Act,  or  to  applicable 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  United  States 
Government,  or  to  the  terms  of  any  agree¬ 
ment  or  contract  entered  into  under  author¬ 
ity  of  part  I  of  this  Act,  shall  revert  to  the 
respective  appropriation,  fund,  or  account 
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used  to  finance  such,  transaction  or  to  the 
appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently 
available  for  the  same  general  purpose. 

“(d)  Funds  realized  by  the  United  States 
Government  from  the  sale,  transfer,  or  dis¬ 
posal  of  defense  articles  returned  to  the 
United  States  Government  by  a  recipient 
country  or  international  organization  as  no 
longer  needed  for  the  purpose  for  which  fur¬ 
nished  shall  be  credited  to  the  respective 
appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  pro¬ 
cure  such  defense  articles  or  to  the  appro¬ 
priation,  fund,  or  account  currently  available 
for  the  same  general  purpose.” 

(b)  Amend  section  612,  which  relates  to 
use  of  foreign  currencies,  by  redesignating 
subsection  (c)  as  subsection  (b) . 

(c)  Amend  section  620,  which  relates  to 
prohibitions  against  furnishing  assistance  to 
Cuba  and  certain  other  countries,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

(1)  Amend  the  section  heading  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Prohibitions  Against  Furnishing  Assist¬ 
ance. — ”. 

(2)  In  paragraph  (2)  of  section  620(e), 
which  relates  to  the  application  of  the  fed¬ 
eral  act  of  state  doctrine,  strike  out  “January 
1,  1966”  and  substitute  “January  1,  1967”. 

(3)  In  section  620(1),  which  relates  to 
the  prohibition  against  furnishing  assistance 
to  countries  which  fail  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  to  institute  the  investment  guaranty 
pregram  and  providing  protection  against 
certain  risks,  strike  out  “December  31,  1965” 
and  substitute  “December  31,  1966”. 

(4)  At  the  end  of  such  section  620,  add 
the  following  new  subsection: 

“(n)  Until  the  President  determines  that 
North  Vietnam  has  ceased  all  efforts  to  over¬ 
throw  the  Government  of  South  Vietnam, 
no  funds  authorized  to  be  made  available 
under  this  Act  (except  under  section  214) 
shall  be  used  to  furnish  assistance  to  any 
country  which  has  failed  to  take  appropriate 
steps,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1965 — 

“(A)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under 
its  registry  from  transporting  to  North 
Vietnam — 

“(i)  any  items  of  economic  assistance, 

“(ii)  any  items  which  are,  for  the  purposes 
of  title  I  of  the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance 
Control  Act  of  1951,  as  amended,  arms,  am- 
muntion  and  implements  of  war,  atomic 
energy  materials,  petroleum,  transportation 
materials  of  strategic  value,  or  items  of  pri¬ 
mary  strategic  significance  used  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  arms,  ammunition,  and  imple¬ 
ments  of  war,  or 

“(iii)  any  other  equipment,  materials,  or 
commodities:  and 

“(B)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its 
registry  from  transporting  any  equipment, 
materials,  or  commodities  from  North  Viet¬ 
nam.” 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CRAMER 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  reads  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cramer: 
Page  14,  immediately  after  line  20,  insert  the 
following : 

“(1)  In  paragraph  (1)  of  section  620(a), 
amend  the  first  sentence  by  inserting  im¬ 
mediately  before  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following:  ':  Provided,  That  it 
is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  so  long  as 
Cuba  is  exporting  communism  to  any  other 
country  it  is  against  the  national  interest  of 
the  United  States  to  furnish  assistance  to 
the  present  government  of  Cuba  or  to  any 
other  country  which  furnishes  assistance  to 
the  present  government  of  Cuba’.” 

And  renumber  the  following  paragraphs 
accordingly. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 


Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
understood  the  Clerk  had  read  line  6  of 
page  16. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
state  that  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
was  on  his  feet  and  seeking  recognition. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Clerk  reread 
the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  Clerk  will  rereport  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  rereported  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  amendment  is  very  simple.  The 
objective  of  it  is  quite  simple  but  very 
essential.  There  should  be  no  question 
in  the  mind  of  anyone  sitting  in  this 
Legislative  body  that  there  is  being  ex¬ 
ported  from  Cuba  communism,  particu¬ 
larly  after,  the  debacle  we  have  seen  and 
the  problems  we  have  seen,  and  the  dying 
of  American  boys  in  the  Dominican 
Republic  to  try  to  stave  off,  as  the  Presi¬ 
dent  himself  said,  the  Communist  take¬ 
over  of  that  uprising  that  is  Cuban 
inspired. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  was  named  not 
one,  not  10,  not  15,  not  20,  but  65  known 
Communists  in  the  Dominican  Republic 
uprising,  most  of  whom  were  trained  in 
Fidel  Castro’s  Communist  stronghold  in 
Cuba. 

Mr.  Chairman,  is  there  any  question 
about  the  evidence  that  communism  is 
being  exported  from  Cuba  today  and 
that  American  boys  are  dying  as  a  result 
of  it? 

Mr.  Chairman,  what  are  we  going  to 
do  about  it?  What  are  we  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  going  to  do 
about  cutting  off  the  exportation  of  com¬ 
munism  from  the  country  that  is  the 
fountainhead  and  which  will  continue  to 
be  the  fountainhead  of  communism  in 
this  hemisphere,  unless  we  take  affirma¬ 
tive,  positive  steps  to  do  the  job  that 
needs  to  be  done  in  order  to  get  rid  of 
Communists  in  Cuba  itself? 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  are  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  meeting  that  took  place 
in  November  of  last  year,  the  most  sig¬ 
nificant  conclave  of  Communists  from 
Latin  American  countries  representing 
more  countries  than  at  any  time  in  the 
history  of  the  Western  Hemisphere,  the 
meeting  in  Havana,  Cuba,  where  they 
planned  this  thing — this  Latin  American 
Communist  campaign. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  going  to  be 
more  Dominican  Republics.  Do  not  kid 
yourself.  There  are  going  to  be  more  of 
them  because  the  Communists  planned 
them  in  November  of  last  year  and  they 
are  going  to  hold  another  meeting  in  the 
near  future.  They  announced  what 
their  blueprint  is. 

Mr.  Chairman,  their  blueprint  is  that 
any  time  there  is  an  uprising,  any  time 
there  is  a  problem,  in  the  first  place, 
they  are  going  to  encourage  it,  and  in 
the  second  place,  if  they  do  not  en¬ 
courage  it,  when  it  happens  they  are 
going  to  come  in  and  try  to  take  it  over 
as  a  Communist  movement.  There  is 
not  any  question  about  it.  They  are  not 
kidding  about  this  situation.  They  have 
a  blueprint,  they  have  a  plan,  and  the 
Dominican  Republic  is  just  the  symptom 
of  the  disease,  the  symptom — one  symp¬ 
tom — of  the  disease.  Mr.  Chairman, 
what  is  the  disease?  Castro’s  Com¬ 


munist  Cuba.  Cuba  is  from  where  the 
Communist  cancer  is  spreading. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  what  does  this 
amendment  propose  to  do?  I  am  sure 
that  many  Members  on  this  floor,  when 
the  issue  was  up  before  this  House  pre¬ 
viously,  in  1963,  remember  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  now  in  the  well 
tried  to  make  it  mandatory  that  trade  be 
cut  off  and  that  no  aid  go  to  any  country 
that  trades  with  Cuba. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment  failed 
and  trade  has  continued.  There  are  all 
sorts  of  loopholes  in  the  present  trade 
policy.  Everyone  has  read  where  loco¬ 
motives  are  going  to  Cuba,  heavy  ma¬ 
chinery  is  going  to  Cuba,  and  has  read 
where  other  nations  that  get  our  aid  are 
sending  equipment  and  materiel  and  are 
trading  with  Cuba. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason  that  there 
is  a  loophole  is  because  of  the  language 
contained  in  the  present  law,  which  this 
proposed  amendment  is  designed  to 
amend  and  which  states  as  follows: 

No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  this 
Act  to  the  present  Government  of  Cuba; 
nor  shall  any  such  assistance  be  furnished 
to  any  country  which  furnishes  assistance 
to  the  present  Government  of  Cuba  unless 
the  President  determines  that  such  assist¬ 
ance  is  in  the  national  interest  of  the  United 
States. 

What  does  my  amendment  do?  It  is 
very  simple.  It  directs,  it  will  help  do 
the  job,  it  will  put  the  Congress  on  rec¬ 
ord  as  saying  we  want  no  more  Domin¬ 
ican  Republics  emanating  from  Castro’s 
Cuban  Communist  headquarters. 

Today  I  read  in  the  paper  where  the 
President  has  sent  FBI  agents  to  the 
Dominican  Republic  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  for  the  OAS  and  for  the  en¬ 
tire  world  to  know  that  Communist  ac¬ 
tivities  exist  down  there;  that  they  ema¬ 
nate  from  Cuba,  thus  proving,  I  hope,  to 
this  Congress  and  to  the  world  that  we 
intend  to  do  something  about  it.  Here 
is  the  tool  to  do  it  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  expired. 

By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Cramer)  he  was  allowed  to  proceed 
for  3  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  here 
is  the  tool.  It  is  very  simple.  So  what 
do  I  say?  What  does  the  amendment 
propose?  It  amends  the  present  law 
which  reads: 

No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  this 
act  to  the  present  Government  of  Cuba;  nor 
shall  any  such  assistance  be  furnished  to  any 
country  which  furnishes  assistance  to  the 
present  Government  of  Cuba  unless  the  Pres¬ 
ident  determines  that  such  assistance  is  in 
the  national  interest  of  the  United  States. 

What  does  my  proviso  do?  That  is  all 
it  says: 

Provided:  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  so  long  as  Cuba  is  exporting  com¬ 
munism  to  any  other  country  it  is  against 
the  national  interest  of  the  United  States 
to  furnish  assistance  to  the  present  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Cuba  or  to  any  other  country  which 
furnishes  assistance  to  the  present  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Cuba. 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States  has 
an  opportunity  now  to  speak  out  in  no 
uncertain  terms  that  so  far  as  this  body 
is  concerned,  and  I  believe  they  would 
be  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  American 
people,  we  should  not  give  assistance  to 
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any  country  because  it  is  against  the  na¬ 
tional  interest,  and  we  so  determine  as 
the  sense  of  Congress  that  it  is  against 
the  national  interest  to  provide  assist¬ 
ance  to  any  country  that  assists  Cuba 
and  Castro  so  long  as  communism  is 
being  exported. 

There  are  many  more  Dominican  Re¬ 
publics  coming  if  we  don’t  act  now. 
This  is  simply  one  symptom  of  the  dis¬ 
ease  in  the  Dominican  Republic  and 
communism,  Communist  Castro-Cuba  is 
the  disease,  the  cancer.  Cut  it  out,  and 
here  is  your  chance  to  do  something 
about  curing  the  disease. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  whether  he  has  any 
knowledge  of  U.S.  assistance  to  Cuba. 
The  bill  does  not  provide  assistance  to 
Cuba.  The  gentleman’s  amendment  de¬ 
letes  the  provision  of  presidential  deter¬ 
mination  in  the  act,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Only  as  it  relates  to 
the  exportation  of  communism  from 
Cuba.  If  Cuba  is  exporting  it,  yes,  we 
will  cut  off  all  aid  to  all  countries  that 
assist  Cuba,  and  that  is  the  intention  of 
it.  We  suggest  no  discretion  in  the  mat¬ 
ter.  Cuba  is  exporting  communism,  as 
in  the  example  of  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public.  That  is  the  point.  That  is  the 
objective  of  this.  This  is  the  way  you 
get  at  the  problem. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  In  the  case,  as  we 
now  have  in  the  Caribbean,  where  Cuba 
has  exported  military  assistance  to  cer¬ 
tain  countries  the  President’s  authority 
to  meet  such  threats  would  be  limited. 
For  example,  in  the  Dominican  Repub¬ 
lic,  would  the  gentleman’s  amendments 
preclude  the  President  from  giving 
assistance  to  a  recognized  government  in 
the  Dominican  Republic? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  No.  My  amendment 
goes  to  countries  that  aid  Cuba.  That 
is  what  it  says,  any  country  that  gives 
assistance  to  Cuba  shall  not  get  a  cent 
from  the  United  States.  That  is  all  it 
does. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  has  made  a  very  persuasive 
speech  against  aid  to  Cuba  and  one  in 
which  we  all  certainly  concur.  No  one 
here  wants  to  give  aid  or  assistance  of 
any  kind  to  Cuba.  In  fact,  there  has 
been  no  aid  or  assistance  going  to  Cuba 
for  serveral  years.  However,  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  is  com¬ 
pletely  unnecessary. 

Section  620  already  prohibits  aid  to  the 
Government  of  Cuba  or  to  any  country 
that  is  aiding  Cuba.  No  aid  recipients 
at  the  present  time  are  aiding  Cuba.  The 
sense-of-Congress  amendment  that  the 
gentleman  is  advocating  is  indeed  far 
weaker  than  the  present  law  and,  there¬ 
fore,  I  urge  that  it  be  defeated.  What 
this  amendment  does  in  fact  is  to  take 
an  indirect  slap  at  the  United  States  by 
trying  to  say  that  the  President  will  not 
have  sufficient  sense  to  know  when  the 
Communist  government  comes  to  an  end 
in  Cuba.  I  have  confidence  in  our  Pres¬ 
ident  and  I  think  this  amendment  should 
be  defeated. 


Mr.  DER  WIN  SKI .  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  think  it  is  worth¬ 
while  to  point  out  that  the  gentleman 
is  not  answering  the  question.  We  have 
written  into  previous  bills  language  pro¬ 
hibiting  aid  to  Cuba  and  to  countries  that 
aid  Cuba.  The  question  is,  Is  the  law 
being  adequately  administered  and  en¬ 
forced?  That  is  the  question  before  us. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Yes,  the  law  is 
adequately  administered.  What  this 
amendment  attempts  to  do  is  to  take  a 
slap  at  Canada  and  some  of  our  biggest 
customers  and  some  of  our  best  allies. 
In  effect,  what  this  sense  of  the  Congress 
amendment  really  does  is  to  say  that  the 
Congress  will  make  up  its  mind  when  the 
President  should  make  a  determination. 
This  House  has  written  into  section  620 
our  full  unhappiness  and  our  full  dis¬ 
pleasure  with  the  Communist  regime  in 
Cuba.  There  is  no  aid  going  to  Cuba. 
There  is  no  aid  intended  and  I  think  this 
amendment  is  superfluous. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  But  there  is  aid  going 
to  countries  that  are  assisting  Cuba. 
Now  it  is  bad  enough  if  communism  stays 
in  Cuba.  That  is  bad  enough.  But  now 
they  are  exporting  it  openly  and  notori¬ 
ously  and  the  time  has  come  to  take 
away  all  assistance  to  all  countries  aiding 
Cuba  under  these  circumstances  and  this 
is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  contained  in 
my  amendment. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  The  gentleman 
from  Florida  has  a  unique  way  of  saying 
things  that  have  been  going  on  for  years 
as  if  they  were  something  new  and  novel. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Yes,  but  American 
boys  have  not  been  killed  in  the  process 
of  exportation  of  Cuban  communism  and 
they  are  being  killed  today  in  the 
Dominican  Republic. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  That  has  nothing 
to  do  with  this  amendment  and  the 
gentleman  knows  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  It  certainly  does. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  If  you  want  to 
make  a  speech  along  those  lines,  that  is 
one  thing — but  we  are  talking  about  for¬ 
eign  aid. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  further? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  No,  I  cannot  yield 
further  to  the  gentleman. 

As  I  was  saying,  the  foreign-aid  bill 
already  prohibits  all  that  the  gentleman 
refers  to,  and  his,  amendment  is  com¬ 
pletely  unnecessary,  and  it  is  far  weaker 
than  the  language  of  the  present  law. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  is  in¬ 
correct,  and  he  knows  he  is  incorrect. 
It  is  stronger. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
did  not  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  is  un¬ 
necessary,  since  it  is  already  written  into 
the  law  of  the  land  that  no  aid  shall  go 
to  the  Government  of  Cuba  or  to  any 
country  aiding  Cuba. 

Mr.  McDOWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 


Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  an  argument 
that  has  taken  place  on  this  floor  for 
many  years  in  considering  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  our  foreign-aid  legislation.  The 
gentleman  from  Florida  very  cleverly 
camouflages  his  real  intent  and  purpose 
in  his  amendment.  There  is  no  dis¬ 
agreement  that  all  Members  of  Congress 
are  opposed  to  communism.  We  do  not 
want  any  part  of  the  Government  of  this 
country  to  conduct  any  relations  with 
or  trade  with  Communist  Cuba,  and  we 
condemn  the  exporting  of  communism 
from  Cuba  to  any  other  Latin  American 
country  or  to  any  other  country.  There 
is  no  question  about  this.  The  amend¬ 
ment  is  a  direct  attack  upon  the  author¬ 
ity  of  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  act  under  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  in  his  direction  of  our  for¬ 
eign  policy.  It  has  no  other  purpose, 
and  it  can  have  no  other  purpose  than 
to  deny  to  the  President  his  right  to  act. 
This  is  the  issue  involved  here,  and 
there  is  no  other  issue  involved.  Do  you, 
as  the  Constitution  provides,  want  to 
grant  the  right  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  reasonably  conduct  our 
foreign  policy,  or  do  you  want  to  trans¬ 
fer  that  authority  here  to  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  to  the  Congress? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Delaware  whether  we 
have  all  forgotten  that  originally  the 
power  was  given  to  the  people.  We 
represent  the  people. 

Mr.  McDOWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield  to  me,  to  reply? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  McDOWELL.  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  gentlewoman,  who  I  know  ac¬ 
cepts  so  well  her  full  responsibility  as  a 
Member  of  this  body,  seriously  would 
question  the  right  of  any  Member  of 
the  Congress  to  exercise  his  full  author¬ 
ity  to  represent  the  people  of  this  coun¬ 
try,  but  I  remind  the  gentlewoman  also 
that  the  people  of  this  country  do  elect 
the  President  and  I  believe  the  people 
of  this  country  believe  in  constitutional 
government  for  the  Congress  and  for  the 
President. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  The  gentlewoman 
from  Ohio  would  like  to  state  to  the 
gentleman  from  Delaware  that  we  do 
recognize  that  fact,  but  we  do  not  side¬ 
step  our  responsibility. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  should  like  to 
point  out  to  my  distinguished  colleague 
that  it  was  the  gentlewoman  who  helped 
to  write  the  language  in  section  620, 
which  provides  for  the  very  things  she 
has  been  discussing — our  firm  determi¬ 
nation  that  no  aid  go  to  Cuba,  our  firm 
determination  that  any  assistance  be  cut 
off.  The  gentlewoman,  in  conjunction 
with  our  distinguished  chairman,  helped 
to  write  the  language  in  section  620. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  should  like  to  sug¬ 
gest  to  the  gentleman  and  to  the 
House  that,  among  other  things,  we 
agreed  there  should  be  nothing  exported 
by  way  of  communism  to  South  America. 
It  has  been  constantly  exported.  It  is 
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growing  in  leaps  and  bounds  in  many  of 
those  countries.  I  believe  we  are  side¬ 
stepping  the  responsibility  which  is  ours, 
not  only  to  the  people  of  this  country  but 
also  to  the  whole  free  world. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  should  like  to  confirm 
everything  the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio 
has  said.  I  certainly  wish  to  add  that 
the  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to  say 
it  is  the  consensus  of  this  body  to  advise 
with  the  President  in  whatever  powers 
he  may  have. 

Finally,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Delaware  [Mr.  McDowell]  to 
point  out  in  what  place  in  the  Constitu¬ 
tion,  which  I  hold  in  my  hand,  there  is 
delegated  unto  the  President  the  deter¬ 
mination  of  the  foreign  policy  of  the 
United  States? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  believe  that  is  one 
of  those  things  very  much  misunder¬ 
stood  about  the  Constitution.  I  believe 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Dr.  Hall], 
is  quite  correct  in  saying  that  the  Con¬ 
stitution  does  not  delegate  everything  to 
the  President.  We  still  have  a  responsi¬ 
bility  not  only  to  ourselves  but  also  to  the 
free  world. 

Mr.  McDOWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  McDOWELL.  In  reply  to  the  sug¬ 
gestion  that  this  country  has  not  fully 
lived  up  to  its  obligations  in  preventing 
the  export  of  communism  from  Cuba  to 
other  Latin  American  countries,  and  I 
suppose  the  suggestion  that  this  is  a 
responsibility  of  the  President,  does  the 
gentlewoman  not  believe  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  fully  exercised  his  responsibility 
in  regard  to  policy  in  respect  to  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  believe  the  President 
has  been  very  ill-advised.  Certainly  in 
respect  to  Cuba  we  could  have  done  much 
better. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey. 

Mrs.  GALLAGHER.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the  argu¬ 
ment  we  are  now  having  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  amendment.  All  of  it  is  in 
the  language  of  section  620,  if  anyone 
cares  to  read  it.  The  language  of  the 
amendment,  indeed,  is  weaker  than  the 
language  already  in  the  bill. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  All  I  wish  to  say  is 
that  I  do  not  consider  it  weaker.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  100  percent  stronger. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Without  this  amend¬ 
ment  the  present  language  in  the  legisla¬ 
tion  is  directed  toward  Cuba  remaining 
a  Communist  country.  The  amendment 
I  have  offered  provides  that  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  that,  now  it  has 
been  proved  communism  is  not  only  in 
Cuba  but  is  being  exported  to  other 
countries,  we  should  do  something  about 
this  too. 


Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  a  sufficient  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  not  intended  to 
say  anything  on  this  bill.  I  have  not 
been  too  happy  with  some  of  the  things 
done  recently  in  the  name  of  foreign  aid, 
although  I  have  supported  it  in  the  past. 
But  this  argument  during  the  last  few 
minutes  seems  to  me  to  have  gotten  so 
ridiculous  that  somebody  ought  to  set 
the  Record  straight. 

The  statement  has  been  made  here 
within  the  past  5  minutes  that  it  is  the 
fault  of  the  Congress,  somehow  or  other, 
or  of  the  United  States,  because  Cuba  is 
exporting  communism.  Then  someone 
asked  the  question  and  said,  “Well,  do 
you  not  think  that  the  President  exer¬ 
cised  his  responsibility  in  the  Dominican 
crisis?”  The  answer  was  that,  “I  think 
he  has  been  badly  advised,”  which  points 
out  what  I  am  trying  to  say;  namely, 
there  is  pretty  much,  on  the  part  of  some 
people,  of  a  dog-in-the-manger  attitude. 
If  anything  goes  wrong  in  Latin  America, 
it  is  our  fault,  and  if  we  try  to  do  any¬ 
thing  about  it,  then  the  President  has 
been  badly  advised. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS.  Yes.  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentlewoman  from  Ohio. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  am  very  happy  that 
the  gentleman  will  yield  to  me.  I  have 
no  intention  of  letting  that  ride.  Be¬ 
cause  I  have  no  such  intentions,  I  think 
that  we  all  had  better  look  at  our  whole 
past,  particularly  in  the  last  few  years, 
with  keener  eyes  and  with  a  deeper  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  far-reaching  impli¬ 
cations  of  everything  we  do.  I  think  we 
have  not  done  so  and,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  was  not  speaking  of  this  Presi¬ 
dent  but  I  was  speaking  particularly  of 
the  assassinated  President,  who  was  very 
sadly  at  fault  there  and  knew  it  and 
said  so. 

Mr.  HAYS.  May  I  say  to  the  gentle^* 
woman  from  Ohio  that  the  question  was, 
“Do  you  not  think  that  the  President  has 
exercised  his  responsibility  in  the  Do¬ 
minican  crisis?” 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  did  not  hear  the 
words  “Dominican  crisis.”  There  was 
too  much  noise. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Then,  it  is  a  pretty  good 
thing  that  I  am  setting  the  record 
straight  for  the  benefit  of  my  friend  from 
Ohio. 

Mrs.  BOLTON.  I  think  that  is  splen¬ 
did,  and  I  thank  you. 

Mr.  HAYS.  The  record  now  is  pre¬ 
sumably  that  the  President  did  exercise 
his  responsibilities  in  the  Dominican 
crisis. 

It  is  fine  to  look  at  all  of  the  things  we 
have  done  with  great  care,  but  looking 
at  all  of  the  things  we  have  done  with 
great  care  is  not  going  to  prevent  things 
from  happening  in  the  future.  As  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  I  am  for  what  the  Pres¬ 
ident  did  in  the  Dominican  Republic.  I 
hope  that  they  do  not  force  any  com¬ 
promise  on  anybody  that  is  going  to  put 
any  fellow  in  power  in  the  Dominican 
Republic  who  has  gone  south  with  money 
from  the  Dominican  bank,  as  the  papers 
allege  the  man  we  are  talking  about  now 
has  done.  I  think  we  have  to  look  at 
this  whole  picture  from  the  overall  view. 
I  told  the  President  not  3  months  ago 
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that  it  was  fine  he  was  getting  the  back¬ 
ing  he  was  in  the  Vietnamese  crisis.  I 
said,  “I  am  sure  you  will  get  that  until 
about  90  days  before  the  next  election.” 
I  said  that  because  I  was  here  when  we 
had  the  Korean  crisis.  Then  the  ques¬ 
tion  will  be  asked  about  who  is  killing 
our  boys  and  this  will  suddenly  become 
Johnson’s  war. 

While  I  am  on  this  subject,  let  me  say 
that  I  made  a  Memorial  Day  speech  this 
past  Sunday.  This  town  celebrated  it  a 
week  ahead  of  time,  and  I  had  no  knowl¬ 
edge  of  what  the  distinguished  Member 
of  the  other  body  who  has  been  vocal  in 
his  support  of  the  President  was  going  to 
say  out  in  Illinois.  However,  I  told  these 
people  I  was  happy  that  the  chief  sup¬ 
porter  of  the  President’s  policy  was  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Illinois. 
While  I  was  making  that  speech,  I  am 
told  by  one  of  my  colleagues  that  this 
supporter  was  in  Illinois  making  a  speech 
saying,  “I  would  like  you  people  to  re¬ 
member  that  there  was  not  a  single 
American  killed  in  Vietnam  during  the  8 
years  of  General  Eisenhower’s  admin¬ 
istration.”  Well,  that  is  not  exactly 
true,  either.  Since  I  am  in  the  process 
of  straightening  up  the  record,  let  me 
say  that  we  got  into  the  Vietnam  thing 
not  under  the  previous  assassinated 
President  or  this  President  but  under 
General  Eisenhower,  and  we  have  been 
in  it  since.  I  am  not  blaming  him.  I 
think  General  Eisenhower  did  the  right 
thing  by  going  in  there.  I  would  point 
out  to  you  that  we  have  been  in  there 
over  10  years,  and  as  of  today  our  casual¬ 
ties — and  I  regret  every  one  of  them,  be¬ 
cause  I  know  what  heartache  this  brings 
to  a  family — are  still  fewer  than  they  will 
be  on  this  coming  Memorial  Day  weekend 
on  the  highways. 

The  French,  who  were  there  10  years 
trying  to  reimpose  colonialism  on  the 
Vietnamese,  had  140,000  casualties.  So 
while  this  is  a  can  of  worms  and  we  have 
not  been  the  most  brilliant  in  the  hand¬ 
ling  of  it,  at  least  in  our  method  of 
handling,  from  the  casualties  standpoint, 
has  been  superior  to  that  of  the  French. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays]  has 
expired. 

(Mr.  HAYS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  as  long  as  we  are  in  the  process  of 
allegedly  straightening  out  the  record, 
the  gentleman  implied  that  we  had  not 
participated  or  been  involved  in  Vietnam 
prior  to  the  time  of  President  Eisen¬ 
hower.  I  am  sure  the  record  will  in¬ 
dicate  that  under  Mr.  Eisenhower’s 
predecessor  we  inaugurated  our  MAAG — 
Military  Advisory  Assistance  Group — in 
South  Vietnam  and  contributed  substan¬ 
tial  economic  assistance  to  South  Viet¬ 
nam  under  the  Truman  administration. 

Mr.  HAYS.  That  is  right;  assistance 
to  the  French  in  Vietnam.  The  point  I 
am  making  is  that  when  the  French 
pulled  out — and  I  say  I  thought  our  de¬ 
cision  was  the  right  decision — we  de¬ 
cided  to  step  in  and  carry  the  whole  load. 
All  I  am  asking  is  that  when  the  blame 
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is  assessed  in  the  next  political  cam¬ 
paign  that  everybody  go  back  and  read 
the  complete  record.  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  am  not  disputing  at  all 
what  he  says. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  do  not  think  it 
would  be  fair  to  leave  the  remarks  hang¬ 
ing  as  they  are  concerning  our  late  as¬ 
sassinated  President.  Let  us  also  include 
in  the  Record  that  our  late  assassinated 
President,  the  great  John  Kennedy,  in¬ 
herited  Cuba  and  Castro. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Oh,  yes.  It  was  not  under 
his  administration  that  Castro  made  his 
pilgrimage  through  the  United  States 
and  appeared  before  the  Press  Club  with 
two  wrist  watches  on  his  hand,  one 
pointing  this  way  and  one  pointing  the 
other  way.  When  he  was  asked  why  he 
said — and  that  is  when  I  knew  that  he 
was  nutty  from  that  day  on — he  said  he 
did  not  have  to  turn  his  wrist  to  look  at 
it.  Obviously,  he  would  have  to  turn 
his  wrist  to  look  at  either  one  of  them. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  necessary  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  get  the  discussion  back  on  the 
track  of  the  proposed  amendment.  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  what  happened  under  this 
law  that  he  has  referred  to  so  many 
times  and  which  is  supposed  to  have  been 
so  effective?  How  does  it  come  that  the 
Europeans  have  been  supplying  Castro 
and  Communist  Cuba  with  buses,  with 
locomotives,  with  sugar-processing  ma¬ 
chinery  and  all  that  sort  of  thing?  Why 
has  not  this  been  stopped  under  the  law 
he  cites  if  it  is  so  effective? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Yugoslavia  and 
Canada  sent  the  supplies,  countries  that 
do  not  get  aid  under  the  bill.  Therefore 
I  might  say - 

Mr.  GROSS.  Just  a  minute,  now;  the 
gentleman  knows - 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  The  gentleman 
wanted  an  answer  and  I  wanted  to  give 
him  an  answer. 

Mi'.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  gave  me 
an  answer  and  referred  to  the  Commu¬ 
nist  countries.  I  am  talking  about  the 
non-Communist  countries  that  have 
been  supply  Castro. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  If  the  gentleman 
will  let  me  finish,  since  when  are  France 
and  Canada  Communist? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  said  the  non-Commu- 
nist  countries  who  have  been  supplying 
Castro. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Well,  the  United 
Kingdom  does  not  get  aid.  Aid  was  cut 
off  from  them. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Just  a  minute,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr  GROSS.  Yes. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  would  like  to 
answer  the  question,  since  the  gentleman 
has  yielded. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  is  say¬ 
ing  that  no  non-Communist  countries 
have  been  supplying  Castro  with  any¬ 
thing  of  benefit  to  him? 


Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  did  not  say  that 
at  all. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Then  what  is  the  gen¬ 
tleman  saying? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  I  am  saying  that 
the  countries  that  supplied  Castro  were 
Yugoslavia,  to  some  extent,  and  Canada 
to  some  extent,  France  and  the  United 
Kingdom,  who  sent  some  buses.  They 
do  not  get  aid  from  the  United  States. 
Therefore,  under  620  all  countries  that 
have  been  getting  aid  do  not  supply  him 
and  do  not  give  any  aid  or  assistance  to 
Cuba  under  the  provisions  of  620,  which 
expresses  the  sense  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman  re¬ 
call  that  not  long  ago  we  put  up  a  sub¬ 
stantial  part  of  $3  billion  to  prop  up  the 
pound  sterling,  to  help  the  British  save 
the  pound  sterling  from  collapse? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  This  does  not 
have  a  thing  to  do  with  this  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  It  may  have  nothing  to 
do  with  this  particular  law  but  what  I 
am  trying  to  point  out  to  the  gentleman 
is  that  this  law  is  not  effective.  It  has 
not  been  effective,  and  the  gentleman 
knows  it. 

The  amendment  whicfi  has  been  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
would  make  it  effective. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  GROSS.  No.  The  gentleman 
has  had  plenty  of  time.  Let  me  say 
something  else. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  subject  of  the  se¬ 
cret  Communist  meeting  in  Havana  last 
November  was  brought  up  a  little  while 
ago  in  speaking  of  the  administration’s 
handling  of  foreign  policy. 

Do  you  know  that  testimony  before 
our  subcommittee  revealed  how  the  U.S. 
Government  learned  of  this  meeting  in 
Havana,  which  was  attended  by  Com¬ 
munists  from  every  Latin  American 
country? 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  U.S.  Government 
discovered  that  this  meeting  had  been 
held  through  an  item  in  a  Bolivian  news¬ 
paper.  With  all  of  our  vaunted  intelli¬ 
gence,  and  with  these  emissaries  of  the 
Communists  going  from  every  Latin 
American  country  to  Havana,  this  ad¬ 
ministration  knew  nothing  about  the 
meeting  until  it  had  been  held. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Is  it  not  a 
fact  that  the  law  to  which  and  about 
which  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
has  spoken  so  highly  allows  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  deny  aid  to  nations  which  allow 
its  shipping  to  be  used  in  sending  goods 
and  materials  to  Cuba.  Is  it  not  true 
that  Greece,  a  country  which  receives 
aid,  and  has  ships  which  have  taken  aid 
to  Communist  Cuba? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  and  Greece  is  not 
labeled  as  a  Communist  country. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  further,  I  think  there 
have  been  several  others.  Certainly  the 
gentleman’s  point  that  this  language  has 
not  been  efficacious  is  well  taken. 

I  would  like  to  also  make  this  point, 
if  I  may:  I  assume  in  writing  this  bill 
that  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Gallagher],  and  others,  have  tried 
to  make  the  language  which  appears  on 


page  15  with  regard  to  trade  with  North 
Vietnam  as  strong  as  possible.  At  least, 
I  do  not  know  why  they  would  not  want 
the  prohibition  of  aid  to  nations  helping 
North  Vietnam  as  strong  as  possible.  If 
the  point  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  is  correct,  that  the  language  now 
in  the  law  dealing  with  Cuban  imports 
is  stronger  than  the  language  dealing 
with  Vietnam,  why  do  we  not  substitute 
the  stronger  language  for  that  now  ap¬ 
pearing  in  the  bill? 

Are  we  going  to  be  weak  in  prohibiting 
our  aid  recipients  to  aid  North  Vietnam? 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  I  yield  briefly  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Greece  is  now 
complying  with  the  provisions  of  620  and, 
therefore,  it  is  effective. 

Mr.  GROSS.  You  hope  it  is,  but  the 
facts  are  that  Communist  Cuba  is  get¬ 
ting  help  from  our  so-called  free  world 
friends  and  everyone  knows  it. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  if  the 
gentleman  wants  to  get  the  discussion 
back  on  the  track,  none  of  this  discus¬ 
sion  has  had  anything  to  do  with  this 
amendment.  It  was  all  very  interest¬ 
ing,  but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  it 
did  not  have  anything  to  do  with  the 
proposed  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer], 

The  question  was  taken  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  announced  that  the  noes  appeared 
to  have  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Cramer  and 
Mr.  Gallagher. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tel¬ 
lers  reported  that  there  were — ayes  58, 
noes 133. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Chapter  2 — Administrative  provisions 

Sec.  302.  Chapter  2  of  part  in  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
which  relates  to  administrative  provisions,  is 
amended,  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  622,  which  relates  to 
coordination  with  foreign  policy,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (b),  immediately  after 
“military  assistance”  insert  “(including  any 
civic  action  and  sales  program)  ”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (c) ,  immediately  after 
“military  assistance  program”  insert  “(in¬ 
cluding  any  civic  action  and  sales  program)  ”. 

(b)  Amend  section  624,  which  relates .  to 
statutory  officers,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “para¬ 
graph  (3)  of”  and  “of  the  officers  provided 
for  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  that  sub¬ 
section”,  and  substitute  for  the  latter  “of 
one  or  more  of  said  officers”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (d),  strike  out  “Fublic 
Law  86-735”  wherever  it  appears  and  substi¬ 
tute  “the  Latin  American  Development  Act, 
as  amended”. 

(c)  Amend  section  625(d),  which  relates 
to  the  employment  of  personnel,  by  striking 
out  “twenty”  in  paragraph  (2)  and  substi¬ 
tuting  “fifty”. 

(d)  Amend  section  626,  which  relates  to 
experts,  consultants,  and  retired  officers,  by 
redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  subsection 
(c) . 

(e)  Amend  section  630,  which  relates  to 
terms  of  detail  or  assignment,  by  inserting 
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“benefits”  after  “travel  expenses”,  in  para¬ 
graphs  (2)  and  (4) . 

(f)  Amend  section  635(g),  which  relates 
to  general  authorities,  by  inserting  “and 
sales”  after  "loans”  in  the  introductory 
clause. 

(g)  Amend  section  636,  which  relates  to 
provisions  on  uses  of  funds,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (e),  strike  out  “sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Act  of  July  31,  1894,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  62)  ”  and  substitute  “section  301  of 
the  Dual  Compensation  Act  (5  U.S.C.  3105)  ”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (f),  strike  out  “Act  to 
provide  for  assistance  in  the  development  of 
Latin  America  and  in  the  reconstruction 
of  Chile,  and  for  other  purposes”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  “Latin  American  Development  Act, 
as  amended”. 

(h)  Amend  section  637(a),  which  relates 
to  administrative  expenses,  by  striking  out 
“1965”  and  "$52,500,000”  and  substituting 
“1966”  and  "$53,240,000”,  respectively. 

(i)  Amend  section  638,  which  relates  to 
Peace  Corps  assistance,  by  striking  out  all 
beginning  with  or  famine”  and  substi¬ 
tuting  a  period. 

(j)  Add  the  following  new  section  639 : 

“Sec.  639.  Famine  and  Disaster  Relief. — 

No  provision  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  prohibit  assistance  to  any  country  for 
famine  or  disaster  relief.” 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  THOMSON  OF 
WISCONSIN 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Thomson  of 
Wisconsin:  On  page  17,  Immediately  after 
line  2,  insert  the  following: 

"(3)  At  the  end  of  subsection  (d),  add  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

“  ‘(8)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States  performing  end-use  audit  or  end-use 
inspection  activities  outside  the  United 
States  in  connection  with  programs  with  re¬ 
spect  to  which  the  Inspector  General,  Foreign 
Assistance,  has  responsibilities  under  para¬ 
graph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  shall  be  subject 
to  the  control  and  direction  of  the  Inspector 
General,  Foreign  Assistance,  and  shall  report 
directly  to  him  on  their  activities.  Each 
agency  of  the  United  States  Government  shall 
cooperate  with  the  Inspector  General,  For¬ 
eign  Assistance,  in  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  paragraph,  including  but  not  limited 
to  the  submission  to  the  Inspector  General, 
Foreign  Assistance,  of  written  notification  of 
every  assignment  of  an  officer  or  employee 
to  perform  activities  referred  to  in  the  first 
sentence  of  this  paragraph.  This  paragraph 
shall  not  apply  to  the  General  Accounting 
Office  nor  to  any  officer  or  employee  thereof.’  ” 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  amendment  proposes  an 
extension  but  a  very  necessary  addition 
to  the  authority  of  the  inspector  general, 
who  I  think  is  doing  an  excellent  job. 
The  problem  today  is  that  the  end-use 
investigators  and  the  end-use  inspectors 
who  are  trying  to  find  out  whether  the 
money  from  the  American  AID  program 
has  been  used  in  accordance  with  the 
law  are  working  under  the  ambassador 
or  the  mission  chief  in  the  country  that 
is  the  recipient  of  the  aid.  About  3  years 
ago  we  had  a  glaring  example  which  was 
brought  out  by  the  Porter-Hardy  com¬ 
mittee  of  an  end-use  investigator  who 
had  found  out  that  American  aid  money 
was  going  into  a  Russian  institution  that 
was  being  constructed  in  Cambodia,  and 
because  he  had  the  temerity  to  appear 
before  the  committee  and  testify  to  those 
facts,  he  lost  his  job.  I  think  that  the 
end-use  investigator  should  be  respon¬ 


sible  not  to  the  mission  chief  but  to  the 
Inspector  general  in  Washington,  D.C., 
and  to  the  American  taxpayer. 

The  record  is  replete  with  countries 
that  received  illegal  money  and  improp¬ 
erly  used  money.  One  of  the  worst  ones 
is  Cambodia.  Cambodia  still  owes  us 
more  than  $2  million  because  of  improp¬ 
erly  used  money.  Bolivia  owes  us 
$1,400,000.  The  Dominican  Republic 
owes  us  $1,471,000  because  of  improperly 
used  money.  The  Philippines  owe  us 
more  than  a  million  dollars.  India  owes 
us  $1,800,000.  Pakistan  owes  us  $1,400,- 
000.  Spain  owes  us  $1,300,000. 

I  attribute  much  of  this  to  the  fact 
that  the  end-use  investigators  are  too 
much  obligated  to  the  mission  chief  or 
to  the  ambassador  who  is  trying  to  curry 
favor  with  the  nationals  of  the  country  in 
which  they  are  stationed.  I  think  it 
would  be  to  the  great  interest  of  the 
American  taxpayer  and  to  this  program 
if  we  can  tighten  up  the  use  of  that 
money  and  insure  that  it  is  being  prop¬ 
erly  used  because  I  am  convinced  that 
much  of  the  criticism  of  this  program 
comes  from  the  fact  that  money  is  be¬ 
ing  spent  for  lipstick  and  deodorants 
and  sex  stimulants  and  things  of  that 
kind  which  irritate  the  American  tax¬ 
payer. 

If  my  colleagues  will  read  the  debate 
on  this  bill  last  year,  you  will  see  the 
references  to  that  and  it  may  seem  hu¬ 
morous  to  some  but  when  it  runs  into 
millions  of  dollars,  I  think  it  is  cer¬ 
tainly  unnecessary  and  reprehensible 
that  it  is  permitted  by  this  Government. 

Just  yesterday  I  pointed  out  in  the 
report  of  the  Comptroller  General  of 
April  29  about  AID  money  going  for 
railroad  equipment  to  build  a  railroad 
bed.  The  equipment  cost  $543,000  and 
they  sent  the  equipment  over  to  Turkey 
after  the  roadbed  had  been  constructed. 

When  it  was  pointed  out  that  they  did 
not  need  the  equipment  for  construc¬ 
tion,  the  AID  Agency  insisted  that  they 
leave  the  equipment  there  for  mainte¬ 
nance.  But  the  Comptroller  General 
pointed  out  that,  even  so,  the  Agency 
files  indicate  that,  for  the  most  part,  the 
equipment  may  not  be  needed  for  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  project. 

This  is  an  incredible  situation  pointed 
out  by  the  Comptroller  General,  who 
says: 

We  found  that  the  Agency’s  organizational 
unit  responsible  for  the  postaudit  of  Agen¬ 
cy-financed  purchases  and  initiation  of  any 
appropriate  refund  action  was  not  made 
aware  of  the  ineligibility  of  the  construction 
equipment  questioned  in  this  report. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  I  am 
glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  First  let  me  say  that  I 
agree  with  the  gentleman  as  to  the  nec¬ 
essity  for  end-use  determination.  I  do 
not  believe  there  is  any  quarrel  about 
that.  I  am  trying  to  decide  whether  the 
amendment  would,  by  placing  the  end- 
use  investigator  under  the  direct  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Inspector  General,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  it,  take  the  investigator  away 
from  the  chief  of  mission  or  from  the 
Ambassador. 
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Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  It 
would  make  him  responsible  directly  to 
the  Inspector  General.  It  would  elim¬ 
inate  his  dependence  for  his  position  and 
the  assurance  of  his  continuation  of  his 
efforts  on  the  mission  director  or  on  the 
Ambassador.  I  am  very  hopeful  that  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  who  insti¬ 
tuted  the  Inspector  General,  will  accept 
this  amendment  as  a  proper  extension  of 
that  authority. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
very  sorry  to  inform  the  author  of  the 
amendment  that  I  rise  in  opposition. 

It  is  true  what  the  gentleman  said;  I 
am  the  author  of  the  provision  in  exist¬ 
ing  law  which  created  the  Inspector  Gen¬ 
eral.  When  that  office  was  created  by 
amendment  in  the  AID  bill  4  years  ago, 
I  fully  intended  that  the  Office  of  the  In¬ 
spector  General  be  a  compact  supervisory 
but  nonoperating  organization. 

Now,  if  I  remember  correctly,  the  In¬ 
spector  General’s  office  has  about  50  em¬ 
ployees.  The  amendment  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  would  add  the  end-use  inspectors 
in  each  country.  We  have  a  program, 
let  us  say,  in  some  80  countries.  If  we 
assume  there  are  3  or  4  end-use  inspec¬ 
tors  in  each  country,  this  would  channel 
into  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
250  more  employees.  I  believe  this  would 
interfere  with  effectiveness  of  the  work 
of  the  Inspector  General. 

We  created  this  office  to  check  up  on 
the  inspectors,  not  to  do  the  inspecting. 
I  cannot  see  how  the  amendment  would 
improve  making  use  of  the  end-use  in¬ 
spectors. 

The  gentleman  knows  and  I  know  that 
since  Mr.  Bell  took  over  as  AID  Adminis¬ 
trator  he  has  made  a  real  effort  to  keep 
track  of  what  is  going  on  in  the  field 
and  have  the  end-use  inspectors  work 
better.  I  believe  they  are  doing  a  better 
job.  I  believe  that  the  problems  of 
which  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
spoke  are  being  cleared  up. 

Therefore,  I  oppose  the  amendment. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  May  I  read  from 
the  testimony  in  the  hearings,  on  page 
956.  Mr.  Thomson  of  Wisconsin,  the 
author  of  the  amendment,  asked  Mr. 
Bell  about  this  particular  problem  in 
committee.  Mr.  Bell’s  reply  was: 

The  Inspector  General  has  all  the  staff 
that  he  thinks  he  needs  and  wants,  and  can 
hire  more  any  time  he  wants.  Whether  or 
not  he  has  end-use  inspectors,  I  must  insist 
that  my  mission  directors  have  end-use — it 
is  my  responsibility  and  that  of  my  mission 
directors  to  see  that  the  goods  go  where  they 
are  supposed  to  go.  I  would  feel  it  incumb¬ 
ent  on  me  to  have  end-use  inspectors. 

Would  the  chairman  agree  that  the 
basic  issue  is  whether  or  not  we  assume 
the  mission  director  and  the  ambassador 
are  trying  to  run  a  good,  tight,  honest 
program?  That  is  the  basic  issue.  If 
we  so  assume,  the  amendment  should  be 
voted  down. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  With  respect  to 
the  lipstick  and  other  items  of  interest, 
to  which  the  gentleman  referred,  those 
were  found  and  discovered  not  by  the 


May  25,  1965  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE  11135 


gentleman  by  by  the  AID  administra¬ 
tion  itself.  They  have  since  made  claims, 
and  are  in  the  process  of  collecting  for 
those  items. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  They  were  found  by 
the  very  end  use  inspectors  who  are  now 
under  criticism  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Exactly. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  I 
would  like  to  point  out  to  the  committee 
and  our  very  distinguished  chairman 
that  the  report  I  read  from  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  this  House  in  1963  and  sub¬ 
mitted  again  in  1964  and  it  was  sub¬ 
mitted  again  on  April  29,  1965,  because 
the  AID  administration  failed  to  do  any¬ 
thing  for  a  period  of  3  years.  The  Comp¬ 
troller  General  says  in  that  report  he 
will  continue  to  call  it  to  the  attention 
of  the  Congress.  It  is  only  $543,000  of 
improperly  used  AID  money,  but  I  think 
that  this  House  can  do  a  lot  more  than 
they  appear  willing  to  do  in  order  to 
tighten  this  program  up  in  the  interests 
both  of  this  program  and  of  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  this  country. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  we  should  tighten  up  the 
program,  but  I  am  opposed  to  our  mov¬ 
ing  the  end  use  inspectors  out  from  un¬ 
der  the  country  missions  and  putting 
them  under  the  Inspector  General.  That 
is  not  going  to  tighten  up  the  program. 
I  think  the  end-use  inspectors  are  abso¬ 
lutely  necessary  in  their  present  stations. 
The  mission  director  and  the  ambas¬ 
sador,  of  course,  must  use  end-use  in¬ 
spectors.  You  have  heard  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey  read  the  testimony 
in  which  the  AID  director  said  he  must 
have  end-use  inspectors  in  the  field  under 
the  mission  director  in  order  to  discharge 
his  responsibilities.  The  gentleman  will 
create  250  new  jobs  under  the  AID  agency 
if  his  recommendation  is  approved. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  Thomson]  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN .  The  Clerk  will  read . 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Chapter  3 — Miscellaneous  provisions 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DERWINSKI 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Derwinski:  On 
page  18,  line  5 - 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  The  clerk  started  to 
read  on  page  18,  line  13,  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment  refers  to  an  earlier 
part  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
when  the  clerk  finished  reading  he  was 
on  line  3,  page  17.  He  was  not  yet  at 
line  13  on  page  18. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  clerk  had  read 
through  line  12  on  page  18  and  com¬ 
menced  to  read  at  the  proper  place. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  DERWINSKI 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Derwinski: 
On  page  18,  line  5,  strike  out  "$53,240,000” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$51,500,000”. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order  against  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  state  I 
am  not  going  to  insist  on  my  point  of 
order,  but  if  the  Members  on  the  other 
side  are  going  to  offer  any  further 
amendments  to  this  bill  they  should  be 
prepared  at  the  proper  time  to  offer  the 
amendments. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  lilies 
that  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  was 
not  on  his  feet  and  offered  his  amend¬ 
ment  at  the  time  the  Clerk  started  read¬ 
ing.  The  Clerk  read  through  line  12  on 
page  18.  The  amendment  is  proposed 
to  an  earlier  section,  and  therefore  the 
Chair  rules  that  the  amendment  is  not 
in  order. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk.  Page  18,  line  13: 

Chapter  3 — Miscellaneous  provisions 

Sec.  303.  Chapter  3  of  part  III  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
which  relates  to  miscellaneous  provisions,  is 
amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Amend  section  642(a)(2),  which  re¬ 
lates  to  statutes  repealed,  by  striking  out 
"143,”  and  all  beginning  with  Provided,” 
up  to  the  semicolon. 

(b)  Amend  section  644,  which  relates  to 
definitions,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (g),  insert  “,  and  not 
procured  in  anticipation  of  military  assist¬ 
ance  or  sales  requirements,  or  pursuant  to 
a  military  assistance  or  sales  order,”  after 
"United  States  Government”  and  strike  out 
“as  grant  assistance”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (m)(2),  strike  out 
“Such  price  shall  be  the  same  standard  price” 
and  substitute  "Such  standard  price  shall 
be  the  same  price  (including  authorized  re¬ 
duced  prices)  ”. 

(3)  Amend  the  paragraph  following  the 
numbered  paragraph  (3)  in  subsection  (m) 
as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  sentence,  insert  “and  sales” 
after  “Military  assistance”. 

(B)  In  the  second  proviso,  strike  out  “by 
the  military  assistance  program”. 

(c)  Amend  section  645,  which  relates  to 
unexpended  balances,  by  striking  out  “Pub¬ 
lic  Law  86-735”  and  substituting  “the  Latin 
American  Development  Act,  as  amended”. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GROSS 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gross  :  On  page 
19,  immediately  after  line  16,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

"(d)  Add  the  following  new  section: 

“  ‘Sec.  649.  Limitation  on  Authorization 
of  Funds. — There  is  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  not  to  exceed  $1,934,195,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1966  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  part  I  and  section  637(a)  of  this 
Act  and,  notwithstanding  section  610  of  this 
Act,  shall  be  utilized  as  the  President  may  de¬ 
termine  to  carry  out  such  provisions.  All 
other  provisions  of  this  Act  authorizing  the 
appropriation  of  funds  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 


visions  of  part  I  and  section  637(a)  of  this 
Act  are  repealed.’  ” 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  solve  some  of  the 
difficulties  encountered  this  afternoon 
by  way  of  checking  up  on  the  use  of 
funds  in  this  foreign  handout  program. 
All  this  amendment  would  do  is  cut  $1 
billion  out  of  the  bill.  It  is  just  that 
simple.  With  that  reduction  we  could 
begin  to  get  some  order  out  of  the  con¬ 
fusion  that  is  going  on  with  respect  to 
checking  up  on  how  the  money  is  being 
spent  and  for  what  purpose. 

The  new  authorization  in  this  bill  is 
more  than  $2  billion;  $2,004  million  plus 
a  few  odd  thousands.  Previously  au¬ 
thorized  $1.5  billion,  and  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  $600  million,  for  a  total  of 
$4,104  million. 

I  do  nothing  with  the  miltary  assist¬ 
ance  end  of  this  bill  which  is  $1,170 
million.  Subtracting  $1,170  million 
leaves  a  total  of  $2,934,195,000.  The 
adoption  of  my  amendment  would  take 
off  $1  billion,  leaving  $1,934,195,000  in 
the  bill,  which,  added  to  the  estimated 
$6.2  billion  of  unexpended  funds  in  the 
pipeline  is  more  than  sufficient. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  so  many 
faucets  in  this  program  of  foreign  aid 
that  I  would  not  know,  and  I  doubt  that 
anyone  else  would  know,  how  to  reach 
the  separate  faucets  in  order  to  cut  down 
the  flow  of  cash.  So,  by  force  of  neces¬ 
sity,  we  must  go  to  the  main  stem,  to  the 
main  valve  and  twist  that  down  a  little 
bit  if  we  are  ever  going  to  phase  out  this 
program.  No  one  can  tell  actually  how 
the  money  is  being  spent.  Not  even  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Thomson, 
has  so  well  said,  can  ascertain  how  the 
money  is  being  spent  and  for  what  pur¬ 
poses. 

Finally,  I  think  it  is  high  time  that  in 
the  interest  of  the  taxpayers  of  this 
country  and  in  the  interest  of  Congress 
we  break  up  the  monopoly  that  the 
United  States  holds  on  foreign  aid.  If 
we  phase  this  program  out,  get  it  down 
to  size,  and  get  out  of  this  business,  we 
can  uproot  the  monopoly  that  we  have 
had  for  so  many  years  on  dissipating  the 
resources  of  the  U.S.  taxpayers  all  over 
the  world. 

Let  some  of  the  other  countries  take 
over  and  establish  foreign  aid  monop¬ 
olies.  Let  them  take  over  the  business 
of  dishing  out  their  cash  to  foreigners 
all  over  the  world.  I  am  sure  the  Dem¬ 
ocrat  Members  of  the  House,  being  the 
great  antimonopolists  they  are  reputed 
to  be,  will  want  to  join  me  in  this  effort 
to  bust  the  world’s  biggest  monopoly  of 
dispensing  foreign  aid  that  the  United' 
States  has  had  for  so  long  and  which 
has  cost  the  taxayers  so  dearly. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Would  the  gentleman  say 
that  his  amendment  gives  a  certain 
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flexibility  to  the  administration  in  that 
it  permits  the  administration  to  decide 
where  It  will  cut  the  $1  billion? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  it  gives  the  admin¬ 
istration  all  the  flexibility  in  the  world. 
It  can  spend  and  give  priority  to  any 
program  within  the  limits  of  the  $1,900 
million  that  is  left. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  think  that  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  in  justice  to  the  taxpayers  of 
this  country,  in  justice  to  all  of  us,  would 
arise  and  accept  this  amendment  with¬ 
out  any  argument. 

That  would  be  a  fine  way  for  him  to 
close  out  this  day. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  I  know  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  and  others  in  the  mi¬ 
nority  have  some  constructive  criticism 
to  make  and  some  guidance  for  the 
President. 

However,  I  cannot  see  just  exactly  why 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  selected  $1  bil¬ 
lion.  Using  the  gentleman’s  own  argu¬ 
ment  would  it  not  be  better  probably  in 
order  to  break  this  monopoly  to  probably 
cut  it  by  $2  billion? 

Mr.  GROSS.  No.  It  would  probably 
take  a  little  time  to  end  this  monopoly. 
Even  in  the  courts,  they  go  through  vari¬ 
ous  stages.  I  am  not  a  lawyer,  but  I 
know  that  charges  have  to  be  filed  and 
the  lawyers  have  to  prepare  their  cases. 
So  I  am  willing  to  give  a  reasonable 
amount  of  time  and  money. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

(Mr.  GROSS  (by  unanimous  consent, 
at  the  request  of  Mr.  Zablocki)  was 
granted  permission  to  proceed  for  2  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes.) 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  I  would  suggest  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Za¬ 
blocki]  that  if  he  wants  the  construc¬ 
tive  ideas  of  the  minority,  that  he  refer 
to  the  minority  views  in  this  year’s  re¬ 
port,  in  which  we  set  forth  what  we 
thought  were  some  worthwhile  sug¬ 
gestions. 

Mr.  GROSS.  On  the  subject  of  for¬ 
eign  aid,  I  forgot  to  remind  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  and  the  members 
of  the  committee  that  there  is  another 
subsidy  to  the  foreigners  that  was  ap¬ 
proved  the  other  day  in  the  matter  of 
artificial  and  rigged  coffee  prices.  Cof¬ 
fee  has  gone  up  some  20  cents  a  pound 
since  the  coffee  agreement  was  entered 
into  and  the  coffee  cartel  in  London 
took  over.  You  can  just  figure  that  up. 
Each  1-cent-per-pound  increase  in  the 
price  of  coffee  adds  up  to  $31  million  in 
added  cost  to  American  consumers.  So, 
on  top  of  all  the  rest  of  this  money  that 
is  being  dished  out  to  the  various  inter¬ 
national  lending  agencies,  and  on  top  of 
this  bill,  American  consumers  of  coffee 
are  adding  another  $500  or  $600  million 
subsidy  to  the  Latin  American  countries. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 


Mr.  GROSS.  Yes;  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  I  do  not  see  any 
connection  whatsoever  between  the 
statement  that  has  been  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  and  his  pending 
amendment. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  I  am  trying  to  say 
is  that  they  can  easily  live  with  this  $1 
billion  cut,  in  view  of  all  of  the  other 
subsidies  and  handouts  that  are  being 
made  available  to  them. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Sure. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  I  would  like  to  reply 
to  the  suggestion  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Adair].  I  have  carefully 
read  the  minority  views  and  I  submit 
that  I  have  found  no  constructive  sug¬ 
gestions  in  that  part  of  the  report.  Fur¬ 
ther,  I  am  not  a  doctor  but  it  seems  to 
me  that  if  a  patient  is  sick — if  the  aid 
program  is  sick  and  is  suffering  from 
some  ailment — we  should  try  to  cure 
him.  However,  it  also  appears  to  me 
that  the  suggestions  of  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gross]  is  not  to  operate 
on  the  patient  but  to  shoot  him. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Committee  feels  it 
would  be  rather  unwise  to  take  out  $1 
billion  at  this  time. 

Therefore,  we  oppose  the  amendment 
and  urge  its  rejection. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  talked  about  the  monopoly  we  have 
on  foreign  aid.  Does  not  the  gentleman 
know  that  several  of  our  allies  have  for¬ 
eign  aid  programs? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  and  a  notable  one 
is  the  State  of  Israel  that  entered  into 
a  foreign  aid  program  while  we  were 
pouring  dollars  in  there  to  keep  them 
going,  and  they  used  our  money. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Does  the  gentleman 
know  anything  about  West  Germany’s 
foreign  aid  program  at  the  present  time? 
Does  he  know  that  many  of  our  allies 
are  contributing  more  as  to  per  capita 
income  to  foreign  aid  than  we  are? 

I  do  not  think  the  gentleman  is  ac¬ 
curate  when  he  talks  about  our  having 
a  monopoly. 

Mr.  GROSS.  We  subsidize  them  to 
carry  on  these  foreign  aid  programs. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  We  are  not  subsidiz¬ 
ing  West  Germany  today.  West  Ger¬ 
many  has  a  very  large  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  as  well  as  several  other  of  our 
allies  which  are  not  receiving  a  penny 
in  foreign  aid. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  call  the  attention  of 
the  Members  of  the  House  to  the  fact 
that  this  $1.3  billion  cut  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa,  of  course,  Is  going 
to  cause  a  great  deal  of  hardship  to  the 
economic  part  of  the  foreign  assistance 
program.  This  cut  would  affect  the 
Alliance  for  Progress,  the  Children’s 
Fund,  the  International  Organizations, 
and  of  course  the  old  Point  IV  operations 
which  are  still  being  carried  on. 
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I  think  the  amendment  should  be 
voted  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  VAN  DEERLIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  opportunity 
to  direct  the  attention  of  the  Members 
of  the  House  to  a  development  in  a  mat¬ 
ter  in  which  we  should  all  be  interested. 

Mr.  Chairman,  along  with  many  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  House,  I  intend  once  again 
to  cast  my  vote  for  a  foreign  aid  authori¬ 
zation,  in  hope  that  it  will  strengthen 
the  President’s  hand  in  a  troubled  world. 

My  conscience  tells  me  to  support  this 
legislation  even  though  it  may  not  be 
widely  popular  among  the  people  I 
represent. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that  we  owe  the 
taxpayers  every  assurance  that  their 
money  is  being  closely  accounted  for. 

Mr.  Chairman,  much  has  been  made 
of  purported  extravagance  in  the  use  of 
foreign  aid  funds.  We  rightly  insist  on 
the  sharpest  scrutiny  over  these  expend¬ 
itures.  Yet  there  is  little  opportunity 
for  an  individual  Congressman  to  ferret 
out  such  abuses. 

I  would  rather  direct  the  attention  of 
colleagues  to  an  area  in  which  we  cer¬ 
tainly  can  move  to  prevent  abuse — right 
in  our  own  offices.  1 

On  April  22,  I  introduced  H.R.  7572, 
aimed  at  making  certain  that  the  clerk- 
hire  funds  available  to  congressional 
offices  are  paid  only  to  employees  on  the 
job  here  in  Washington,  or  in  the  Con¬ 
gressman’s  home  community. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  California  yield  for  a  parliamen¬ 
tary  inquiry? 

Mr.  VAN  DEERLIN.  I  yield  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Did  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  obtain  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  speak  out  of  order? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  has 
not. 

Mr.  VAN  DEERLIN.  I  was  not  aware 
I  was  speaking  out  of  order. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  do  not 
make  the  point  of  order.  I  just  present 
it  as  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  VAN  DEERLIN.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  this  concern. 

During  House  Administration  Subcom¬ 
mittee  hearings  on  that  bill,  it  was  dis¬ 
covered  that  my  proposal  might  not  be 
needed.  For  in  passing  clerk-hire  legis¬ 
lation  in  the  88th  Congress,  we  had 
adopted  a  resolution.  House  Resolution 
294,  with  the  following  paragraph: 

Sec.  2.  No  person  shall  be  paid  from  any 
clerk-hire  allowance  if  such  person  does  not 
perform  the  services  for  which  he  receives 
such  compensation  in  the  offices  of  such 
Member  or  Resident  Commissioner  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  District  of  Columbia,  or  in  the  State 
or  the  district  which  such  Member  or  Resi¬ 
dent  Commissioner  represents. 

The  terms  of  that  House  Resolution 
294,  88th  Congress,  were  carried  over 
into  the  89th  Congress  by  the  passage  of 
House  Resolution  7,  offered  by  the  ma- 
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jority  leader,  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Albert],  and  passed  on  the 
first  day  of  this  session. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand  from  press 
reports  that  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  House  Administration  Committee, 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Burle¬ 
son],  has  called  upon  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  to  determine  whether  the  regula¬ 
tions  on  clerk-hire,  as  prescribed  by  both 
the  88th  and  89th  Congresses,  are  being 
or  have  been  violated  by  any  Member. 

I  hope  the  Clerk  will  undertake  such  a 
study,  and  make  known  his  findings  to 
this  body  in  the  very  near  future. 

Where  improprieties  exist,  they  should 
be  eliminated.  The  millions  of  Amer¬ 
icans  who  tend  to  regard  politicians  at 
all  levels  with  cynicism  should  come  to 
know  that  the  word  “Honorable,”  ap¬ 
pearing  in  front  of  a  Congressman’s 
name,  means 'exactly  what  it  says. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  speak  out  of  the 
regular  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sel¬ 
dom  like  to  take  the  floor  twice  in  one 
day  to  make  announcements  about  our 
space  program,  but  I  know  it  is  of  great 
interest  and  importance  to  all  of  you. 

Mr.  Chairman,  NASA — Houston  an¬ 
nounced  today  that  an  astronaut  may  get 
out  of  the  Gemini  4  spacecraft  during 
the  manned  mission  scheduled  for 
June  3. 

Pilot  Edward  H.  White,  if  conditions 
are  favorable,  will  open  the  right  hand 
hatch  of  the  Gemini  4  spacecraft  and 
float  some  25  feet  out  into  space  on  the 
end  of  an  umbilical  line. 

The  extravehicluar  activity  is  tenta¬ 
tively  scheduled  for  a  total  of  22  minutes, 
beginning  the  second  orbit  of  the  flight 
over  Hawaii  with  nearly  10  minutes  of 
the  activity  completely  outside  of  the 
spacecraft. 

NASA  delayed  the  decision  until  today 
until  final  qualifications  tests  could  be 
completed  on  the  spacecraft,  space  suit, 
secondary  life  support  patch  and  um¬ 
bilical,  although  planning  for  such  extra¬ 
vehicluar  activities  has  been  going  on 
since  the  beginning  of  the  Gemini  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  Gemini  program  has  three  pri¬ 
mary  objectives:  long  duration  flight, 
rendezvous  and  docking  and  extravehic¬ 
ular  activities.  NASA  associate  admin¬ 
istrator,  Robert  C.  Seamans,  Jr.,  said: 

We  have  spent  a  great  deal  of  time  plan¬ 
ning  for  extravehicular  activities  and  the  de¬ 
cision  to  include  the  activity  in  this  mis¬ 
sion  came  after  a  long  series  of  carefully 
planned  tests  of  the  equipment  especially 
the  life  support  test  packs  and  training  of 
the  astronauts.  It  was  only  when  we  were 
satisfied  that  these  tests  were  successfully 
completed  that  we  made  the  final  decision 
to  go  ahead. 

The  first  manned  mission  in  the 
Gemini  program  was  a  three -orbit  flight 
March  23  with  astronauts  Virgil  I.  Gris¬ 
som  and  John  Young.  The  Gemini  4 
mission  with  James  McDivitt  as  the  com¬ 
mand  pilot  is, scheduled  for  62  revolu¬ 
tions  over  a  4-day  period.  The  mis¬ 
sion  with  the  extravehicular  experiment 


could  establish  two  UJS.  “firsts”,  the 
longest  U.S.  space  flight  and  the  first  ex¬ 
travehicular  activity. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Chapter  4 — Amendment  to  the  Agricultural 

Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 

1954 

Sec.  401.  Section  107  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“No  sale  under  title  I  of  this  Act  shall 
be  made  to  the  United  Arab  Republic  unless 
the  President  determines  that  such  sale  is 
essential  to  the  national  interest  of  the 
United  States.  No  such  sale  shall  be  based 
on  the  requirements  of  the  United  Arab  Re¬ 
public  for  more  than  one  fiscal  year.  The 
President  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  and  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  fully  and  currently 
informed  with  respect  to  sales  made  to  the 
United  Arab  Republic  under  title  I  of  this 
Act.” 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  direct 
an  inquiry  to  the  chairman  of  our  com¬ 
mittee.  In  view  of  the  fact,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  we  have  very  effectively  com¬ 
pleted  a  discussion  of  this  bill  without 
accepting  any  amendments,  would  the 
gentleman  care  to  inform  the  House  of 
the  position  the  House  will  take  if  the 
other  body  should  pass  on  a  two-year 
authorization  as  opposed  to  our  one- 
year  authorization? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Of  course,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  took  the  time  to  read  the  major¬ 
ity  report,  on  page  3  he  would  find  some 
clear  language  outlining  the  position  of 
the  majority  as  far  as  the  2-year  au¬ 
thorization  is  concerned.  Today  when 
I  spoke  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  dealing  with 
the  development  loan  fund,  I  indicated 
that  with  the  ending  of  the  long-term 
authorizations  which  run  out  in  fiscal 
1966,  I  felt  a  new  look  should  be  taken 
at  these  authorizations.  I  strongly  be¬ 
lieve  it  should  be  a  one-year  authoriza¬ 
tion  as  far  as  the  bill  as  a  whole  is 
concerned.  I  can  see  some  justification 
for  long-range  authorizations  for  the 
lending  part  of  the  bill,  but  I  certainly 
will  support  legislation  providing  for 
annual  authorizations. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  thank  the  chair¬ 
man  for  his  comments. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
of  words. 

I  should  like  to  refer  specifically  to  the 
last  section  which  has  been  read.  While 
I  applaud  the  recognition  of  a  point 
which  many  of  my  colleagues,  as  well  as 
myself,  have  been  making,  that  aid  to 
the  UAR  under  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  must 
be  terminated  in  the  face  of  increasing¬ 
ly  anti-American  statements  and  acts  of 
Colonel  Nasser,  I  am  concerned  about 
what  might  be  taken  as  an  ambiguity  in 
the  language  before  us.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee  a  number  of  questions. 

First,  with  reference  to  the  determi¬ 
nation  as  to  what  is  essential  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  of  the  United  States,  there 
is,  as  I  understand,  no  specific  criterion 


laid  down  either  in  the  report  or  any¬ 
where  else.  I  should  specifically  like  to 
know  whether  it  is  the  chairman’s  un¬ 
understanding  that  this  finding  will  be 
made  public,  so  that  we  all  may  know 
what  is  considered  essential. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  The  determination, 
of  course,  will  be  made  by  the  President. 
There  are  certain  documents  of  the 
President  which  are  not  made  public. 

I  assume,  when  and  if  the  President 
makes  any  determination  under  this 
language,  that  when  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
and  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  of 
the  Senate  are  informed,  some  informa¬ 
tion  might  be  classified.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  fact  that  a  determination  has 
been  made  will  be  made  public.  v 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  take  it  from x- 
what  the  gentleman  said  that  this  will 
be  a  public  document.  Following  that 
up,  will  the  appropriate  Senate  commit¬ 
tees  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  be 
consulted  in  advance  of  the  proposed 
sale,  or  be  advised  of  its  completion  after 
the  fact? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  It  has  always  been 
the  custom  for  the  executive  branch, 
when  making  a  finding  of  this  kind,  and 
there  have  been  a  number  of  cases  com¬ 
parable  to  that  which  relates  to  the 
United  Arab  Republic,  to  brief  the  com¬ 
mittee  before  a  determination  is  made. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  \ 

With  respect  to  the  fiscal  year  that  is  \ 
described,  does  that  mean  the  current  | 
fiscal  year  or  the  coming  fiscal  year? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  That  means  the  com-  1 
ing  fiscal  year,  1966.  __ 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.'  If  the  gentleman 
does  not  mind,  I  should  like  to  refer  back 
to  section  101,  on  page  1,  beginning  at 
line  11  and  continuing  to  line  7  of  page 
2. 

I  certainly  commend  the  committee 
for  the  proposed  amendment  to  section 
102  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act,  which 
I  believe  makes  clear  that  Congress  is 
deeply  disturbed  by  the  incidents  of  dese¬ 
cration  and  destruction  of  American 
property  by  mob  violence.  I  should  like 
to  know  whether  the  chairman  would 
agree  that  much  of  this  mob  violence 
occurs  because  of  acts  and  statements 
of  some  of  the  leaders  of  these  countries. 
This  reflex  action  goes  beyond  the  bor¬ 
ders  of  the  country. 

In  essence  what  we  are  saying — I  ask 
whether  the  gentleman  would  agree — is 
that  while  we  deplore  the  acts  themselves 
we  also  deplore  anything  which  incites 
them  in  any  manner. 

’  Mr.  MORGAN.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  I  am  sure  that  some  of  the 
statements  made  by  leaders  of  these 
countries  have  been  responsible  for  riots 
and  destruction  of  property. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  very  much. 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  my  friend  from  New  York. 
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Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  I  should  like  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  the  gentleman 
the  fact  that  at  a  hearing  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  the  Near  East,  at  which 
there  was  testimony  by  the  Under  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  for  the  Near  East  and  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Agency  for 
International  Development,  I  inquired 
whether  we  would  be  informed  prior  to 
the  determination  of  how  much  assist¬ 
ance  we  were  to  give  to  Egypt,  rather 
than  being  told  after  the  fact,  as  was 
suggested.  We  were  told,  if  I  remember 
correctly,  that  we  would  be  advised  before 
any  aid  was  to  be  given,  and  that  any 
determination  they  were  to  make  they 
would  inform  us  about  prior  to  doing  so. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  Would  the  gentleman  agree  that 
the  import  of  this  section,  in  essence,  is 
that  aid  under  the  surplus  food  program 
has  now  come  to  an  end  except  for  some 
extraordinary  reason  in  the  interest  of 
the  United  States? 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Yes. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  RYAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was 
interested  in  the  exchange  between  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  and  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Roosevelt].  I  believe  that  section 
401  in  the  bill  does  deserve  our  spe¬ 
cial  attention. 

Section  401  amends  section  107  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1954  by  adding: 

No  sale  under  title  I  of  this  Act  shall  be 
made  to  the  United  Arab  Republic  unless  the 
President  determines  that  such  sale  is  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  national  interest  of  the  United 
States.  No  such  sale  shall  be  based  on 
the  requirements  of  the  United  Arab  Re¬ 
public  for  more  than  one  fiscal  year. 

The  section  also  includes  a  most  im¬ 
portant  provision  concerning  aid  to 
Nasser: 

The  President  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee  and  the  Appropriations 
Committee  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  fully  and 
currently  informed  with  respect  to  sales 
made  to  the  United  Arab  Republic  under 
title  I  of  this  Act. 

The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  de¬ 
serves  commendation  for  including  this 
important  section.  I  also  want  to  com¬ 
mend  our  colleague,  Mr.  Farbstein  of 
New  York,  for  his  part  in  drafting  this 
language.  Ever  since  I  have  been  in 
Congress,  I  have  been  deeply  concerned 
with  the  fact  that  the  United  States  aids 
a  country  which  clearly  plans  aggression 
against  one  of  our  great  democratic 
friends — Israel.  On  the  floor  of  the 
House  and  in  communications  to  the 
Secretary  of  State  and  the  President  I 
have  pointed  out  that  our  aid  to  Nasser 
is  inconsistent  with  our  commitment  to 
peace  and  democracy.  This  commit¬ 
ment  led  the  Congress  to  write  into  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1963  a  clause 
which  “is  engaging  in  or  preparing  for 
aggressive  military  efforts  directed 


against  any  country  receiving  assistance 
under  this  Act  or  any  other  act.” 

It  is  clear  from  the  debate  that  the 
intent  of  the  Congress  was  to  deny  aid 
to  Nasser.  Again  in  1964  the  Congress 
amended  Public  Law  480  to  provide  that 
no  sales  shall  be  made  to  any  country 
if  the  President  finds  such  country  is 
“an  aggressor  in  a  military  sense  against 
any  country  having  diplomatic  relations 
with  the  United  States.”  Again  the 
clear  intent  of  the  Congress  was  to  deny 
|  aid  to  the  United  Arab  Republic. 

’  Nasser  is  in  violation  of  both  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  and  Public  Law  480. 
He  has  continued  to  foment  strife  in 
the  Middle  East.  His  self-admitted  de¬ 
termination  to  destroy  Israel  has  not 
abated.  On  the  contrary,  he  has  accel¬ 
erated  his  arms  buildup  and  still  receives 
substantial  quantities  of  highly  sophis¬ 
ticated  weapons  from  the  Soviet  bloc. 
Nasser  has  also  employed  German  scien¬ 
tists  to  work  on  missile  development  to 
aid  in  his  plans  for  the  destruction  of 
Israel.  Nasser  has  incited  other  Arab 
states  to  join  in  the  establishment  of  the 
United  Arab  Command  for  the  purpose 
of  military  encirclement  of  Israel.  He 
has  also  worked  with  other  Arab  coun¬ 
tries  toward  the  diversion  of  the  head¬ 
waters  of  the  Jordan  River. 

In  addition  to  his  anti-Israel  crusade, 
Nasser  is  clearly  anti-American.  His 
speeches  reflect  this  sentiment.  He  has 
accused  the  U.S.  Ambassador  of  using 
economic  pressure  and  has  told  his  people 
that  anyone  disagreeing  with  his  anti- 
U.S.  attitude  “can  drink  from  the  sea.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  existing  prohibi¬ 
tions  against  aid  to  Nasser  have  never 
been  implemented.  I  have  time  and  time 
again  asked  the  State  Department  for 
an  explanation  of  the  flouting  of  con¬ 
gressional  intent.  All  I  have  received  is 
avoidance  of  the  question.  It  is  time  for 
Congress  to  unequivocally  assert  itself  on 
this  important  issue.  Appeasement  of 
Nasser  must  end. 

I  hope  that  section  401  will  in  fact  ter¬ 
minate  aid  to  Nasser  and  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  will,  in  keeping  with  this  section, 
keep  the  Congress  informed  on  this  is¬ 
sue.  The  record  is  plain.  It  is  time  for 
plain  action. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  supported  this 
legislation  for  16  years.  I  have  had 
some  doubts  about  it  from  time  to  time 
and  I  have  some  serious  doubts  about 
part  of  it  at  the  moment,  but  in  voting 
for  or  against  this  legislation  you  have 
a  kind  of  tough  choice  to  make.  If  you 
vote  against  it,  you  vote  against  all  of 
the  money  for  prosecuting  the  war  in 
Vietnam.  On  the  other  hand,  if  you 
vote  for  it — and  this  choice  occurs  in 
nearly  every  bill — you  vote  for  some 
things  that  you  probably  think  are  not 
right  and  that  you  do  not  like.  I  had 
thought  I  would  vote  against  the  bill, 
and  I  would  probably  do  so,  undoubtedly, 
if  it  were  not  for  the  money  in  it  for 
Vietnam,  which  I  think  is  important  and 
necessary.  However,  if  Congress  ad¬ 
journs  at  a  reasonable  time  this  year  for 
the  first  time  in  a  long  time,  I  do  pro¬ 
pose  as  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
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of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  on 
State  Department  personnel,  which  in¬ 
cludes  the  AID  personnel,  to  hold  some 
rather  searching  inquiries  about  the  ade¬ 
quacy  of  some  of  this  personnel.  I  think 
some  of  the  decisions  they  have  made  in 
some  of  the  areas  of  the  world  about 
spending  this  money  have  been,  to  put 
it  mildly,  unfortunate.  I  have  gotten 
the  definite  conclusion  that  some  of 
these  people  in  the  AID  program  are 
more  interested  in  maintaining  the 
bureaucracy  at  its  present  high  level  of 
employment  than  they  are  in  doing  a  job. 
We  would  gather  from  some  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  we  have  been  having  that  some  of 
the  Government  employee  organizations 
are  interested  in  seeing  that  everybody 
in  AID  stays  on  the  job  whether  they  are 
competent  or  whether  they  are  not  com¬ 
petent.  This  organization  has  been  in 
existence  for  a  long  time.  In  the  be¬ 
ginning,  under  the  Marshall  plan,  when 
we  were  operating  in  areas  where  we 
were  putting  people  with  high  industrial 
competence  back  to  work,  I  do  not  think 
anybody  can  deny  that  if  it  had  not  been 
for  this  program  some  of  the  nations  of 
Western  Europe  at  least,  who  are  not  be¬ 
hind  the  Iron  Curtain  today,  would  have 
been  behind  the  Iron  Curtain.  When 
we  moved  into  the  underdeveloped  areas 
of  the  world,  it  seems  to  me  that  imagi¬ 
nation  was  lacking  and  there  was  too 
much  of  the  idea  down  there,  “Well,  the 
program-  is  to  pour  in  money  and  build 
more  dams  and  create  more  work,  as  we 
did  in  Europe,  so  let  us  do  it  everywhere.” 

I  said  before  and  I  will  say  again  that 
in  the  underdeveloped  areas  of  the  world 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  Peace  Corps  is 
doing  a  better  job  in  a  great  many  re¬ 
spects  than  the  AID  program  because 
they  are  attacking  the  problem  that  we 
are  supposed  to  be  attacking,  in  the  basic 
areas  of  villages  and  schools  and  health 
and  things  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  Chairman',  I  hope,  if  we  do  have 
some  time  this  fall,  if  Congress  is  not  in 
session,  that  I  can  get  a  reasonable  num¬ 
ber  of  the  members  of  my  committee 
together  so  that  we  may  take  a  look, 
a  long  and  sweeping  look  at  this  program 
in  some  of  the  underdeveloped  countries, 
not  necessarily  to  go  there,  but  to  ex¬ 
amine  the  people  who  are  making  the 
decisions  here  in  Washington  and  to 
find  out  why  they  made  some  of  the  deci¬ 
sions  that  they  have  made. 

Although  I  have  defended  this  program 
and  fought  for  it  for  16  years  I  am  not 
one  of  those  who  says  that  everything 
they  have  done  is  perfect.  I  do  think 
there  is  a  great  area  that  could  be  im¬ 
proved  upon  in  our  AID  program  out¬ 
side  the  military  area. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  necessary 
number  of  words. 

Mi*.  Chairman,  the  first  trip  abroad 
that  I  made  was  with  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays!  .  That 
was  quite  a  number  of  years  ago  and  I 
shall  never  forget  it.  I  was  proud  of 
being  a  member  of  a  group  headed  by 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio.  It  was  a  hard 
working  delegation.  I  know  that  when 
the  gentleman  undertakes  the  investiga¬ 
tion  to  which  he  has  referred  following 
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the  adjournment  of  Congress  he  will  do 
a  mighty  good  job. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  however  is  not 
why  I  asked  for  this  time.  Today  is  the 
second  anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the 
Charter  of  African  Unity.  I  am  chair¬ 
man,  as  many  of  you  know,  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Africa.  I  have  a  pride,  a 
very  deep  pride,  as  has  the  gentlewoman 
from  Ohio  [Mrs.  Bolton],  and  I  am  sure 
all  members  of  our  subcommittee,  in  the 
progress  that  has  been  made  in  Africa. 
Each  year  has  been  a  year  of  going 
forward. 

I  know  that  on  occasion  we  read  in  the 
newspapers  bad  news  from  Africa,  but 
by  far  most  of  the  news  is  good.  It  all 
adds  up  to  a  story  of  real  hemispheric 
progress. 

I  am  happy  to  note  that  the  second 
anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the  historic 
charter  in  Addis  Ababa  falls  on  the  day 
when  we  are  passing  in  this  Chamber  the 
foreign  aid  bill  with  fewer  storms  than 
it  has  ever  experienced  since  I  have  been 
here.  f 

In  my  remarks  on  May  29,  1963,  which 
appear  on  pages  9298  to  9300  of  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  of  that  date,  I  said 
that  the  charter  of  African  unity  was  to 
be  compared  to  the  Articles  of  Confed¬ 
eration  that  loosely  bound  our  States  to¬ 
gether  during  the  Revolutionary  War 
and  the  critical  period  which  led  to  the 
adoption  of  the  Constitution  that  per¬ 
fected  our  Union. 

I  stated  further  that  I  regarded  the 
all-African  charter  of  unity  of  such  im¬ 
portance  as  a  statement  of  the  common 
objectives  of  the  African  nations  and 
the  methods  agreed  upon  for  the  ad¬ 
vancement  of  the  interest  of  an  entire 
continent  that  I  was  including  in  my  re¬ 
marks  the  full  text  of  the  document. 
Those  interested,  then,  may  refer  to  the 
Congressional  Record  of  that  date. 

In  the  2  years  of  its  existence  the  Or¬ 
ganization  of  African  Unity  has  served 
well  the  causes  of  the  independent  na¬ 
tions  of  Africa.  One  of  the  challenges 
that  first  came  to  it  was  the  settlement 
of  a  border  dispute  between  Algeria  and 
Morocco,  and  what  might  have  devel¬ 
oped  into  a  war  between  these  neighbor¬ 
ing  countries  was  averted. 

It  sought  to  bring  peace  and  under¬ 
standing  between  warring  forces  in  the 
Congo,  and  while  in  this  the  full  objec¬ 
tive  was  not  attained  it  at  least  was 
heartening  and  reassuring  to  know  that 
the  Africans  themselves  working  within 
the  charter  of  their  own  organization 
were  undetaking  the  solution  of  African 
problems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  myself,  for  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Africa,  and  I  think  I  am 
safe  in  saying  for  the  full  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs  and  for  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  itself,  I  extend  to  all  the  na¬ 
tions  of  Africa  warm  congratulations  on 
the  second  anniversary  of  their  union  and 
sincere  good  wishes  for  the  future. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States,  as 
I  understand  it,  to  abide  by  the  decisions 
of  the  African  states  on  the  sound  reason¬ 
ing  that  equitable  and  lasting  solutions 
of  African  problems  can  come  only  from 
the  Africans  themselves. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  my  col¬ 
leagues  who  have  little  personal  knowl¬ 


edge  of  Africa,  as  well  as  those  better 
informed,  will  find  interest  in  the  African 
economic  assistance  program  for  fiscal 
1966,  as  projected  in  the  bill  we  are  about 
to  pass,  and  a  brief  sketch  of  past  ac¬ 
complishments  and  future  plans. 

The  total  program  request  for  econom¬ 
ic  assistance  to  Africa  amounts  to  $218 
million — $100  million  in  development 
lending,  $92  million  in  technical  cooper¬ 
ation  and  $26  million  in  supporting  as¬ 
sistance.  An  additional  $5  million  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  appropriation  for  “con¬ 
tribution  to  international  organizations” 
to  continue  the  presence  of  essential  U.N. 
personnel  in  the  Congo.  The  program 
represents  less  than  a  10-percent  in¬ 
crease  over  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  and 
substantially  less  than  the  $315  million 
in  fiscal  year  1962  and  $261  million  in 
fiscal  year  1963.  In  comparison  with  the 
Latin  American  region — the  United 
States  increased  its  economic  assistance 
to  Latin  America  from  $254  million  5 
years  ago  to  an  estimated  $610  million 
for  fiscal  year  1966.  U.S.  economic  as¬ 
sistance  to  Africa  was  $264  million  in 
1961,  $46  million  more  than  what  is  pro¬ 
jected  for  1966. 

While  assistance  to  32  countries  is 
planned  in  1966,  two  less  than  in  1965, 
about  60  percent  of  the  authorized 
funds  are  expected  to  be  spent  in  five 
countries — Nigeria,  Liberia,  Ethiopia, 
Tunisia,  and  the  Congo.  Each  of  these 
countries  is  a  firm  supporter  of  the 
Western  world,  each  is  important  to  U.S. 
interests  and  for  the  most  part  each  is 
characterized  by  considerable  stability. 

TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE 

Of  the  $92  million  proposed  for  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  in  1966,  by  far  the  larg¬ 
est  amount  will  be  spent  in  the  agricul¬ 
ture  and  education  sectors;  $85  million  is 
required  to  cover  the  minimal  require¬ 
ments  for  carrying  forward  existing 
projects  leaving  just  $7  million  either 
for  additional  costs  of  continuing  proj¬ 
ects  or  for  new  ones.  As  of  December 
31, 1964,  there  were  in  effect  $85.2  million 
worth  of  contracts  in  30  countries. 
Eighty  percent  of  these  funds  were  for 
university  and  foundation  contracts  in 
the  education  and  agriculture  fields.  For 
the  five  countries  receiving  most  of  the 
aid,  university  contracts  in  these  two 
fields  totaled  as  follows ; 

[Dollar  amounts  in  millions] 


Number  of 
contracts 

Nigeria - - - $17.5  11 

Ethiopia _  10.  7  2 

Liberia _  5.0  4 

Tunisia _  •  8  1 

Congo -  •  4  1 


DEVELOPMENT  LOANS 

The  $100  million  for  development  loans 
proposed  in  fiscal  year  1966  are  intended 
mostly  for  capital  projects,  especially  in 
Nigeria  and  Tunisia.  In  all  at  least  30 
proposed  loans  in  some  14  countries  are 
to  be  considered  in  fiscal  year  1966  cover¬ 
ing  a  wide  range  of  activities — local  de¬ 
velopment  banks  lending  to  local  private 
investors,  navigational  aids  and  other 
equipment  for  civil  aviation  facilities,  ex¬ 
pansion  of  roads,  railways  and  communi¬ 
cation  and  construction  of  college  facil¬ 
ities;  as  of  December  31,  1964,  interest 
collected  on  loans  amounted  to  $28.2  mil¬ 


lion  in  dollars  and  dollar  equivalents  and 
principal  repayments  of  $5.1  million. 

SUPPORTING  ASSISTANCE 

About  $26  million  of  the  total  aid  re¬ 
quest  is  proposed  for  supporting  assist¬ 
ance  in  1966,  a  continued  reduction  from 
previous  levels.  The  bulk  is  programed 
for  the  Congo  where  the  funds  will  be 
used  to  try  to  maintain  security  until 
that  country  can  reestablish  the  condi¬ 
tions  for  longrun  development. 

POLITICAL  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

In  the  political  field  major  recipients 
of  U.S.  aid  have  weathered  serious  politi¬ 
cal  storms  and  have  built  genuine 
stability. 

First.  Nigeria — the  world’s  10th  larg¬ 
est  country  in  population — has  built  a 
federation  of  some  55  million  diverse 
peoples,  has  converted  its  form  of  gov¬ 
ernment  to  that  of  a  republic  and  has 
added  a  fourth  region  to  its  original  three 
regions.  Last  December,  Nigeria  weath¬ 
ered  its  first  general  election  since  inde¬ 
pendence  in  1960  and  came  through  the 
experience  stronger  than  ever,  despite  an 
acute  period  of  dissension. 

Nigeria  has  resolved  its  political  con¬ 
flict  by  adherence  to  the  rule  of  law  and 
constitutional  processes  and  has  reached 
the  point  where  Prime  Minister  Balewa 
recently  was  able  to  say;  “The  Presi¬ 
dent — Azikiwe — and  I  have  once  again 
shown  that  the  things  that  bind  Niger¬ 
ians  together  are  stronger  than  those 
which  separate  them.” 

Second.  Ethiopia  is  another  country 
that  has  strengthened  its  government 
since  an  abortive  revolution  in  1961  and 
has  moved  ahead  to  play  a  leading  role  in 
African  affairs.  This  oldest  of  independ¬ 
ent  African  countries  has  been  governed 
by  Emperor  Haile  Selassie  since  1930,  and 
his  leadership  has  survived  both  foreign 
invasion  and  domestic  crisis  during  the 
35  years  of  his  reign.  In  the  last  few 
years,  the  Emperor  has  become  a  leading 
figure  in  pan-African  matters.  His  role 
in  the  formation  of  the  Organization  of 
African  Unity  was  especially  impressive. 

Third.  Tunisia  also  has  developed  a 
high  degree  of  order  and  stability  which 
has  led  to  a  remarkable  level  of  economic 
growth  in  that  country.  Woi'king  quietly 
and  steadily  on  the  improvement  of  its 
agricultural  economy,  Tunisia  has  put  to 
good  use  the  assistance  it  has  received — 
principally  from  France  and  the  United 
States — and  the  standard  of  living  of  its 
people  is  rising — hearings  on  FAA  of 
1965,  page  101. 

ECONOMIC  AND  SOCIAL  PROGRAMS 

In  the  economic  field,  a  number  of 
African  countries  appear  to  be  making 
solid  economic  and  social  progress. 

First.  In  recent  years,  Liberia,  Ethio¬ 
pia,  and  Nigeria  have  been  able  to  in¬ 
crease  their  gross  national  product  by 
4  to  5  percent  annually. 

Second.  Agricultural  production  for 
the  entire  continent  has  risen  25  per¬ 
cent  in  the  past  10  years. 

Third.  African  exports  have  increased 
45  percent  in  the  same  period  of  time. 

Fourth.  Oil  production  in  Libya  and 
Nigeria  has  increased  sharply  in  the 
last  4  years. 

Fifth.  The  U.N.  Economic  Commission 
for  Africa  is  one  of  the  most  active  and 
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most  effective  of  the  U.N.  regional  bodies. 
Its  activities  in  planning  for  African  de¬ 
velopment  augur  well  for  the  future.  For 
example:  (a)  The  ECA  fathered  the 
African  Development  Bank  established 
last  year;  (b)  the  ECA  is  cooperating 
with  African  nations  in  planning  region¬ 
ally  integrated  programs  in  such  fields 
as  transportation,  telecommunications, 
and  industrialization. 

Sixth.  In  education,  Africa  is  making 
remarkable  progress.  South  of  the 
Sahara  in  the  past  4  years,  the  number 
of  universities  has  risen  from  24  to  35. 
Secondary  school  enrollment  has  in¬ 
creased  from  about  800,000  to  1.8  million, 
(a)  Thirty  U.S.  colleges  and  universities 
hold  39  contracts  to  assist  education  in 
15  African  countries,  (b)  Nearly  3,500 
Peace  Corps  volunteers  are  now  in  19 
African  countries,  and  most  of  them  are 
working  in  educational  activities — from 
FAA  of  1965  hearings,  page  102-103. 

BLOC  AID 

Combined  Soviet  and  Communist 
Chinese  offers  of  aid  to  Africa — exclusive 
of  the  United  Arab  Republic — totaled 
about  $413  million  for  fiscal  year  1964. 
The  cumulative  total  of  Communist  of¬ 
fers  to  African  nations  amounts  to  more 
than  $1  billion  although  less  than  one- 
fifth  has  been  drawn  upon  by  African 
governments.  More  than  one-half  of 
all  Communist  aid  to  less  developed 
countries  is  currently  earmarked  for 
Africa.  Free  world  aid  to  Africa 
dropped  from  $1.77  billion  in  1962  to 
$1.41  billion  in  1964.  At  the  same  time 
Communist  assistance  doubled.  At  the 
present  time  the  Soviets  have  diplomatic 
relations  with  24  African  countries — 6 
new  in  1964 — and  Communist  China 
with  17 — 7  new  in  1964.  So  far,  however, 
there  is  no  Communist  satellite  in  Africa. 

PRIVATE  INVESTMENT 

U.S.  investment  in  Africa — excluding 
the  United  Arab  Republic — has  increased 
over  fivefold  in  10  years.  It  went  from 
$267  million  in  1950  to  $1,423  million  in 
1963.  AID  points  out  one  program  in 
the  field  of  private  enterprise  they  con¬ 
sider  promising.  Mr.  Hutchinson,  in  his 
testimony  on  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1965,  page  111,  describes  it  as  follows: 

That  is,  by  working  with  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Administration  we  have  been  able  to 
find  a  number  of  small  businessmen  in  the 
States  who  have  been  quite  successful  in 
their  own  businesses  here,  who  have  some 
desire  to  expand  their  businesses  overseas 
and  are  also  really  pretty  highly  motivated 
in  terms  of  wanting  to  make  a  demonstra¬ 
tion  of  the  American  way  of  life  overseas. 

We  find  that  there  is  a  very  considerable 
kind  and  degree  of  motivation  on  their  part. 
We  have  sent  two  groups  of  six  to  eight 
people  each  to  Tunisia  with  a  view  to  seeing 
if  they  could  develop  joint  enterprises  with 
Tunisian  businesses.  These  would  be  quite 
small.  The  experience  has  been  quite  sur¬ 
prising.  Out  of  the  first  group  one  man  has 
already  come  back  and  obtained  his  invest¬ 
ment  survey  guarantee  and  gone  into  a  de¬ 
tailed  examination  of  a  little  project  for 
millwork  with  Tunisian  partners. 

Three  of  the  second  group  have  them¬ 
selves  already  organized  a  Tunisian  develop¬ 
ment  corporation.  This  is  an  American 
corporation  to  which  they  have  contributed 
capital  themselves  with  a  view  to  investing 
in  Tunisian  industry  with  Tunisian  partners. 

There  are  two  small  industries  that  they 
have  decided  to  go  into  and  have  selected 


their  partners.  There  are  a  number  of  other 
specific  projects  and  proposals  which  we  ex¬ 
pect  they  will  be  going  forward  with.  I 
won’t  take  the  time  of  the  committee  to  go 
into  them  in  detail. 

Let  me  say  that  out  of  these  groups  we 
have  already  developed  a  number  of  proj¬ 
ects  where  we  expect  only  quite  small  Amer¬ 
ican  investment,  but  these  represent  joint 
undertakings  with  Tunisians  to  develop  a 
private  endeavor.  This  is  a  country  which 
hasn’t  been  too  sure  it  was  very  much  in¬ 
terested  in  the  private  sector.  The  response 
by  the  Tunisian  Government  has  been  very 
good.  In  fact,  a  quasi-governmental  agency 
was  willing  to  pay  the  travel  expenses  of  this 
second  group  over  there  to  make  the  inves¬ 
tigation. 

After  we  get  a  few  of  these  successfully 
going  in  Tunisia,  we  expect  to  send  another 
group  over  and  we  hope  to  expand  this  effort 
into  other  countries.  It  is  a  type  of  approach 
that  is  new  and  hasn’t  been  tried.  But  I 
think  our  success  in  actually  getting  some 
proposals  and  some  prospects  going  has  been 
better  with  this  approach  than  anything  we 
have  tried  in  the  private  sector  to  date. 

We  wanted  to  call  it  specifically  to  your 
attention  because  the  idea  of  the  small  man 
going  in,  particularly  in  the  African  situa¬ 
tion,  where  business  must  by  its  nature  be 
very,  very  small,  is  a  dimension  that  hasn’t 
been  in  our  program  before  and  we  think  that 
this  may  be  very  significant. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  story  of  suc¬ 
cess,  the  story  of  marvelous  and  contin¬ 
uing  programs  of  the  nations  of  Africa. 
The  aid  we  give  to  Africa  will  be  returned 
to  us  a  thousandfold  in  rich  new  markets 
opened  for  our  products  and  our  wares 
and  in  deep  and  abiding  friendships  in 
a  world  of  freedom.  Again  our  congratu¬ 
lations  and  good  wishes  in  this  happy 
second  anniversary  of  the  Charter  of 
African  Unity. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  WOLFF 

Mr.  WOLFF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

’  Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Wolff:  On  page 
20,  line  1,  strike  out  “national  interest”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “national  security”. 

Mr.  WOLFF.  Mr.  Chairman,  last 
March  this  Congress  was  presented  with 
a  difficult  decision.  The  United  Arab 
Republic  sought  an  extension  of  aid.  Al¬ 
though  I  was  opposed  to  this  extension, 
because  of  an  emergency  I  voted  to  give 
the  President  the  flexibility  to  extend 
or  not  to  extend  aid,  at  his  discretion,  if 
it  best  served  the  interest  and  security  of- 
the  United  States.  My  vote  was  predi¬ 
cated  on  the  belief  that  as  a  U.S.  Con¬ 
gressman  and  citizen,  the  safety  and  se¬ 
curity  of  our  country  must  remain  of 
paramount  importance  in  all  my  deci¬ 
sions. 

This  vote  did  not  then,  nor  does  it 
now,  alter  my  firm  belief  that  the  Unit¬ 
ed  Arab  Republic  has  by  its  actions 
demonstrated  that  it  is  worthy  of  con¬ 
tinued  American  aid. 

I  am  convinced  that  Nasser  is  an  in¬ 
grate  who  asks  our  aid  on  the  one  hand 
and  encourages  mobs  to  stone  our  Em¬ 
bassy  on  the  other.  Not  long  ago  he  told 
the  United  States  to  “go  drink  in  the 
sea.”  I  do  not  believe  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  favor  such  highhanded  treatment 
from  Nasser  or  any  other  Communist- 
dominated  dictator  of  this  ilk. 

H.R.  7750  has  been  offered  to  further 
amend  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 


1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  I  wish  to  take  issue  with  a  sec¬ 
tion  of  this  bill — namely,  chapter  4, 
amendment  to  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954.  Under  section  401,  the  following 
language  is  found: 

No  sale  under  title  I  of  this  act  shall  be 
made  to  the  United  Arab  Republic  unless 
the  President  determines  that  such  sale  is 
essential  to  the  national  interest  of  the 
United  States. 

I  take  exception  to  the  word  “inter¬ 
est.”  It  is  my  belief  that  the  word  “se¬ 
curity”  should  be  substituted. 

It  is  my  belief  that  Nasser  should  be 
denied  our  help  under  all  circumstances. 
But  I  think  the  criteria  to  be  applied 
by  the  President  in  determining  who  re¬ 
ceives  our  aid  should  be  our  national  se¬ 
curity,  not  merely  our  national  inter¬ 
est. 

Interest  is  a  broad,  general  term  im¬ 
plying  concernment.  Security  is  a 
sharper,  more  precise  term  which  means 
freedom  from  danger  and  risk.  This  is 
the  core  of  the  matter. 

I  want  it  made  incumbent  upon  the 
President  not  to  extend  aid  to  Nasser 
unless  the  security — the  freedom  from 
danger  and  risk — of  our  Nation  is 
directly  enhanced  by  such  aid. 

Generally,  decisions  on  whether  to  ex¬ 
tend  aid  to  a  foreign  nation  should  be 
a  matter  detemined  simply  by  our  na¬ 
tional  interest.  But  in  cases  where  the 
supplicating  hands  of  tyrants  are  ex¬ 
tended  toward  us,  the  hands  of  those 
who  have  vilified  us,  ridiculed  us,  spat 
upon  our  flag,  then  our  national  security 
must  be  the  only  meaningful  criteria. 

I  call  upon  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  to  support  my  plea  to  withhold  aid 
to  Nasser  and  others  of  his  breed  except 
in  those  cases  where  our  own  American 
national  security  is  directly  enhanced 
by  such  aid. 

It  is  high  time  for  us  to  be  as  prag¬ 
matic  in  the  use  of  our  power  as  our  ad¬ 
versaries  have  been  cynical  in  the  use 
of  theirs. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  MONAGAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  op¬ 
posing  this  amendment,  I  should  in  the 
beginning  like  to  say  that  I  certainly  hold 
no  brief  for  Mr.  Nasser.  I  find  his  ac¬ 
tions  just  as  reprehensible  as  does  the 
gentleman  who  just  occupied  the  well. 
For  this  reason,  I  offered  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  to  the  bill  that  consti¬ 
tutes  the  language  which  appears  on 
page  19  which  says: 

No  sale  under  Title  I  of  this  Act  shall  be 
made  to  the  United  Arab  Republic  unless  the 
President  determines  that  such  sale  is  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  national  interest  of  the  United 
States. 

Also,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  addition  to 
this,  there  was  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Farbstein]  and 
others,  a  provision  accepted  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  that  no  such  sale  shall  be  based 
on  the  requirements  of  the  United  Arab 
Republic  for  more  than  one  fiscal  year. 

In  addition  to  this,  this  section  con¬ 
tains  a  requirement  that  the  President 
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keep  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
and  the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the 
Senate,  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  fully  and  currently  in¬ 
formed  with  respect  to  the  sales,  a  re¬ 
quirement  of  publicity. 

It  does  seem  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the  language  that  we  have  used  “essen¬ 
tial  to  the  national  interest”  is  strong 
language.  Perhaps  “security”  would  be 
stronger.  Perhaps  it  would  be  somewhat 
different  but  to  me,  the  distinction  is  one 
without  significance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  say  that  I 
voted  twice  in  1963  to  permit  the  con¬ 
tinuance  of  the  sales  to  the  United 
Arab  Republic.  But  I  now  feel  that,  we 
should  have  in  this  bill  a  specific  pro¬ 
vision  to  put  Nasser  and  others  of  his 
ilk  on  notice  as  to  what  the  intention  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Congress,  and  the  people  of  the  United 
States  is  in  this  connection. 

I  might  say  also  that  this  language  “es¬ 
sential  to  the  national  interest”  is  the 
same  language  that  appears  in  the  bill 
at  the  present  time  with  reference  to  the 
prohibition  of  aid  to  Cuba  and  the  sec¬ 
tion  relating  to  Indonesia,  so  that  it  is 
language  that  has  already  been  accepted 
by  the  House  and  has  been  used  under 
comparable  circumstances. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  definition  of  the  use  of  the 
words  “national  interest”  in  the  bill. 
May  I  ask  the  gentleman,  not  only  is  this 
prohibition  in  the  bill,  but  is  it  not  his 
understanding  that  the  only  commit¬ 
ments  now  with  respect  to  aid  are  to 
terminating  the  existing  program? 
There  are  no  funds  for  future  programs. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  The  program  has 
been  terminated,  insofar  as  I  am  in¬ 
formed,  and  there  is  no  current  program 
in  existence  at  the  present  time.  So  that 
in  that  sense  this  provision  is  academic. 
The  Executive  has  already  acted  with 
reference  to  this  program,  but  never¬ 
theless  I  feel  this  should  be  here  with 
reference  to  any  future  program. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  The  administration 
has  made  the  statement  that  it  would  not 
consider  a  new  programing  until  there 
are  changes  of  policy  in  that  country  ?_ 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  I  think  that  has  been 
obvious,  and  that  certainly  was  made 
clear  to  the  committee  in  the  hearings. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  reasons  stated 
I  urge  rejection  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  interest  of  the  United  States  is  peace 
in  the  Middle  East.  How  to  achieve 
peace  is  difficult.  It  involves  more  than 
the  military  safety  of  the  United  States. 
It  involves  the  security  and  welfare  of 
Israel  and  others.  This  is  a  political, 
economic,  as  well  as  military  problem. 
The  committee  amendment  recognizes 
this  and  directs  the  President  to  do  what 
is  necessary  to  achieve  this  goal.  The 
amendment  unduly  restricts  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  achieve  what  we  all  want  to 
achieve. 

Mr.  VIVIAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 


(Mr.  VIVIAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  VIVIAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of 
the  most  important  provisions  contained 
in  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965  is 
the  provision  amending  section  224  to 
provide  funds  for  investment  guarantees 
to  stimulate  construction  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  of  privately  owned  housing  for  low- 
income  families. 

As  has  been  said  many  times  here, 
tens  of  millions  of  families  in  Latin 
America  still  suffer  privations  forced  by 
very  low  national  family  incomes;  in 
particular,  millions  have  only  the  most 
primitive  housing. 

Each  year,  their  frustration  manifests 
itself  in  rebellion  and  revolution,  with 
such  frequency  that  we  have  become  al¬ 
most  insensitive  to  their  governmental 
troubles.  But  Batista  and  Castro,  Tru¬ 
jillo,  and  Cannano  and  Imbert,  remind 
us  all  too  painfully,  that  the  aspirations 
of  the  sugar  cutters  of  the  islands,  of 
the  oampesino  in  the  highlands  of  the 
Andes,  or  the  anger  of  the  slum  dweller 
in  Caracas,  can  be  equally  fateful  for 
our  sons’  futures,  as  what  happens  in 
our  own  land. 

We  of  the  United  States,  from  our 
plenty,  have  therefore  in  these  past  years 
pledged  continuing  help  to  the  people  of 
Latin  America.  We  have  provided  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  for  many  years.  Start¬ 
ing  with  the  act  of  Bogota  in  1960,  and 
the  Charter  of  Punta  del  Este  in  1961, 
we  have  begun  a  major  joint  effort,  with 
the  Latin  Americans,  to  establish  condi¬ 
tions  of  self-sustaining  economic  growth. 
The  change  in  the  flow  of  our  assistance 
has  been  dramatic.  Up  to  1960,  only 
one-fiftieth  of  our  aid  funds  went  to 
Latin  America.  Now,  nearly  one-fourth 
of  our  assistance  is  going  to  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica — much  more  assistance  per  person  in 
Latin  America  than  in  any  other  part  of 
the  world.  The  Alliance  for  Progress 
authorizations  support  this  vital  work. 

Latin  America  is  hungry  for  change. 
Sometimes,  the  peoples  and  the  govern¬ 
ments  know  what  they  want,  but  do 
not  know  how  to  achieve  it.  Sometimes, 
they  know  how  to  achieve  change,  but 
lack  the  capital  to  carry  it  out.  The 
Alliance  for  Progress  is  struggling  to 
provide  both  the  added  margin  of  capi¬ 
tal  and  of  know-how. 

The  provision  of  funds  for  investment 
guarantees  to  stimulate  construction  of 
privately  owned  housing,  as  stipulated  in 
section  224,  certainly  fits  this  pattern. 

The  investment  guarantees  are  meant 
to  attract  the  margin  of  capital  needed 
for  this  vital  task. 

In  fact,  it  would  be  most  unrealistic  for 
us  to  attempt  to  provide  the  entire  cap¬ 
ital  needed.  Were  we  to  try  to  buy  every 
family  a  house,  or  buy  every  farmer  an 
ox,  or  buy  all  the  pipe  needed  for  water 
service  in  every  village  of  Latin  America, 
or  make  loans  to  each  small  businessman 
among  the  more  than  200  million  people 
in  the  hemisphere — to  do  all  this — we 
would  need  to  allocate  well  over  $100  bil¬ 
lion  of  capital  investment  during  the  10- 
year  period  of  the  Alliance.  Instead,  we 
anticipate  that  well  over  four-fifths  of 
the  total  capital  required  for  the  fac¬ 


tories,  the  houses,  the  schools,  the  water 
systems  and  the  roads  essential  for 
development  can  be  generated  by  Latin 
Americans  themselves.  Substantial  parts 
of  the  remainder  are  coming  from  Eu¬ 
rope,  from  private  investors  and  from 
the  international  lending  institutions. 
In  the  past  few  years  the  U.S.  assistance 
to  the  Alliance  has  averaged  something 
over  $1  billion  a  year — a  sizeable  sum, 
but  only  a  small  fraction — less  than  a 
fifth — of  the  total  new  capital  formation 
occurring  in  Latin  America.  We  should 
encourage  this  trend. 

One  of  the  key  provisions  of  the  Char¬ 
ter  of  Punta  del  Este  laid  down  the  need 
for  national  development  planning  and 
programing.  Resources  are  scarce  in 
Latin  America.  Its  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct  is  roughly  one -tenth  of  our  own;  its 
population  is  slightly  larger.  National 
planning  is  designed  to  determine  the 
resources  available  for  development  in 
each  country,  to  assign  priorities  for  in¬ 
vestment  and  to  work  out  the  changes 
in  national  policy — taxation,  education, 
manpower  training,  roadbuilding,  in¬ 
centives  to  industry — which  will  assure 
that  the  nation  grows  as  quickly  as  the 
resources  permit. 

Recently,  the  Alliance  partners  have 
formed  a  multilateral  group — the  Inter- 
American  Committee  on  the  Alliance  for 
Progress — to  pass  on  the  performance, 
the  self-help  effort,  and  the  reform  pro¬ 
grams  of  each  of  the  countries  of  the 
Alliance.  The  reports  of  this  Committee 
now  show  a  better  focused  picture  of 
the  Latin  American  economies,  and  pro¬ 
vide  a  statistical  framework  within 
which  we  can  work  out  our  U.S.  lending 
priorities  and  strategies. 

The  facts  indicate  that,  in  many 
places,  the  Alliance  is  doing  well.  In 
others,  we  already  see  the  promise  of 
future  improvements. 

A  substantial  number  of  Latin  coun¬ 
tries  have  undertaken  exactly  the  kind 
of  self-help  measures  that  are  needed. 
For  example,  tax  reform  programs  are 
underway  in  no  less  than  11  Latin 
American  countries,  and  in  several  of 
them  tax  yields  have  already  increased 
very  sharply,  so  that  the  people  of  the 
Latin  American  countries  are  providing 
more  of  their  resources  for  their  own 
betterment.  Incidentally,  the  U.S.  aid 
program  has  provided  specialists  from 
the  U.S.  Internal  Revenue  Service  to 
help  improve  tax  administration  in  those 
11  Latin  American  countries. 

No  less  than  10  countries  have  en¬ 
acted  at  least  the  beginning  of  land  re¬ 
form  legislation,  and  the  activity  in  this 
field  is  greater  than  at  any  time  in  Latin 
American  history  since  1900. 

The  budgets  of  Latin  American  coun¬ 
tries  for  public  education  have  risen 
over  25  percent  in  the  last  3  years. 

The  major  disappointment  in  the 
Alliance  to  date  has  been  in  the  area  of 
private  investment  from  abroad,  in¬ 
cluding  private  investment  from  the 
United  States.  The  way  to  increase  the 
inflow  of  private  capital  has  already  been 
shown  by  countries  like  Mexico,  Colom¬ 
bia,  and  Venezuela  which  have  actively 
encouraged  foreign  investment  and 
achieved  a  degree  of  fiscal  and  economic 
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stability  which  the  foreign  Investor 
requires. 

There  are  also  distinct  contributions 
the  United  States  can  make  to  increase 
the  flow  of  private  capital.  Now  avail¬ 
able  and  being  used  are  AID  investment 
guarantees  which  insure  the  private 
American  investor  against  a  variety  of 
risks  for  ventures  in  developing  coun¬ 
tries.  Through  the  investment  survey 
program,  AID  now  underwrites  part  of 
the  cost  of  investigating  the  feasibility 
of  a  business  venture  in  Latin  America, 
paying  half  the  cost  if  the  investor  de¬ 
cides  to  go  ahead. 

President  Johnson  has  recently  com¬ 
mitted  the  United  States  to  a  redoubled 
effort  in  support  of  Latin  America’s  de¬ 
velopment  aspirations.  And  the  record 
of  Latin-American  performance  well 
justifies  this  renewal  of  our  commitment. 

Over  half  the  nations  of  Latin  America 
have  completed  their  past  development 
plans. 

Over  half  have  met  or  surpassed  the 
target  of  a  2  y2  -percent  yearly  increase  in 
per  capita  income. 

The  institutions  which  can  carry  for¬ 
ward  progress  and  change,  through 
Latin  America’s  own  efforts,  are  be¬ 
coming  more  numerous  and  effective. 

By  mid- 1965,  U.S.  assistance  to  Latin 
America,  both  directly  and  through  the 
institutions  which  Latin  America  now 
has,  will  have  helped  build  326,000  homes; 
construct  36,400  classrooms;  print  11 
million  textbooks;  extend  290,000  agri¬ 
cultural  credit  loans;  build  735  health 
centers,  hospitals,  or  mobile  health  units; 
drill  or  install  over  2,000  wells  and  water 
systems;  and  provide  food,  under  Public 
Law  480,  for  22  million  people. 

This  is  an  achievement — still,  perhaps, 
small  in  relation  to  the  total  needs — but 
growing  daily.  It  is  growing  as  the  sense 
of  pride  and  responsibility  in  Latin 
America  itself  grows,  as  Latin  Americans 
themselves  see  the  effects  of  their  own 
efforts,  and  renew  their  dedication  to  the 
task  ahead. 

In  Latin  America  as  elsewhere,  we  must 
continue  the  battle  for  world  order,  in 
which  our  society  and  our  way  of  life 
can  thrive  best,  and  in  which  each  nation 
can  work  out  a  better  life  for  its  citizens. 

I  am  confident  that  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  will  continue  to  prosper  and  will 
make  the  Americas  one  great  commu¬ 
nity,  where  every  man,  woman,  and  child 
will  be  free,  healthy,  and  prosperous. 
As  President  Johnson  said: 

The  Alliance  for  Progress  is  of  the  same 
faith  that  enabled  us  to  nourish  a  new 
civilization  in  these  spacious  continents 
*  *  *  faith  in  the  power  of  freedom  to 
achieve  the  betterment  of  man. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Wolff], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  advise 
the  Committee  that  there  is  at  the  desk 
a  motion  to  recommit  which  will  contain 
two  provisions.  First,  it  would  reduce 
the  bill  by  the  amount  which  we  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  debate  earlier  in  the  after¬ 
noon.  That  is,  by  $130,958,000. 


The  second  part  of  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  would  add  on  pages  5  and  6,  after 
the  word  “free”  In  each  instance,  the 
words  “non-Communist  dominated”. 

That  is  the  motion  which  was  proposed 
by  the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Cramer]. 

I  might  add  that  the  proposed  dollar 
reduction,  as  we  pointed  out  earlier,  does 
not  reach  military  funds.  It  is  economic, 
relating  to  the  Development  Loan  Fund. 

Mr.  DORN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  United  States  has 
spent  well  over  $200  billion  on  foreign 
aid  rather  than  the  $130  billion  so  often 
referred  to  in  debate.  It  is  true  that 
since  World  War  H,  we  have  spent  on 
direct  foreign  aid  in  the  neighborhood 
of  $130  billion  but  when  considering  the 
total  amount  of  foreign  aid,  we  must  in¬ 
clude  the  billions  appropriated  for  lend- 
lease  during  the  war  and  even  before 
World  War  II.  Even  the  lowest  figure 
mentioned  is  a  fantastic  amount,  almost 
beyond  human  comprehension. 

I  oppose  foreign  aid  because  it  is  un¬ 
constitutional  and  because  if  continued, 
it  will  wreck  the  economy  of  the  United 
States  leaving  us  at  the  mercy  of  our 
Communist  enemies.  When  we  base  our 
foreign  relations  and  human  under¬ 
standing,  brotherhood,  cooperation  and 
love  on  money  alone,  it  is  doomed  to 
failure. 

We  cannot  buy  security.  We  cannot 
buy  understanding.  We  cannot  buy  the 
respect  of  individuals  or  of  nations.  We 
have  created  with  our  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  the  dollar  image  around  the  entire 
world.  Largely  because  of  our  foreign 
aid  program,  when  peoples  in  foreign 
lands  think  of  America  they  think  of  dol¬ 
lars.  When  they  see  Americans  walk 
down  the  streets,  they  think  of  dollars. 
Unfortunately,  when  they  see  the  Ameri¬ 
can  flag,  they  think  of  our  gold  and  they 
think  of  the  American  dollar.  This  is 
the  tragic  consequence  of  a  foreign  pol¬ 
icy  founded  on  the  American  dollar. 
When  our  foreign  allies  and  so-called 
friends  around  the  world  see  the  Stars 
and  Stripes,  they  do  not  think  of  our 
Bill  of  Rights,  our  Declaration  of  Inde¬ 
pendence,  or  of  our  free  enterprise  sys¬ 
tem  with  high  standards  of  living  but 
they  are  reminded  of  our  money. 

Mr.  Chairman,  they  do  not  think  of 
our  hospitals,  schools,  libraries,  churches, 
and  the  opportunities  we  have  created 
for  the  underprivileged,  but  they  think 
of  how  much  they  are  going  to  get.  Yes, 
Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  largely  due  to  our 
foreign  aid  program.  I  have  always  be¬ 
lieved  in  food  and  fiber  and  medical  at¬ 
tention  to  those  in  need  throughout  the 
world.  The  people  of  the  United  States 
have  always  acted  with  alacrity  and  with 
generosity  to  the  cry  of  the  hungry  and 
the  distressed.  I  believe,  however,  that 
aid  should  be  administered  on  a  people- 
to-people  basis— through  the  Salvation 
Army,  International  Relief  Organization, 
the  Red  Cross,  and  development  pro¬ 
grams  such  as  those  of  Firestone  in  Li¬ 
beria  and  U.S.  oil  companies  in  Saudi 
Arabia.  I  sincerely  believe  that  if  a 
great  portion  of  the  billions  we  have 
spent  on  foreign  aid  had  been  expended 
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for  exploration  of  space,  we  would  be  on 
the  moon  today  and  would  be  so  far 
ahead  of  Russia  in  space  that  there 
would  be  no  contest  and  the  world  would 
be  looking  to  this  Nation  as  the  nation 
of  the  future  and  not  as  a  nation  making 
a  pitiful  attempt  to  catch  up  with  Russia 
in  space.  We  would  be  in  space  for  peace 
and  our  bases  there  would  be  used  for 
peace  rather  than  for  slavery  and  con¬ 
quest  as  envisioned  by  the  Soviets. 

Mr.  Chairman  with  only  a  portion  of 
this  money,  we  could  have  a  Polaris  sub¬ 
marine  fleet  that  could  control  the  seas 
of  the  world  for  100  years.  The  United 
States  could  have  intercontinental  mis¬ 
siles  which  could  hit  any  target  in  the 
world  and  which  and  which  could  ex¬ 
plode  on  targets  on  the  moon  smaller 
than  the  size  of  New  York  City.  We 
could  have  antimissile  missiles.  We 
could  have  supersonic  bombers,  flying  at 
the  speed  of  3,000  miles  an  hour.  We 
could  have  the  largest  and  most  mobile 
hard  core  combat  troops  in  the  world  to 
be  rushed  in  a  matter  of  hours  to  any 
danger  spot.  We  could  guarantee  the 
free  nations  of  the  world  security  and 
freedom  from  fear.  Our  country  could 
have  over  a  hundred  thousand  miles  of 
interstate  highways.  We  could  have 
eliminated  pollution  in  our  rivers  and 
have  pure  air,  better  hospitals,  and 
schools.  Poverty  would  not  be  a  way  of 
life  in  the  United  States.  Our  unem¬ 
ployment  rate  would  be  nearer  to  that  of 
Germany  and  Japan  where  there  is  no 
unemployment. 

Foreign  aid  did  not  make  friends  of  the 
Soviet  Union,  one  of  the  greatest  recipi¬ 
ents  of  our  foreign  aid.  We  are  receiving 
no  cooperation  from  Sukarno,  only  en¬ 
mity  and  hatred.  Nasser  and  Ben  Bella 
lean  toward  the  Communists  and  treat 
us  with  disdain  and  outright  hostility. 
India  condemns  our  bombing  of  North 
Vietnam.  China  is  behind  the  Iron  Cur¬ 
tain  and  Cuba  is  in  Communist  hands — 
all  recipients  of  our  taxpayers’  money 
and  all  lost  to  the  cause  of  freedom  dur¬ 
ing  our  incredible  foreign  aid  program. 
Even  France  flirts  with  Russia  and  ridi¬ 
cules  our  efforts  for  freedom  in  Vietnam 
and  Santo  Domingo.  Pennypinching  ef¬ 
forts  are  needed  to  preserve  our  gold 
stocks  while  it  is  being  permitted  to  go 
overseas  by  the  billions. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  foreign  aid  should 
be  gradually  tapered  off.  As  an  alterna¬ 
tive  we  need  to  bolster  our  defense  effort 
and  win  the  race  for  space.  We  need  to 
and  we  can  and  must  contribute  more 
through  our  established  and  respected 
relief  organizations.  Our  philosophy  is 
founded  and  based  on  Christian  concepts. 
We  can  and  must  send  more  missionaries 
to  roll  back  the  tide  of  atheism  and  let 
our  friends  know  of  our  respect  for  the 
worth  and  dignity  of  the  individual. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  supported  the  Greek  - 
Turkey  loan  and  would  do  so  today  in 
areas  where  such  a  program  would  stop 
the  spread  of  communism.  Our  whole 
foreign  aid  program  is  negative.  Its  en¬ 
tire  objective  is  negative.  It  is  against 
something  and  it  is  against  communism. 
We  need  to  go  from  the  negative  to  the 
positive.  We  need  to  sell  Americanism 
and  our  basic  philosophy  on  a  people-to- 
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people  basis  with  the  same  zeal,  with  the 
same  initiative  and  the  same  know-how 
that  we  sell  our  material  products. 
Should  we  do  this,  the  cold  war  would  be 
no  contest.  We  would  win  hands  down. 
We  must  be  for  something.  We  must  and 
we  can  turn  the  wheels  of  progress  for¬ 
ward.  We  must  not  turn  the  clock  back 
to  dictators  and  statism.  We  must  move 
forward  with  the  modern  dynamic  phi¬ 
losophy  of  the  United  States — a  philos¬ 
ophy  which  carved  out  of  the  most  un¬ 
derdeveloped  continent  in  the  world  the 
arsenal  of  democracy  and  the  heart  and 
core  of  freedom.  We  were  not  enslaved, 
encumbered  or  pampered  with  foreign 
aid.  We  moved  forward  with  initiative 
and  imagination  to  create  out  of  the 
wilderness  the  highest  standard  of  living 
in  all  history. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  somewhat  sur¬ 
prised  to  hear-  the  language  in  the  motion 
to  recommit  proposed  by  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana.  Both  of  the  points  he  in¬ 
cludes  have  been  voted  on  this  afternoon 
and  were  defeated  by  a  substantial  vote. 

I  wonder  if  by  putting  the  two  together 
the  gentleman  hoped  to  sweeten  his 
proposition. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Chainnan,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  both  parts  of  the  motion  to 
recommit  were  included  because  it  was 
felt  they  were  worthy  and  meritorious 
and  ought  to  be  presented  to  this  body 
for  a  vote.  Neither  part  is  a  sweetener 
for  the  other.  They  are  regarded  as 
substantive  matters  of  great  importance 
and  I  think  the  Members  of  this  body 
ought  to  have  an  opportunity  to  vote 
on  them. 

Mr.  McDOWELL.  Mr.  Chainnan,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  McDOWELL.  If  the  gentleman’s 
double-barreled  recommital  motion  is 
adopted;  is  the  gentleman  then  going  to 
support  the  bill? 

Mr.  ADAIR.  The  gentleman  does  not 
expect  to  vote  for  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  HALPERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  stand  to  express  my 
wholehearted  support  of  H.R.  7750,  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965. 

This  bill  authorizes  the  expenditure  of 
$3.3  billion  for  foreign  aid — this  is  the 
lowest  authorization  request  the  House 
has  been  asked  to  approve  in  the  17-year 
history  of  the  aid  program,  and  it  is  some 
$12  million  below  the  amount  requested 
by  the  President.  I  believe  that  the  For¬ 
eign  Affairs  Committee  has  done  a  re¬ 
markable  job  in  studying  and  adjusting 
the  President’s  request,  and  in  reporting 
to  the  House  a  bill  which  will  enable  the 
United  States  to  carry  on  its  great  work 
in  this  humanitarian  venture,  with  the 
least  burden  on  the  American  taxpayer, 
with  minimal  effect  on  our  balance-of- 
payments  deficit,  and  with  full  accord 


given  to  the  principle  of  withholding  as¬ 
sistance  from  nations  which  have 
flouted  it  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  axiomatic  that  the 
developing  nations  simply  cannot  main¬ 
tain  stability  without  continued  eco¬ 
nomic  growth,  and  that  such  growth  re¬ 
quires  external  assistance  for  its  nourish¬ 
ment.  Without  this  help,  the  economies 
of  these  struggling  nations  would  cer¬ 
tainly  falter,  and  chaos  and  commu¬ 
nism  would  very  probably  ensue.  It  is 
not  to  “buy  friends”  that  we  predicate 
this  aid.  Rather,  it  is  in  recognition  of 
the  fact  that  we  have  been  peculiarly 
blessed  with  a  bounteous  economy,  and 
regard  for  our  less  fortunate  brothers 
compels  us  to  share  with  them  our  good 
fortune.  In  addition,  it  is  clearly  in  the 
interest  of  the  free  world  that  we  give 
these  nations  an  alternative  to  commu¬ 
nism — an  opportunity  to  be  self-reliant. 

I  know  that  most  Americans  realize 
these  facts,  and  fully  endorse  our  foreign 
assistance  programs.  Some,  however, 
have  legitimate  misgivings,  but  I  believe 
that  a  careful  study  of  the  bill  before  us 
will  go  a  long  way  toward  alleviating  their 
doubts. 

If  my  own  mail  is  representative  of 
American  sentiment — and  I  believe  it 
is — then  those  apparent  aspects  of  our 
foreign  aid  program  which  most  give 
people  pause,  are  the  feelings  that  we  are 
involved  in  a  giveaway  program,  and  an 
indiscriminate  one  at  that,  where  we  are 
just  as  anxious  to  help  those  who  insult 
us  and  thwart  our  goals,  as  we  are  to  help 
our  friends. 

Fortunately,  much  improvement  has 
been  recorded  in  the  administration  of 
aid  programs.  Much  of  this  is  attribut¬ 
able  to  the  able  leadership  of  David  Bell, 
the  Administrator  of  AID;  much  may 
also  be  attributed  to  the  watchful  eye  of 
the  Congress.  As  a  result  of  all  our  ef¬ 
forts,  the  criticism  of  the  past  is  simply 
not  applicable  to  the  programs  of  today. 
Under  the  Marshall  plan,  more  than  90 
percent  of  the  aid  was  in  the  form  of  out¬ 
right  grants.  Today,  over  65  percent  of 
our  foreign  aid  takes  the  form  of  loans. 
Most  of  these  loans  are  long  term  loans, 
which  provide  a  10 -year  grace  period 
during  which  the  borrowing  country  need 
make  no  payments.  This  grace  period  is 
crucial,  for  it  gives  the  developing  na¬ 
tion  an  opportunity  to  concentrate  on 
basic  reforms — such  as  road  building  and 
housing — which  are  necessary  for  long 
term  progress,  but  which  do  not  provide 
the  country  with  immediate  profits.  As 
these  nations  develop  their  economies, 
the  need  for  such  “soft”  loans  will  dimin¬ 
ish,  and  they  will  be  able  to  seek  future 
credit  from  international  institutions,  or 
from  the  Export-Import  Bank,  on  stand¬ 
ard,  “harder”  terms.  At  that  point,  our 
aid  will  cease,  but  in  the  meantime  I 
think  it  is  heartening  to  know  that  this 
aid  does  take  the  form  of  loans.  This 
lightens  the  burden  on  the  American 
taxpayer,  and  enables  the  recipients  to 
turn  to  the  United  States  for  help  with 
full  assurance  that  our  assistance  can 
be  solicited  and  accepted  without  im¬ 
pairing  their  own  dignity  and  self- 
respect. 

In  some  areas,  of  course,  our  programs 


still  rely  upon  grants.  These,  however, 
are  minimal  and  worthy  beyond  doubt. 
For  example,  the  bill  before  us  now  would 
authorize  $210  million  for  technical  co¬ 
operation  and  development  grants  for 
fiscal  year  1966.  These  funds  would  en¬ 
able  developing  countries  to  improve  the 
educational,  technical,  and  professional 
skills  of  their  people,  and  to  identify  and 
develop  the  human  and  material  re¬ 
sources  basic  to  sound  economic  growth. 
In  addition,  these  funds  will  be  available 
to  assist  American  hospitals  and  schools 
abroad.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  wisdom 
of  these  grants  is  open  to  question.  I 
think  they  represent  a  very  reasonable 
investment  in  a  healthier  and  better 
world. 

Another  important  fact  is  that  approx¬ 
imately  85  percent  of  foreign  assistance 
funds  is  spent  right  here  in  the  United 
States.  This  creates  jobs  for  our  people, 
and  advances  our  productivity.  When 
loans  are  used  to  purchase  American 
equipment,  the  U.S.  businessman  gains 
a  market  and  a  customer — a  customer 
who  will  return  for  spare  parts  and  for 
new  machinery  years  later.  And  because 
this  money  is  spent  here  at  home,  the 
long-term  effect  on  our  balance-of -pay¬ 
ments  deficit  is  very  minor,  indeed.  I 
think  it  is  most  unfortunate  that  so  few 
of  our  people  realize  how  much  of  these 
funds  is  devoted  to  the  purchase  of  Amer¬ 
ican  goods  and  services. 

The  bill  we  are  now  considering  au¬ 
thorizes  $1.17  billion  for  military  assist¬ 
ance.  As  Secretary  McNamara  so  co¬ 
gently  pointed  out,  we  can  either  let  the 
Communists  overthrow  friendly  govern¬ 
ments  with  impunity,  build  up  our  own 
forces  to  a  point  where  we  can  provide 
U.S.  troops  for  every  emergency,  or  as¬ 
sist  friendly  nations  in  developing  their 
own  military  power  so  that  they  will  be 
able  to  carry  their  share  of  the  collective 
defense  burden.  Like  the  vast  majority 
of  my  colleagues,  I  favor  the  latter  course. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like 
to  direct  my  attention  to  the  criticism 
that  the  United  States  lacks  principle  in 
implementing  its  aid  program,  and  that 
once  we  begin  giving  assistance  we  are 
afraid  to  cut  it  off,  even  if  the  recipient 
works  to  undermine  and  subvert  our 
own  foreign  policy.  I  would  like  to  see 
even  stronger  language  than  that  con¬ 
tained  in  this  bill.  For  example,  I  agree 
with  the  comments  made  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Wolff]  that 
the  language  in  the  agriculture  assist¬ 
ance  section  should  be  strengthened  and 
I  support  his  amendment.  But  this  bill 
is  a  vast  improvement  over  previous 
years.  Three  separate  provisions  in  this 
bill  go  far  to  blunt  the  criticism  we  have 
expressed  through  the  years.  First,  it 
expresses  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
aid  to  nations  which  do  not  take  all  nec¬ 
essary  action  to  stop  mob  destruction  of 
U.S.  property,  should  be  summarily  ter¬ 
minated.  Second,  aid  is  prohibited  to 
countries  permitting  ships  under  their 
registries  to  carry  cargo  to  North  Viet¬ 
nam.  Third,  the  bill  amends  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954,  to  forbid  sales  of  surplus 
agricultural  products  to  the  United  Arab 
Republic.  The  President  is  given  au- 
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thority  to  waive  this  only  if  he  deter¬ 
mines  that  such  a  sale  is  “essential  to 
the  national  interest  of  the  United 
States.’’  I  firmly  believe  that  this  par¬ 
ticular  provision  is  long  overdue. 

The  United  Arab  Republic  is  actively 
engaged  in  subverting  legitimately  con¬ 
stituted  governments  in  the  Congo  and 
in  Yemen.  It  has  continued  to  employ 
its  resources  for  the  purpose  of  arms- 
building.  It  practices  secondary  eco¬ 
nomic  boycotts  against  U.S.  business 
firms  dealing  with  Israel  and,  just  last 
December,  Mr.  Nasser  sneered  at  the 
$1.5  billion  in  U.S.  aid  that  he  has 
received,  and  invited  us  to  “go  and  drink 
up  the  sea.”  While  we  neither  expect 
nor  desire  subservience  from  the  recipi¬ 
ents  of  our  aid,  it  is  equally  true  that  we 
neither  expect — nor  will  we  tolerate — 
their  insults. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe 
that  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965 
is  an  excellent  bill.  It  demonstrates  the 
fairness,  the  generosity,  and  the  good 
will  of  the  American  people.  I  believe 
that  it  will  continue  to  encourage  our 
allies  to  take  increased  initiative  in  this 
area;  that  the  world  will  be  better  and 
safer  as  a  result  of  our  efforts;  and  that 
the  cause  of  peace  and  brotherhood  will 
prosper. 

Mr.  LINDSAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALPERN.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  our  distinguished  colleague,  the 
able  and  brilliant  gentleman  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  LINDSAY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  yielding.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
pliment  him  on  his  remarks.  I  associate 
myself  with  him  in  those  remarks  and 
I  encourage  him  to  continue  the  efforts 
he  has  made  to  achieve  justice  in  this 
field  in  this  troubled  area. 

I  am  in  support  of  the  pending  legisla¬ 
tion,  but  I  am  concerned  that  our  as¬ 
sistance  continues  to  go  to  a  nation' 
which  has  continued  its  foreign  ad¬ 
ventures  against  its  neighbors,  includ¬ 
ing  our  stanchest  ally  in  the  Middle 
East — Israel. 

In  1963  the  Congress  made  it  clear 
that  it  would  not  condone  continued  as¬ 
sistance  to  nations  which  engage  in  or 
prepare  for  “aggressive  military  efforts” 
against  the  United  States,  or  against 
other  nations  receiving  U.S.  assistance. 

This  principle  is  as  sound  now  as  it  was 
then  and  I  think  that  its  retention  in  the 
bill  before  us  reaffirms  our  determina¬ 
tion  not  to  support  this  type  of  aggres¬ 
sion. 

Perhaps  in  the  future,  we  should  also 
look  at  the  increasing  importance  of  in¬ 
direct  forms  of  aggression  by  nations 
such  as  the  United  Arab  Republic  against 
its  neighbors.  Modem  warfare  involves 
military  weapons  and  political  ideology; 
it  may  also  involve  economic  repression, 
and  the  diversion  of  natural  resources 
from  neighboring  countries  contrary  to 
reasonable  international  agreements  on 
the  sharing  of  those  resources. 

It  is  no  secret  that  nations  in.  the 
Middle  East,  such  as  the  United  Arab 
Republic  would  like  nothing  better  than 
to  turn  the  scarce  water  resources  of 
that  region  away  from  neighboring  na¬ 
tions  which  have  great  need  for  their 


fruits  and  benefits.  Such  action  is  con¬ 
trary  to  the  recognized  principle  of  mu¬ 
tuality  of  international  river  systems. 

Colonel  Nasser’s  actions  in  regard  to 
the  Jordan  waters  when  coupled  with  his 
military  efforts  on  behalf  of  factions 
in  civil  disturbances  in  the  Congo,  in 
the  Yemen,  and  in  Cyprus,  demands  that 
we  keep  a  careful  watch  on  any  U.S. 
programs  of  assistance  to  the  United 
Arab  Republic.  So  long  as  that  nation 
has  a  leader  more  interested  in  stirring 
up  disorder  among  his  neighbors  than  in 
permitting  their  peaceful  development 
and  concentrating  on  the  internal  growth 
of  his  own  country,  we  can  never  attain 
the  goal  of  peace  and  stability  in  the 
Middle  East. 

I  hope  that  the  President  in  evaluating 
the  quantity  and  quality  of  aggressive 
acts  committed  by  the  government  of 
President  Nasser,  in  accordance  with  sec¬ 
tion  620  (i)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act, 
will  take  into  account  not  only  outright 
military  actions,  but  acts  of  indirect 
aggression  as  well. 

(Mr.  LINDSAY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

(Mr.  HALPERN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALPERN.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Could  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  inform  me  as 
to  the  future  of  the  other  distinguished 
gentleman  from  New  York? 

Mr.  HALPERN.  I  believe  his  future 
is  quite  apparent. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  RYAN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  de¬ 
bate  draws  to  a  close,  I  want  to  speak  of 
today’s  challenge  for  tomorrow’s  world. 
The  less-developed  world  promises  to  be 
a  continuing  challenge  to  our  creative 
powers  as  well  as  a  major  source  of  in¬ 
stability  in  the  years  ahead.  The  United 
States,  the  leading  power  and  the  richest 
nation  in  the  world,  has  an  immense  stake 
in  a  process  of  change  in  these  countries. 
In  the  world  today  the  issue  is  no  longer 
change  versus  status  quo.  Change  in 
less-developed  countries  is  inevitable. 
The  only  question  is:  what  kind  of 
change?  Change  cannot  be  smooth  and 
painless,  but  we  must  do  what  we  can 
to  see  that  it  leads  toward  stable,  open 
societies.  That  alone  is  sufficient  to 
focus  our  attention  and  effort. 

Beyond  this  interest  is  our  humani¬ 
tarian  concern  in  improving  the  stand¬ 
ards  of  life  in  the  poorer  two-thirds  of 
the  world.  It  is  proper  to  argue  a  course 
of  policy  on  grounds  of  self-interest,  but 
it  would  be  both  unwise  and  untrue  to 
American  tradition  to  deny  its  humane 
foundations.  Since  material  progress  is 
a  necessary  condition  for  the  kind  of 
change  we  seek  in  the  less  developed 
countries,  economic  questions  are  basic  to 
our  relations  with  them. 


President  Kennedy  recognized  this  4 
years  ago,  when  he  said  in  his  inaugural 
address: 

Man  holds  in  his  mortal  hands  the  power 
to  abolish  aU  forms  of  human  poverty  and 
all  forms  of  human  life. 

President  Johnson  has  shown  aware¬ 
ness  of  the  combination  of  responsibility 
and  self-interest  we  have  toward  the 
less  developed  world.  He  stated  re¬ 
cently  : 

The  pages  of  history  can  be  searched  in 
vain  for  another  power  whose  pursuit  of  its 
self-interest  was  so  infused  with  grandeur 
of  spirit  and  morality  of  purpose. 

It  is  perhaps  only  through  economic 
programs  and  by  dealing  with  economic 
questions  that  we  can  influence  for  the 
better  the  kind  of  change  which  is  to  oc¬ 
cur  in  the  less  developed  countries. 
Overcoming  poverty  should  be  the  ob¬ 
jective  of  any  viable  government  in  the 
underdeveloped  world.  Widespread  fail¬ 
ure  to  move  toward  this  goal  could  con¬ 
front  the  United  States  with  large-scale 
political  instability  with  its  ensuing 
threat  to  a  peaceful  world. 

On  the  other  hand,  governments  pre¬ 
occupied  with  internal  development  and 
economic  growth — and  assisted  by  us  in 
this  task — are  less  likely  to  engage  in  un¬ 
settling  external  adventures  and  more 
likely  to  evolve  political  institutions  and 
social  processes  compatible  with  our  own 
rather  than  with  coercive  systems  on  the 
Communist  model.  U.S.  assistance  for 
the  purpose  of  economic  development  is 
an  essential  element  of  any  U.S.  effort  to 
influence  sound  political  evolution  of  the 
emerging  nations.  In  the  words  of  the 
framers  of  our  own  Constitution,  there¬ 
fore,  we  are  seeking  “to  secure  the  bless¬ 
ings  of  liberty”  for  ourselves  and  for  a 
dynamic  and  peaceful  world  community 
of  open  societies. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  with  these  consid¬ 
erations  in  mind  that  I  support  the  role 
and  purpose  of  American  foreign  assist¬ 
ance.  Basically,  what  we  are  trying  to 
do  with  foreign  aid  is  to  bring  about  con¬ 
structive,  peaceful  change  in  free  so¬ 
cieties.  Obviously,  this  cannot  be 
accomplished  without  the  consent  and 
self-help  of  the  countries  themselves. 

There  are  real  limits  on  what  foreign 
aid  can  do.  Successful  development 
rests  primarily  on  the  determination  and 
the  ability  of  the  government  and  people 
of  the  developing  nation.  Foreign  assist¬ 
ance  provides  an  important  margin  of 
resources  and  skills,  but  it  cannot  pro¬ 
duce  development  at  reasonable  cost  un¬ 
less  the  country  is  itself  making  the  ma¬ 
jor  efforts. 

This  simple  fact  is  today  fundamental 
to  the  development  assistance  strategy 
of  the  U.S.' Agency  for  International  De¬ 
velopment,  as  it  has  adjusted  to  changed 
world  relationships.  It  is  concentrating 
assistance  in  countries  where  the  per¬ 
formance  will  enable  American  aid  to 
produce  results. 

The  most  hopeful  sign  for  the  future 
is  the  growing  determination  of  the  less- 
developed  countries  to  help  themselves 
and  their  increasing  competence  in  this 
task.  Today,  for  every  dollar  of  U.S.  bi¬ 
lateral  assistance,  the  20  major  recipi¬ 
ents  of  U.S.  aid  in  Asia,  Africa,  and  Latin 
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America  allocate  an  average  of  $6  for  de¬ 
velopment  from  their  own  limited  re¬ 
sources. 

In  virtually  every  case,  AID  is  intensi¬ 
fying  its  efforts  to  identify  needed  im¬ 
provement  in  the  economic  policies  and 
programs  of  recipient  countries.  It 
seeks  to  secure  adoption  of  these  im¬ 
provements  through  incentive  program¬ 
ing,  and  it  seeks  specific  country  com¬ 
mitments  to  these  improvements  in  re¬ 
turn  for  increased  economic  aid  to  raise 
the  country’s  rate  of  economic  growth. 

Another  way  of  putting  it  is  that  AID 
Is  seeking  to  help  the  developing  nations 
to  make  better  use  of  their  own  and  ex¬ 
ternal  resources.  To  the  extent  they  put 
their  own  houses  in  order,  the  United 
States  is  prepared  to  bear  its  share  of  the 
total  burden  and  thereby  hasten  the  day 
when  they  will  no  longer  need  our  aid. 

Mr.  Chairman,  part  of  the  problem  for 
the  less-developed  world  is  that  its  lead¬ 
ers  and  informed  people  are  determined 
to  achieve  in  10  or  25  years  what  took 
us  150  years  to  achieve.  This  is  not  an 
unreasonable  determination  in  a  world 
brought  together  by  rapid  communica¬ 
tions.  But  it  is  a  tremendous  under¬ 
taking. 

I  do  not  suggest  that  the  economic  gap 
can  be  closed  within  the  next  decade  or 
two.  But  experience  in  countries  such 
as  Israel,  Greece,  and  Mexico  has  shown 
that  an  adequate  pattern  of  income  dis¬ 
tribution  begins  to  make  it  possible  for 
people  to  live  decently  and  for  growth 
to  continue  with  decreasing  reliance  on 
external  assistance. 

The  foreign  aid  program  in  the  future 
must  increase  the  capacity  of  the  less- 
developed  countries  to  utilize  foreign 
assistance  effectively  in  order  to  increase 
their  rates  of  economic  growth.  Prog¬ 
ress  has  been  made  in  this  direction. 
The  governments  of  many  countries  are 
beginning  to  recognize  the  importance 
of  development  planning  and  of  policies 
that  go  with  it.  But  so  far  the  transfor¬ 
mation  of  institutions  essential  to  mod¬ 
ernization  has  taken  hold  in  only  some 
of  the  countries. 

AID  has,  in  the  past  3  years,  increas¬ 
ingly  concentrated  its  efforts  on  such 
institution  building  and  is  attempting  to 
utilize  the  vast  private  resources  of 
American  education,  industry,  and  ihe 
professions  to  reach  the  operating  levels 
in  these  nations. 

Let  us  look  briefly  at  some  statistics 
relating  to  underdevelopment.  Per 
capita  GNP  in  the  United  States  is  close 
to  $3,300  a  year.  By  contrast,  some  80 
less-developed  countries  all  have  per 
capita  gross  national  product  under 
$500;  all  but  11  have  per  capita  gross 
national  product  under  $300 ;  33  of  them 
are  under  $100;  and  10  are  under  $50. 
Their  average  is  roughly  $150  per  capita, 
or  one  twenty-second  the  U.S.  level. 

Most  of  the  less-developed  countries 
are  rural  in  nature.  Approximately  80  to 
90  percent  of  the  people  live  in  rural 
areas.  More  than  50  percent  of  the 
working  male  adults  in  less-developed 
countries  are  engaged  in  farming  and 
related  pursuits.  Most  are  unskilled  and 
untrained  and,  therefore,  do  not  make 
the  best  use  of  their  land.  These  same 
countries,  because  they  are  rural  and 


agrarian  in  nature,  merely  export  raw 
materials  and  fail  to  gain  the  economic 
benefits  of  the  higher  prices  of  finished 
products. 

The  rate  of  literacy  is  low;  35  percent 
for  the  less-developed  nations  compared 
with  almost  100  percent  for  the  devel¬ 
oped  countries. 

Mr.  Chairman,  little  by  little,  foreign 
aid  from  the  United  States,  from  other 
bilateral  donors  and  from  the  multi¬ 
lateral  agencies,  is  helping  to  raise  the 
low  standards  and  increase  the  rate  of 
growth  and  per  capita  incomes  of  these 
countries.  Under  current  assumptions, 
the  aid  donors  are  seeking  to  increase  the 
rate  of  growth  of  per  capita  income  in 
the  less-developed  countries  by  the  very 
modest  rate  of  2  percent  a  year. 

It  is  clear  that  economic  development 
will  be  a  central  task  of  foreign  policy 
in  the  decades  ahead.  It  must  stimulate 
the  greatest  energy  and  deepest  imagi¬ 
nation  in  our  society.  This  call  to  a 
priority  task  should  not  go  unheeded.  It 
is  one  that  can  itself  generate  commit¬ 
ment  in  the  business  community,  uni¬ 
versities,  and  voluntary  organizations. 
As  I  see  it,  this  challenge  is  an  oppor¬ 
tunity. 

It  is  a  logical  consequence  of  our  rec¬ 
ognition  of  our  responsibilities  in  today’s 
world.  If  we  set  our  sights  high,  we  will 
raise  the  sights  of  the  less-developed 
countries  in  this  whole  process  of  eco¬ 
nomic  development  as  we  build  tomor¬ 
row’s  world. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  disturbed 
by  the  report  of  the  Comptroller’s  Office, 
which  appeared  in  the  Record  yesterday 
during  the  speech  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Thomson]  . 

In  his  speech  the  gentleman  quoted 
from  reports  of  the  Comptroller.  He 
quoted  the  statement  by  the  Comp¬ 
troller’s  Office  that  the  AID  program 
had  spent  dollars  in  Brazil  when  they 
could  have  spent  cruzieros. 

The  Comptroller  also  reported  con¬ 
cerning  the  spending  of  money  for 
equipment  for  a  project  which  had  been 
completed. 

There  were  other  references  which 
Members  can  read,  if  they  did  not  hear 
the  debate  yesterday,  as  shown  on  pages 
10856  and  10857. 

This  morning,  at  an  executive  meeting 
of  our  Committee  on  Agricuture,  Mr. 
Bell  appeared  before  our  committee,  and 
I  asked  him  about  these  statements  and 
the  actions  reported  by  the  Comptroller’s 
Office  about  the  AID  program.  He  said 
that  he  had  been  advised  that  these 
statements  had  been  made.  He  was,  of 
course,  familiar  with  the  Comptroller’s 
reports. 

I  told  Mr.  Bell  that  I  felt  some  answer 
should  have  been  given,  either  yesterday 
or  during  the  debate  today,  to  refute  the 
Comptroller’s  report,  because  he  indi¬ 
cated  there  were  some  inaccuracies  in  it. 

I  have  been  here  all  day,  waiting  for 
somebody  to  answer  this  and  to  tell  why 
the  Comptroller  would  make  such  state¬ 
ments  in  criticism.  He  made  them  not 
only  in  March  and  April  of  1965,  but  he 
had  made  statements  in  1964  as  well  as 
1965. 


A  part  of  the  report  which  disturbs 
me  says: 

The  Agency  for  International  Development 
has  made  and  is  currently  making  improper 
payments  for  ocean  shipments  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  donated  by  the 
United  States.  *  »  * 

And  so  on. 

When  an  agency  such  as  AID  flouts 
any  criticism  like  that,  and  does  not  care 
about  answering  it,  I  cannot  have  the 
confidence  I  should  have  in  the  operation 
of  that  agency. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays] 
a  minute  ago  said  he  had  some  reserva¬ 
tions  about  this  bill.  I,  too,  have  sup¬ 
ported  the  foreign  aid  program  for  a 
number  of  years  on  the  theory  that  we 
had  to  maintain  some  type  of  foreign 
aid  program.  In  the  past  I  have  offered 
amendments  which  I  felt  would  improve 
the  program,  but  I  have  become  resigned 
to  the  fact,  early  in  the  debate,  that  no 
amendments  were  going  to  be  accepted. 
I  had  hoped  the  committee  or  some 
member  could  give  me  some  assurance 
that  there  had  been  corrections  made  in 
the  administration  of  the  AID  program 
criticized  by  the  Comptroller  but  there 
has  been  no  answer  to  the  charges. 

The  only  way  I  have  of  showing  my 
feelings  about  the  administration  of  this 
program  and  the  fact  that  we  are  wast¬ 
ing  money  which  could  be  saved  is  to 
vote  against  the  bill.  This  is  the  only 
way,  as  I  see  it,  of  registering  my  protest. 

I  am  going  to  vote  against  this  au¬ 
thorization  not  because  I  feel  we  should 
not  have  some  kind  of  an  aid  program 
but  when  these  things  continually  keep 
coming  up  every  year  of  improper  uses 
of  money  and  particularly  spending 
American  dollars  when  we  could  be 
spending  foreign  funds  which  would  not 
be  a  drain  on  our  dollar  reserve,  the  only 
way  I  can  express  my  feeling  and  also 
my  criticism  of  the  way  in  which  this 
program  is  being  operated  is  by  voting 
against  this  bill.  That  is  the  reason  why 
I  expect  to  vote  against  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  here  today. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Yes.  I  yield 
to  my  good  friend,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Missouri  talked  to  me  earlier  in  the  day 
about  these  reports.  I  told  him  that 
most  of  these  reports,  although  recently 
Issued,  were  based  on  investigations  1 
or  2  years  old.  If  you  read  through  the 
reports,  you  will  find  that  the  GAO  ac¬ 
knowledges  that  some  corrective  action 
has  been  started  on  most  of  them.  If 
you  will  examine  the  GAO  reports  on 
the  Department  of  Defense,  you  will  find 
that  they  find  deficiencies  in  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Army  and  the  Navy.  I  would 
not  use  criticism  by  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  as  a  criterion  for  voting 
against  the  foreign  aid  bill,  because  you 
could  apply  the  same  kind  of  argument 
to  voting  against  legislation  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense.  The  GAO  writes 
many  reports  about  the  waste  of  money 
in  our  Military  Establishment  and  in  our 
defense  budget.  So  the  criteria  you  are 
using  here  in  opposing  this  bill  I  think 
are  not  entirely  consistent. 


11146 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Johnson  doctrine 
of  defending  American  citizens  around 
the  world  has  resulted  in  a  new  faith  in 
our  country  here  at  home  and  much 
needed  respect  for  us  abroad. 

The  President  has  demonstrated  time 
and  again,  in  southeast  Asia,  in  Africa, 
and  in  Latin  America  that  the  full  might 
of  our  Nation  will  come  to  the  aid  of  our 
own  citizens  in  danger,  and  the  freedoms 
of  others  threatened  by  communism. 

Floridians  take  special  note  of  this 
new  approach  in  American  policy.  No 
other  State  has  been  as  close  to  Cuba — 
as  close  to  a  Communist  takeover,  nor 
seen  the  wave  of  refugees  escaping  op¬ 
pression.  Florida  knows  also  the  threat 
of  military  action,  as  we  witnessed  the 
offensive  and  defensive  buildup  in  our 
State  at  the  time  of  the  missile  crisis 
when  thousands  of  troops  and  weapons 
were  assembled  for  any  eventuality. 

The  people  of  Florida  saw  the  United 
States  stand  by  while  Castro  was  taking 
over  Cuba.  The  people  of  Florida  vigor¬ 
ously  applaud  the  actions  of  President 
Johnson  in  preventing  a  Communist 
takeover  in  the  Dominican  Republic, 
Had  similar  action  been  taken  with  re¬ 
gard  to  Cuba  during  the  Castro  takeover, 
Cuba  would  not  be  a  Communist  country 
today. 

Being  close  to  the  troubled  waters  of 
the  Caribbean  we  understand  and  appre¬ 
ciate  the  need  for  action  rather  than 
prolonged  discussion.  There  is  time 
enough  to  consult,  advise  and  receive  the 
views  of  friends.  The  Organization  of 
American  States  was  notified  of  the  de¬ 
velopments  in  the  Dominican  Republic, 
and  when  the  situation  worsened  the 
President  acted  for  the  U.S.  interests. 
Now  that  the  peacekeeping  machinery 
of  the  OAS  is  in  operation  and  a  joint 
military  command  has  been  established, 
we  are  hopeful  a  peaceful  solution  can 
be  found  to  return  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public  to  democratic  government.  But 
we  can  be  sure  that  if  the  United  States 
had  not  acted  a  new  Communist  govern¬ 
ment  would  be  establishing  itself  on  an¬ 
other  island  in  the  Caribbean. 

Some  critics  have  voiced  the  opinion 
we  should  have  awaited  joint  action 
rather  than  our  unilateral  move.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  naval  quarantine  of  Cuba,  the 
United  States  acted  on  her  own  in  the 
best  interest  of  this  hemisphere.  And, 
of  course,  at  that  time  we  were  taking 
action  against  an  established  govern¬ 
ment,  Castro,  while  our  landings  in  the 
Dominican  Republic  were  at  the  request 
of  the  existing  government  which  indi¬ 
cated  it  could  no  longer  guarantee  the 
safety  of  American  citizens. 

The  Johnson  doctrine,  of  course,  ap¬ 
plies  equally  to  Cuba  today.  There  are 
some  who  would  try  to  lead  one  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  this  administration  has  forgot¬ 
ten  Cuba.  Nothing  could  be  further  from 
the  truth. 

The  President  has  indicated  that  we 
have  no  intention  of  living  with  commu¬ 
nism  in  this  hemisphere.  Soon  after  as¬ 
suming  office  the  President  was  faced 
with  a  crisis  over  the  water  supply  to 
our  naval  base,  and  he  acted  quickly  to 


increase  our  defensive  capability  and  to 
replace  the  water  supply,  while  prepar¬ 
ing  the  base  for  military  action  and 
evacuating  dependents.  This  swift  ac¬ 
tion  met  the  situation  of  the  moment, 
and  gave  clear  proof  to  Castro  that  his 
test  of  the  new  President’s  resolve  had 
been  met  without  hesitation. 

The  United  States  and  the  other 
members  of  the  Organization  of  Ameri¬ 
can  States  do  consider  the  present 
regime  in  Cuba  a  danger  to  Latin 
America  because  of  its  continuing  dedi¬ 
cation  to  the  subversion  and  overthrow 
of  Latin  American  governments.  The 
United  States  and  other  members  of  the 
OAS  are  determined  that  this  danger 
will  be  checked  and  thrown  back.  That 
determination  is  one  of  the  key  factors 
in  the  actions  taken  by  the  United 
States  and  the  OAS  in  the  Dominican 
Republic. 

In  keeping  with  the  continuing  goal, 
or  U.S.  policy  toward  Cuba — a  truly  free 
Cuba,  free  of  communism — and  the  kind 
of  threat  which  the  Cuban  regime  pre¬ 
sents  to  the  hemisphere,  the  United 
States  has  followed,  and  will  continue  to 
follow,  courses  of  action  designed,  first, 
to  reduce  the  will  and  ability  of  the 
present  regime  to  advance  the  Commu¬ 
nist  cause  in  Latin  America  through 
support  of  subversion;  and  second,  to 
assist  and  cooperate  with  the  Latin 
American  nations  in  strengthening  their 
ability,  in  both  the  short  and  the  long 
term,  to  resist  subversion. 

The  first  part  of  this  U.S.  and  OAS 
strategy — the  reduction  of  the  will  and 
ability  of  the  Cuban  regime  to  advance 
the  Communist  cause — has  taken  the 
form  of  efforts  to  isolate  the  regime  po¬ 
litically,  psychologically,  and  economi¬ 
cally.  The  core  of  this  program  has 
been  been  the  exertion  of  economic 
pressure  upon  the  regime  in  order  to 
maintain  and  increase  its  internal  diffi¬ 
culties  and  to  limit  its  potential  for 
external  activities. 

The  administration  has,  through  de¬ 
termined,  day-to-day  efforts,  been  main¬ 
taining  strong  pressures  on  the  Cuban 
economy.  All  of  our  allies  are  cooperat¬ 
ing  to  some  extent  in  the  maintenance 
of  these  pressures  and  the  cooperation  of 
certain  governments  is  quite  good.  None 
permits  the  exportation  of  strategic 
goods  to  Cuba,  and  some  governments 
discourage  the  shipment  of  industrial 
items  and  raw  materials  that  are  non- 
strategic  but  which  are  critical  to  the 
Cuban  economy.  Further,  so  far  as  is 
known,  none  has  granted  credit  to  Cuba, 
nor,  for  approximately  the  last  year, 
guaranteed  private  credits  for  Cuban 
purchases. 

Although  much  of  the  administration’s 
effort  has  been  aimed  at  eliciting  the 
cooperation  of  foreign  governments  and 
firms,  it  has  also  taken  a  number  of 
unilateral  measures  to  reduce  Cuba’s 
economic  ties  with  the  free  world.  For 
example,  U.S.  law  prohibits,  in  the 
absence  of  a  Presidential  waiver,  the 
granting  of  U.S.  assistance  to  any  na¬ 
tion  which  furnishes  strategic  goods  or 
economic  assistance  to  Cuba  or  whose 
vessels  and  aircraft  carry  any  equip¬ 
ment  or  merchandise  to  or  from  Cuba. 
In  addition,  U.S.  Government -financed 
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cargoes  cannot  be  carried  from  U.S. 
ports  aboard  vessels  employed  in  the 
Cuban  trade,  and  a  variety  of  measures 
prohibit  or  restrict  the  bunkering  of  ves¬ 
sels  in  the  Cuban  trade,  especially  in 
U.S.  ports  or  with  products  of  U.S.  origin. 

In  addition,  the  Cuban  assets  control 
regulations  prohibit  transactions  in¬ 
volving  U.S.  dollars  between  any  party 
and  Cuba.  These  regulations  also  pro¬ 
hibit  any  person  or  entity  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  from 
engaging  in  financial  or  commercial 
transactions  with  Cuba. 

Total  Cuban  trade  with  the  free  world 
dropped  nearly  80  percent  between  1958 
and  1963.  The  temporary  increase  in 
free  world  trade  with  Cuba  in  1964 — the 
result  of  exceptionally  high  world  sugar 
prices  in  1963  and  early  1964 — is  over¬ 
shadowed  by  the  expected  drop  in  this 
trade  in  1965  to  approximately  the  1962- 
63  levels.  Sugar  is,  of  course,  Cuba’s 
main  earner  of  foreign  exchange,  and 
sugar  prices  have  fallen  precipitously, 
from  about  12  cents  a  pound  in  January 
1964  to  about  2.5  cents  at  the  present 
time. 

Cuba’s  trade  with  Latin  America^— the 
principal  target  of  the  Castro  regime’s 
subversive  efforts — has  declined  even 
more  dramatically.  Total  Cuban  trade 
with  the  nations  of  the  Organization  of 
American  States — excluding  the  United 
States — was  approximately  $115  million 
in  1958  and  in  the  range  of  $15  million 
in  1964.  All  of  the  OAS  countries,  with 
but  one  exception,  adhere  to  last  July’s 
OAS  resolution  which  suspended  ship¬ 
ping  and  trade  with  Cuba  and  severed 
diplomatic  and  consular  relations. 

The  number  of  calls  by  free  world  ves¬ 
sels  at  Cuban  ports  in  1964  was  approxi¬ 
mately  60  percent  lower  than  in  1962. 
Moreover,  figures  for  the  first  4  months 
of  1965  indicate  more  than  a  30-percent 
decline  over  the  same  period  in  1964. 

The  free  labor  unions  of  the  hem¬ 
isphere  are  giving  important  assistance 
to  the  OAS  governments  in  this  matter. 
These  unions  have  recently  begun  a  se¬ 
lective  boycott  at  hemispheric  ports  of 
vessels  of  those  nations  whose  ships  are 
in  the  Cuban  trade  or  whose  trade  with 
Cuba  has  inreased. 

Cubana,  the  Cuban  state  airline,  flies 
to  only  two  free  world  countries,  Mexico 
and  Spain,  on  a  regular  basis.  Only  one 
free  world  airline,  Iberia,  provides  sched¬ 
uled  passenger  service — one  flight  per 
week — to  and  from  Cuba.  In  October 
1962  4  non-Communist  airlines  operated 
about  20  scheduled  flights  per  week  to 
Cuba. 

External  pressures  and  the  Castro  re¬ 
gime’s  own  ineptitude  and  mismanage¬ 
ment  have  together  kept  the  Cuban 
economy  from  serving  as  a  showcase  for 
communism. 

Industry  remains  essentially  stagnant 
and  its  products  shoddy.  The  industrial 
plant  and  the  transportation  system — 
primarily  of  Western  origin — have  sub¬ 
stantially  deteriorated  for  want  of  spare 
parts. 

Many  basic  foods  and  household  neces¬ 
sities  are  rationed.  Rationing  allotments 
are  often  not  met  and  inferior  items  sub¬ 
stituted. 


May  25,  1965  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE  11147 


Cuban  labor’s  enthusiasm  for  work  has 
diminished.  Absenteeism  and  low  pro¬ 
ductivity  continue  to  plague  the  regime 
and  reflect  labor’s  resistance  to  the  co¬ 
ercion  growing  out  of  enforced  produc¬ 
tion  norms,  the  standardization  of  wage 
scales  and  a  military  draft  rigged  to 
provide  cheap  labor  for  the  regime. 

To  keep  the  Cuban  economy  operating 
at  minimum  levels  the  Soviet  Union,  and 
to  a  lesser  extent  the  other  Communist 
countries,  have  been  forced  to  grant 
Cuba  large-scale  economic  assistance. 
Communist  economic  aid  in  the  period 
1961-64  is  estimated  to  have  amounted 
to  well  over  $1  billion.  This  has  consti¬ 
tuted  a  sharp  drain  on  Communist,  es¬ 
pecially  Soviet  resources,  and  the  end  is 
not  in  sight.  Taking  into  account  Soviet 
credits  to  finance  Cuba’s  projected  trade 
deficit  with  the  U.S.S.R.  in  1965  and  the 
subsidy  Cuba  receives  on  its  sugar  sales 
to  the  Soviets,  the  U.S.S.R.  will  probably 
give  Cuba  upward  of  $300  million  in 
economic  assistance  this  year. 

The  serious  economic  difficulties  which 
the  present  regime  faces  and,  according 
to  the  best  estimates,  will  continue  to 
face  have  a  definite  effect  on  the  political 
situation  of  the  regime.  Frictions  and 
strains  are  evident  within  the  power 
structure  of  the  regime  as  it  continues  to 
be  incapable  of  performing  on  its  prom¬ 
ises  of  a  better  economic  life.  As  popu¬ 
lar  support  of  the  regime  declines,  it 
resorts  more  and  more  to  repression. 
The  recent  wave  of  arbitrary  arrests, 
the  purges  among  university  students — 
heretofore  a  specially  favored  group — all 
testify  to  the  need  of  the  regime  to  exert 
greater  control  over  the  population. 

The  dependence  of  the  present  regime 
on  the  Soviet  Union  has  created  fric¬ 
tions,  not  only  between  the  regime  and 
Moscow  which  is  trying  to  exert  stronger 
controls  over  the  uses  to  which  its  huge 
subsidies  are  put,  but  also  within  Cuba 
between  contending  pro-Moscow  and 
anti-Moscow  factions.  These  internal 
political  developments,  which  have  been 
influenced  by  external  economic  pres¬ 
sures,  suggest  that  there  are  cracks  in  the 
structure  which  appears  outwardly  solid 
and  that  these  cracks  may  be  widened  by 
frictions  and  pressures  which  exist  with¬ 
in  the  system. 

In  addition  to  carrying  out  programs 
for  weakening  the  Cuban  base  for  sub¬ 
version,  the  United  States  has  been  as¬ 
sisting  and  cooperating  with  the  Latin 
American  nations  in  strengthening  their 
ability  to  resist  that  subversion.  In  the 
short  term,  the  second  part  of  our  stra¬ 
tegy  has  been  executed  bilaterally  and 
multilaterally  through  the  OAS  and 
through  cooperative  arrangements  with 
the  countries  of  the  Central  American 
isthmus.  Although  much  remains  to  be 
done,  measurable  progress  has  been  made 
in  the  field  of  controls  on  the  travel  of 
subversives  to  and  from  Cuba,  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  material,  funds,  and  propaganda, 
internal  security,  and  surveillance  of  bor¬ 
ders  and  coastline. 

The  decision  of  the  OAS  Foreign  Min¬ 
isters  in  July  of  last  year,  referred  to 
earlier  in  an  economic  context,  marked 
a  significant  step  in  the  political  and 
psychological  isolation  of  the  Cuban  re¬ 
gime  from  the  rest  of  the  hemisphere. 


The  fact  that  these  actions  were  taken 
by  an  overwhelming  vote  of  the  Foreign 
Ministers  testified  to  the  growing  aware¬ 
ness  of  the  subversive  threat  on  the  part 
of  Latin  America.  It  also  clearly  dem¬ 
onstrated  the  decline  of  the  appeal  of 
Castro  communism  in  the  hemisphere. 
Moreover,  both  of  these  factors  are  re¬ 
flected  in  the  action  of  Latin  American 
maritime  unions  against  vessels  of  coun¬ 
tries  trading  with  Cuba. 

The  Cuban  regime  and  the  Communist 
parties  in  Latin  America  are  currently 
making  a  determined  effort — in  line  with 
decisions  taken  at  the  November  1964 
meeting  in  Havana  of  the  Latin  Ameri¬ 
can  Communist  parties — to  capitalize  on 
the  Dominican  situation  to  recover 
ground  which  they  have  lost  over  the 
past  2  years.  With  good  sense  and  firm 
determination  and  with  the  continuation 
of  present  policies  toward  Cuba,  refined 
and  reinforced  by  lessons  learned  and  ac¬ 
tions  taken  in  the  Dominican  crisis,  the 
United  States,  and  the  other  members  of 
the  OAS  will  move  forward  toward  the 
unchanged  and  unchanging  goal  of  a 
truly  free  Cuba. 

It  may  be  difficult  to  warn  nations  of 
the  dangers  of  communism  when  looking 
at  distant  Russia  or  China,  but  we  have 
only  to  point  to  nearby  Cuba. 

Castro’s  communism  is  incompatible 
with  the  needs  and  desires  of  the  people 
of  the  Western  Hemisphere  in  their 
legitimate  attempt  and  desire  to  better 
themselves.  Within  the  framework  of 
Latin  America,  Cuba  before  Castro  was 
high  among  economically  developed  na¬ 
tions.  Health  standards,  education, 
housing,  agriculture  and  industry  ranked 
at  or  near  the  top  of  the  list  of  Latin 
American  nations.  The  fall  to  its  pres¬ 
ent  position  today  can  be  but  further 
proof  of  the  folly  of  Castroism. 

The  actions  of  this  Congress  in  sup¬ 
porting  the  President  in  all  these  efforts 
is  an  indication  of  the  support  of  the 
American  people  and  an  indication  to 
the  rest  of  the  world  of  our  firm  resolve 
that  no  new  front  be  opened  to  the  Com¬ 
munists  in  the  Western  Hemisphere  or 
elsewhere,  and  that  we  intend  to  speed 
the  removal  of  Castro  and  his  like  from 
the  island  of  Cuba  as  well 

Those  who  say  we  have  forgotten  Cuba 
must  have  their  eyes  closed,  as  some  of 
them  did  when  Castro  came  to  power  in 
the  first  place.  It  is  assuring  for  the 
American  people  to  see,  through  the 
Johnson  doctrine,  that  their  President 
has  his  eyes  open.  We  know  him  by  his 
actions.  We  remember  them  by  their 
inaction. 

As  a  further  indication  of  the  support 
being  given  the  President  in  south  Flor¬ 
ida,  I  include  four  editorials  on  the  Do¬ 
minican  situation  to  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

[Prom  the  Fort  Lauderdale  (Fla.)  News,  May 
4,  1965] 

Long  Overdue  U.S.  Policy  Makes  Clear  to 

the  World  We  Will  Protect  Ourselves 

There  would  appear  to  be  little  question 
today  but  that  under  President  Johnson’s 
personal  supervision  the  United  States  has 
embarked  upon  a  new  foreign  policy  ap¬ 
proach  which,  thought  fraught  with  consid¬ 
erable  danger  and  unpleasant  consequences, 
is  one  which  almost  all  clear-thinking  citi¬ 


zens  can  welcome  as  a  sorely  needed  restate¬ 
ment  of  basic  American  principles. 

Where  this  new  policy  will  eventually  lead 
us  is  almost  anybody’s  guess.  Our  involve¬ 
ment  in  the  Dominican  situation  on  the 
scale  the  President  has  ordered  is  certain  to 
bring  screams  of  protest,  not  only  from  the 
Communist  world,  but  from  certain  of  our 
so-called  friends  and  allies  who  have  already 
labeled  our  intervention  as  a  return  to  the 
era  of  "gunboat  diplomacy.” 

Yet,  as  we  stated  in  this  space  last  week, 
and  which  evidence  produced  by  our  mili¬ 
tary,  diplomatic,  and  intelligence  agencies 
has  confirmed,  it  was  only  the  quick  dispatch 
of  American  forces  to  the  Dominican  Repub¬ 
lic  which  prevented  a  Communist  takeover 
in  that  nation  and  a  much  greater  loss  of  life 
and  property  than  has  yet  occurred. 

As  of  now,  there  seems  to  be  little  prospect 
that  our  military  intervention  in  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic  will  be  of  the  quickly  in  and 
quickly  out  style.  To  the  contrary,  all  evi¬ 
dence  clearly  points  to  the  maintenance  of 
strong  American  forces  in  that  country  until 
such  time  as  we  are  assured  that  law  and 
order  have  been  restored,  that  a  stable  and 
acceptable  government  is  in  control  of  things, 
and  that  the  withdrawal  of  our  forces  will 
not  be  a  signal  for  the  same  Communist  ele¬ 
ments  which  tried  to  seize  power  before  to 
make  another  and  perhaps  more  successful 
attempt. 

To  those  Americans  who  have  had  to  dis¬ 
gustedly  stand  by  and  watch  the  sequence 
of  events  which  culminated  in  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  Communist  base  of  operations  in 
Cuba,  President  Johnson’s  unequivocal  state¬ 
ment  this  past  Sunday  night  that  we  would 
not  permit  the  Dominican  Republic  to  go  the 
way  of  Cuba,  came  as  a  refreshing  breeze. 

But  saying  this  is  far  easier  than  doing  it, 
and  thus,  as  in  the  Cuban  missile  crisis, 
Americans  will  have  to  wait  on  future  devel¬ 
opments  before  making  any  final  assessment 
of  President  Johnson’s  determination  to  keep 
this  hemisphere  free  of  any  further  Com¬ 
munist  encroachments. 

In  the  meantime,  Mr.  Johnson  is  making 
every  effort  to  persuade  the  member  nations 
of  the  Organization  of  American  States  to 
establish  a  task  force  which  can  go  into  the 
Dominican  Republic  and  take  over  the  re¬ 
sponsibilities  now  being  carried  out  by  Amer¬ 
ican  troops. 

These  responsibilities  are  hardly  of  a  minor 
nature.  They  involve  such  grim  tasks  as 
burying  the  dead  and  caring  for  the  wounded; 
of  bringing  in  food  and  medical  supplies  so 
that  people  won’t  starve  or  die  of  neglect: 
of  restoring  communications  and  other  es¬ 
sential  public  services  in  order  to  bring  back 
a  semblance  of  normal  life  to  the  battle- 
ravaged  city  of  Santo  Domingo;  of  finding 
some  effective  way  to  reclaim  the  great  num¬ 
ber  of  weapons  put  into  civilian  hands  by 
rebel  forces  at  the  start  of  the  revolution, 
and,  finally,  of  reestablishing  law  and  order 
to  the  point  where  the  people  of  the  Domin¬ 
ican  Republic  can  freely  choose  new  leaders 
to  guide  their  own  destinies. 

This  is  a  large  order  and  it  cannot  be  ac¬ 
complished  overnight.  Thus,  it  seems  in¬ 
evitable  that  American  forces,  now  that  they 
are  in  the  country,  must  stay  there  until  we 
are  certain  that  what  these  troops  were  sent 
in  to  accomplish  isn’t  frittered  away  by  a 
premature  withdrawal  or  by  bowing  to  the 
shrill  demands  of  those  who  are  presently 
accusing  us  of  armed  aggression  and  unwar¬ 
ranted  intervention  into  the  internal  af¬ 
fairs  of  another  nation. 

This  Dominican  affair,  coming  as  it  did  on 
the  heels  of  our  greatly  stepped-up  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  war  in  Vietnam,  provides  the 
Communists  and  the  neutrals  with  a  lot  of 
grist  for  their  propaganda  mills,  and  we 
would  be  naive  not  to  expect  them  to  exploit 
this  opportunity  to  the  utmost. 

But  we  have  been  slandered  and  vili¬ 
fied  before  so  this  will  be  nothing  new  or 
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different.  The  main  point  Americans  should 
remember  is  that  at  long  last  we  appear  to 
have  reached  the  point  where  protection  of 
our  own  interests,  our  own  security  and  that 
of  other  free  nations  are  all  being  considered 
of  greater  import  than  whatever  opinion 
other  countries  might  have  of  our  conduct 
or  our  policies. 

We  sincerely  hope  that  President  Johnson 
meant  exactly  what  he  said  when  he  stated 
Sunday  night  we  “cannot,  must  not  and  will 
not  permit  establishment  of  another  Com¬ 
munist  government  in  ths  hemisphere.” 
That  is  a  statement  that  has  been  long  over¬ 
due,  and  regardless  of  the  consequences  its 
enforcement  might  bring,  we  think  it  is  time 
we  meet  this  threat  head  on  and  make  it  crys¬ 
tal  clear  to  all  the  world  we  are  not  afraid 
to  back  up  our  principles  with  whatever 
force  is  needed  to  carry  them  out. 

Jack  W.  Gore. 

[From  the  Palm  Beach  (Fla.)  Post, 

May  4,  1965] 

Dominican  Doctrine 

President  Johnson’s  report  to  the  Nation 
on  the  Dominican  situation  was  a  heartening 
one,  and  no  criticism  in  the  U.N.  Security 
Council  or  indecision  on  the  part  of  the  Or¬ 
ganization  of  American  States  should  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  weaken  the  firm  stand  taken. 

His  statement  that  the  goal  of  the  United 
States  “is  to  help  prevent  another  Commu¬ 
nist  state  in  this  hemisphere”  should  serve 
as  a  warning  to  all  concerned  that  the  spirit 
of  the  Monroe  Doctrine  is  not  dead. 

Even  though  we  allowed  it  to  lapse  in  the 
Communist  takeover  of  Cuba,  the  Reds  have 
now  been  put  on  notice  that  the  Western 
Hemisphere  is  not  open  to  further  incursions. 
With  a  little  further  stiffening  of  the  U.S. 
backbone,  perhaps  even  the  Cuban  cancer 
can  be  eliminated. 

When  U.S.  Marines  were  dispatched  to  the 
Dominican  Republic  last  week,  the  message 
was  plain:  This  country  is  fed  up  with  hav¬ 
ing  its  citizens  threatened,  its  Embassies  at¬ 
tacked,  its  interests  violated,  either  by  law¬ 
less  mobs  or  hostile  foreign  governments. 

Now  with  the  strengthening  of  U.S.  Armed 
Forces  on  that  embattled  island  another 
plain  message  has  been  delivered:  This  na¬ 
tion  also  is  fed  up  with  Red  infiltration  and 
aggression  in  the  Western  Hemisphere. 

Primary  purpose  of  U.S.  Marine  and  Army 
units  in  the  Santo  Domingo  area  still  is  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  lives  of  Americans  and  other 
foreign  nationals.  That  became  necessary 
when  Dominican  ability  to  preserve  order 
and  protect  lives  broke  down  under  Com¬ 
munist-directed  mob  action. 

But  now  these  military  forces  have  a  sec¬ 
ond  mission:  To  thwart  apparent  efforts  of 
Castro  Cuba  Communists  to  turn  the  Domini¬ 
can  revolt  to  their  own  purposes  and  pos¬ 
sibly  establish  a  Red  regime  in  Santo  Domin¬ 
go  similar  to — if  not  directly  tied  to — the  one 
in  Havana. 

The  obvious  interest  and  involvement  of 
the  Kremlin  and  its  Cuban  puppet  was  em¬ 
phasized  in  their  calls  for  U.N.  action  to  con¬ 
demn  U.S.  landings  in  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public. 

Moscow  called  it  another  attempt  to  keep 
in  power  a  reactionary,  an  antipopular  dic¬ 
tatorship  regime  which  suits  the  United 
States,  and  to  suppress  the  strivings  of  the 
people  for  freedom  and  independence. 

Havana  called  it  a  new  and  insolent  ag¬ 
gression  against  the  sovereignty  and  inde¬ 
pendence  of  a  foreign  country. 

Those  whose  toes  are  stepped  on  naturally 
yell  the  loudest.  And,  of  course,  there  are 
altogether  too  many  who  will  listen  sympa¬ 
thetically. 

It  seems  to  be  impossible  for  the  United 
States  to  undertake  a  humanitarian  action 
without  having  the  pink-hued  neutrals,  and 
even  some  of  our  allies,  believe  Communist 
charges  of  sinister  political  purposes. 


Unfortunately,  in  the  past,  this  presumed 
reflection  of  world  opinion  has  been  allowed 
to  alter  the  shape  of  our  foreign  policy  to  the 
point  where  we  have  none  worthy  of  the 
name.  And  the  inevitable  result  has  been 
a  slow  retreat  in  the  face  of  encroaching 
communism. 

It  is  time  to  call  a  halt  to  that — with  the 
blessing  of  the  United  Nations  and  the  active 
support  of  the  OAS,  if  possible:  in  defiance 
of  both,  if  necessary. 

Pinkish  pickets  in  New  York,  protesting 
the  Dominican  action,  carried  signs  reading : 
“One  Vietnam  is  too  many.”  One  Cuba  is 
too  many,  too. 

[From  the  Sun-Sentinel,  May  3,  1965] 
Johnson  Boldness  Barred  Red  Grab 

The  United  States  and  the  free  world  are 
about  to  be  forced  to  sit  through  act  II, 
scene  II,  of  that  tired  old  Communist  road 
show  farce:  “Uncle  Is  a  Teenage  Imperialist.” 

In  act  I,  friendly  and  dashing  juvenile  lead, 
Juan  Bosch,  came  on  stage  as  the  student 
prince.  There  was  dancing  and  singing  and 
gaiety  at  the  palace  because  the  wicked  dic¬ 
tator  was  dead  and  Juan  had  come  home 
from  school  abroad  to  rule. 

All  of  the  subjects  frolicked  and  did  as 
they  pleased  and  the  professional  troubadors 
sang  Juan’s  praises  outside  the  realm.  But 
some  of  his  old  school  chums  became  a  little 
too  exuberant  and  began  filching  the  silver 
and  annoying  the  maidens  as  their  compan¬ 
ions  plotted  to  move  in  with  Juan  and  rule 
the  kingdom. 

So  the  mean  old  captains  of  the  guard 
marched  in  and  threw  the  culprits  out,  tell¬ 
ing  Juan  to  begone  because  the  subjects  must 
return  to  their  tasks,  or  the  palace  would 
fall  into  the  hands  of  the  enemy. 

Act  I  ended  with  Juan  sulking  in  a  sym¬ 
pathetic  neighbor  state  and  plotting  his 
return. 

The  second  act  opened  with  some  of 
Juan’s  comrades,  who  had  been  mingling 
with  the  people,  rising  up  suddenly  and  at¬ 
tempting  to  capture  the  unromantic  cap¬ 
tains  to  throw  them  in  the  dungeons  so  Juan 
could  come  home. 

But  to  everybody’s  surprise.  Uncle  Sam, 
who  was  busied  battling  scoundrels  in  the 
distant  Orient,  sent  in  forces  to  aid  the  be- 
leagured  captains.  They  set  down  the  revolt 
and  the  rebels  demanded  forgiveness,  in¬ 
sisting  they  wanted  merely  to  have  Juan 
in  his  rightful  place  in  the  palace  and  to  set 
the  people  free. 

That  sets  the  stage  for  the  second  scene 
of  the  second  act.  In  this,  Juan’s  followers 
will  become  emboldened  and  will  demand 
concessions  for  putting  down  their  arms. 
Meanwhile,  back  in  the  old  university,  their 
colleagues  will  call  for  a  meeting  of  the 
prime  ministers  of  the  many  nations  and 
they  will  point  an  accusing  finger  at  Uncle 
Sam,  claiming  that  he  really  didn’t  want  to 
protect  the  freedom  of  Juan’s  subjects,  but 
actually  seized  the  opportunity  to  serve  his 
imperialist  ambitions. 

Some  of  the  prime  ministers  will  agree 
and  will  insist  that  the  rebels  are  the  real 
heroes  and  should  not  be  punished.  Other 
ministers  will  fall  to  arguing  among  them¬ 
selves  and  there  will  be  much  confusion  and 
the  scene  will  end  with  word  being  received 
trouble  has  flared  elsewhere.  All  exist  with 
much  confusion. 

If  this  plot  seems  familiar,  it  is,  because  it 
has  become  such  a  part  of  our  real  life.  It 
doesn’t  take  much  effort  to  set  the  scene 
in  Cuba,  or  West  Berlin,  or  the  Congo,  or 
Vietnam — or  the  Dominican  Republic.  Only 
the  actors  and  the  costumes  change.  The 
play  remains  the  same  and  there  never  is  a 
third  and  final  act. 

What  will  happen  now  is  the  rebels  in  the 
Dominican  Republic  will  insist  upon  asylum 
and  protection,  and  will  have  the  audacity  to 
demand  concessions  for  a  rebellion  that  did 
not  succeed. 
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Already,  Russia  has  called  for  an  emer¬ 
gency  meeting  of  the  United  Nations  Secu¬ 
rity  Council.  They  want  to  heap  blame 
upon  the  United  States  and  President  John¬ 
son  for  supposed  aggression  by  intervening 
in  the  Dominican  revolt  and  preventing 
what  surely  was  intended  to  have  been  an¬ 
other  Communist  takeover  under  the  dis¬ 
guise  of  an  act  of  liberation. 

The  truth  of  the  matter,  of  course,  will 
show  that  Communists  trained  the  insur¬ 
gents  and  instigated  the  entire  affair.  But 
it  will  be  the  United  States  who  will  be 
roundly  castigated  on  the  world’s  propa¬ 
ganda  network. 

The  time  has  come  to  end  this  theatrical 
fantasy  and  to  face  the  realities  of  life.  All 
of  the  shouting  in  the  world  is  not  going  to 
erase  the  brutal  fact  that  conspirators  cal¬ 
lously  upset  the  orderly  life  of  a  sovereign 
nation,  bringing  death  to  hundreds  of  peo¬ 
ple  and  misery  to  thousands  of  others. 

For  this  the  rebels  should  not  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  go  unpunished  and  left  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  for  a  repeat  performance  at  a  time  and 
place  of  their  own  choosing.  Nor  should  the 
worldwide  Communist  conspiracy  be  left  un¬ 
reprimanded  for  its  role  in  this  heinous 
affair. 

We,  the  United  States,  do  business  with 
the  Soviet  conspirators,  supplying  them 
with  food  and  materials,  while  they,  in  turn, 
export  weapons  and  death  and  slavery  to  the 
distant  points  of  the  earth. 

This  arrangement  should  come  under  the 
severest  review  as  a  result  of  the  Dominican 
Republic  affair  that  would  have  been  an¬ 
other  Communist  foothold  in  the  Western 
Hemisphere,  had  it  not  been  for  decisive 
action  on  the  part  of  President  Johnson  and 
the  muscle  of  the  U.S.  Marines. 

Indeed,  the  Communist  road  company  has 
put  on  its  show  just  once  too  often.  The 
long  overdue  time  has  come  to  tell  the 
players  to  disband  and  to  ring  down  the 
final  curtain  on  their  hackneyed  farce. 

William  A.  Mullen. 

[From  the  Miami  (Fla.)  Herald, 

Apr.  29,  1965] 

The  Marines  Have  Landed 

Yesterday  this  newspaper  pleaded:  “Let  us 
have  no  second  Cuba  in  the  Dominican 
Republic.” 

Today  it  makes  no  difference  whether  we 
said  this  or  whether  someone  else  did.  The 
pertinent  fact  is  that  President  Johnson  has 
acted  swiftly  to  prevent  just  such  a  catas¬ 
trophe.  He  has  sent  a  powerful  marine  unit 
ashore  for  the  ostensible  purpose  of  protect¬ 
ing  American  nationals  in  the  hotted-up 
civil  war.  One  faction  in  that  conflict  would 
return  Juan  Bosch  to  power  with  the  help  of 
undisguised  cadres  Of  Communists. 

It  is  all  very  well  to  argue  that  we  have 
no  real  business  in  Santo  Domingo.  The 
same  argument  was  made — much  to  our 
woe — in  that  vacillating  venture  known  as 
the  Bay  of  Pigs  which  has  cost  the  United 
States  worldwide  prestige  and  a  Red  foothold 
one  jump  from  the  U.S.  mainland. 

We  think  that  Mr.  Johnson  moved  wisely 
last  night. 

He  was  careful  to  consult  the  friendly 
council  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States. 

He  conferred  with  and  responded  to  the 
Dominican  government  in  power  (though 
beleaguered)  which  requested  our  help. 

He  brought  in  the  congressional  leader¬ 
ship. 

It  is  clear,  however,  that  the  Marines  are 
there  to  stay  a  bit,  for  their  “assistance  will 
be  available  to  the  nationals  of  other 
countries.” 

Well,  let  them  stabilize  the  situation,  not 
in  the  selfish  namfe  of  any  entrenched  and 
selfish  colonialism  but  to  protect  the  national 
intersts  of  two  proud  peoples  in  political 
freedom  in  the  Caribbean. 
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[From  the  Fort  Myers  (Fla.)  News-Press, 
May  5,  1965] 

The  Johnson  Doctrine 

For  more  than  a  century  the  Monroe  Doc¬ 
trine  was  a  keystone  of  American  policy.  It 
proclaimed  that  the  United  States  would 
consider  any  attempt  by  the  European  powers 
“to  extend  their  system  to  any  portion  of 
this  hemisphere  as  dangerous  to  our  peace 
and  safety”  and  implied  that  we  would  act 
accordingly  to  prevent  it.  There  were  some 
who  said  the  Monroe  Doctrine  was  dead  when 
Soviet  Russia  was  suffered  to  extend  its  sys¬ 
tem  to  Castro’s  Cuba. 

But  now  in  connection  with  the  Dominican 
Republic  trouble  a  Johnson  doctrine  has  been 
proclaimed.  In  his  speech  explaining  the 
dispatch  of  U.S.  troops  there,  President  John¬ 
son  stated  the  doctrine  in  these  words:  “The 
American  nations  cannot,  must  not  and  will 
not  permit  the  establishment  of  another 
Communist  government  in  the  Western 
Hemisphere.” 

The  Johnson  doctrine  is  pointed  squarely 
at  the  problems  confronting  this  Nation  and 
this  hemisphere  in  1965  and  is  admirably 
suited  to  dealing  with  them,  just  as  the 
doctrine  proclaimed  by  President  James  Mon¬ 
roe  in  1823  was  shaped  for  the  problems  of 
that  day.  Then  Russia  was  seeking  to  stake 
out  exclusive  rights  for  fishing,  commerce 
and  industry  along  the  whole  northwest  coast 
of  North  America:  and  European  nations 
were  conniving  under  the  doctrine  of  “the 
divine  right  of  kings”  to  restore  their  mon¬ 
archic  rule  over  newly  independent  Latin 
American  States  that  had  overthrown  Span¬ 
ish  rule.  Today,  of  course,  the  threat  comes 
from  Communist  subversion  and  aggression. 

One  difference  between  the  doctrines  of 
Monroe  and  Johnson  is  that  the  former  was 
unilateral  on  the  part  of  the  United  States 
alone  while  Johnson  phrases  his  as  a  doc¬ 
trine  for  “the  American  nations”  and  not 
just  this  country.  But  this  is  more  a  differ¬ 
ence  in  form  than  in  substance.  Through¬ 
out  the  years  after  1823  the  United  States 
frequently  invited  the  other  American  re¬ 
publics  to  adopt  the  Monroe  Doctrine.  Presi¬ 
dent  Wilson  sought  to  give  it  a  worldwide 
application.  He  told  the  Senate  in  1917: 
“I  am  proposing,  as  it  were,  that  the  nations 
should  with  one  accord  adopt  the  doctrine  of 
President  Monroe  as  the  doctrine  of  the 
world:  that  no  nation  should  seek  to  extend 
its  polity  over  any  other  nation  or  people, 
but  that  every  people  should  be  left  free  to 
determine  its  own  polity,  its  own  way  of 
development,  unhindered,  unthreatened, 
unafraid,  the  little  along  with  the  great  and 
powerful.”  The  other  nations  did  not  adopt 
the  doctrine;  it  would  have  been  a  vastly 
better  world  if  they  had. 

“The  American  nations,”  through  the  Or¬ 
ganization  of  American  States,  may  or  may 
not  adopt  the  Johnson  doctrine.  But 
whether  they  do  or  not,  the  United  States 
must  in  any  event  be  its  chief  supporter 
and  bear  the  responsibility  for  the  upholding 
of  it.  The  Monroe  Doctrine  was  never  a  part 
of  international  law.  Yet  it  rested,  as  Elihu 
Root  stated,  “Upon  the  right  of  self-protec¬ 
tion  and  that  right  is  recognized  by  inter¬ 
national  law.”  So  will  it  be  with  the  John¬ 
son  doctrine. 

Mr.  GRIDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  is  one  of  the  most  suc¬ 
cessful  assets  the  American  economy  has 
going  for  it. 

There  are  both  immediate  and  long¬ 
term  benefits  from  the  crop  which  we  are 
so  carefully  planting  with  our  foreign 
aid  program  today. 

To  begin,  we  all  agree  that  the  aim  of 
the  foreign  aid  program  is  to  help  the 
weak  to  become  strong;  to  help  the  un¬ 
derdeveloped  countries  of  the  world  to 
preserve  their  independence,  stand  on 


their  own  feet  and  take  their  place  and 
assume  their  responsibilities  alongside  of 
the  other  countries  in  the  world  which 
are  in  their  turn,  helping  others. 

Many  of  those  whom  we  have  helped, 
have  gained  in  economic  stability  to  the 
point  where  they  have  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
grams  of  their  own  and  are  doing  then- 
part  to  assist  the  less  fortunate  countries. 
Japan  is  an  example  of  this  and  an  out¬ 
standing  example  too. 

To  illustrate  my  point,  sizable  economic 
aid  from  the  United  States  to  Japan  was 
ended  over  10  years  ago.  More  recently, 
Japan  has  agreed  to  repay  $490  million  of 
our  economic  aid  grants,  and  its  own  for¬ 
eign  aid  and  reparations  program  a  year 
ago  totalled  nearly  $300  million.  For 
nearly  a  decade,  Japan  has  been  second 
only  to  Canada  as  the  best  market  for 
U.S.  exports. 

You  can  see  the  double-barreled  effect 
of  this.  Not  only  are  they  in  the  process 
of  the  actual  repayment  of  the  grants 
which  were  made  to  them  but  they  are 
using  our  products;  assisting  our  labor, 
industry,  management,  agriculture — our 
economy  by  importing  our  merchandise. 
Since  1950,  United  States  exports  to  Ja¬ 
pan  have  tripled.  They  have  doubled  to 
Western  Europe  during  this  same  period 
of  time. 

Japan  and  Western  Europe  are  not  the 
exceptions.  There  are  other  equally 
striking  examples,  which  I  could  men¬ 
tion,  to  show  that  our  work  has  been  ef¬ 
fective. 

You  have  all  heard,  many  times,  that 
85  percent  of  the  foreign  aid  dollar  is 
spent  in  the  United  States.  In  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  we  are  not  sending 
money  overseas  but  we  are  sending  Amer¬ 
ican  goods  and  American  services  and  in 
doing  this,  this  means  business,  export 
orders  for  factories,  farms,  railroads, 
trucking  lines — in  fact,  the  American 
economy. 


There  are  now  129  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities — including  our  own  University 
of  Tennessee — involved  with  the  foreign 
aid  program  through  more  than  300 
technical  assistance  contracts. 

Private  American  engineering  and  con¬ 
struction  firms  are  now  at  work  in  over 
50  countries  supervising  the  design  and 
construction  of  more  than  $4  billion  in 
AID-assisted  capital  projects;  irrigation 
systems,  power  dams,  fertilizer  factories, 
and  the  like. 

Since  1961,  AID  has  enforced  a  “buy 
American”  policy  and  has  tied  the  AID 
dollar  to  the  American  economy.  This 
“buy  American”  policy  is  tied  to  any¬ 
thing  AID  finances  for  development: 
machinery,  commodities,  the  services  of 
engineering  and  construction  firms,  the 
services  of  technical  experts  of  any  kind, 
and  so  on. 

In  1964,  American  business  and  indus¬ 
try  exported  nearly  a  billion  dollars 
worth  of  goods  to  Asia,  Africa,  and  Latin 
America  under  the  AID  program. 
American  shipping  lines  were  paid  an¬ 
other  $80  million  to  carry  these  goods  to 
their  destinations. 

My  congressional  district,  Memphis 
and  Shelby  County,  stands  at  the  hub  of 
three  States,  at  the  center  of  a  booming 
economy.  And  in  Mississippi,  Arkansas, 
and  Tennessee  in  the  past  3  years,  AID- 
financed  commodity  procurement  con¬ 
tracts  have  totaled  $31,481,614.46. 

Before  my  colleagues  in  the  Mid-South 
oppose  this  measure,  I  hope  they  have 
looked  at  this  matter  from  a  strict  dol- 
lars-and-cents  viewpoint.  These  mil¬ 
lions  are  spent  right  in  our  own  States, 
poviding  jobs  for  our  people. 

In  Memphis  alone,  during  the  past  3 
years,  AID-financed  commodity  pro¬ 
curement  has  totaled  $1,381,733.38. 
Here  are  the  AID  contracts  authorized  in 
Shelby  County,  Tenn.,  since  January 
1962: 


AID-financed  commodity  procurement,  Memphis,  Tenn.,  January  1962  to  May  24,  1965 


Producer 

Commodity 

Country  designation 

Amount 

Acetyle  Cylinder  Corp _ _ 

Acetylene  cylinders _ 

Turkey _  _ _ 

$35,  020.  00 
2, 999.  72 
287, 900.  31 

43, 249.  75 
9, 782.  00 
25,  000.  00 
782, 703.  69 

Ely  &  Walker _  ' . 

Yarns. __  _ _  ___ 

Republic  of  Congo _ 

Turkey,  Pakistan, 
and  Republic  of 
Congo. 

Pakistan _  _ __ 

Firestone  International  Co . . . 

Tires  and  tubes _ _ 

Firestone  Tire  &  Rubber  Co...  _ _ 

_ _ do _ _ 

Components,  power  station.. 

India _  _ 

General  Cable  Corp _ _ .1... 

Yugoslavia _ 

W.  R.  Grace  &  Co_  _  _ 

Urea _ _ 

Vietnam _ _ 

Pakistan _ 

18, 375.  00 
79,  277.  40 
36,  600.  00 

221  29 

60, 604!  22 

1, 381, 733. 38 

Layne  &  Bowler,  Inc _ _ 

Pumps,  steel  drums. _ _ 

Vietnam . . 

Hides  1  _ 

Yugoslavia _ 

Oliver  Corp _  __  _ _ _ _ 

Spare  parts  for  combines _ 

Heptachlor . .  . 

Turkey _ _ _ 

Velsicol  Chemical  Corp _  _ 

Grand  total  from  Memphis,  Tenn., 
January  1962  through  May  24,  1965. 

Turkey  and  Korea _ 

In  the  most  immediate  sense,  the  AID 
program  means  production  orders  for 
American  business.  Profits,  not  in  the 
future,  but  now,  today.  There  are  more 
than  400,000  jobs  created  by  the  cur¬ 
rent  AID  program.  AID-financed  orders 
are  handled  through  regular  commercial 
channels.  The  business  is  there  to  bid 
on  now — and  it’s  reserved  for  American 
enterprise.  It  is  the  gateway  to  some 
great  potential  future  markets. 

Because  it  is  tied  to  U.S.  procurement, 
the  AID  program  is  a  kind  of  “welcome 
wagon”  for  American  products,  intro¬ 


ducing  them  into  areas  that  have  tradi¬ 
tionally  traded  with  somebody  else.  At 
the  same  time,  by  helping  other  coun¬ 
tries  develop  and  expand  their  econ¬ 
omies,  the  AID  program  helps  to  create 
more  paying  customers  for  American  ex¬ 
ports.  After  all,  people  without  money 
or  jobs  are  not  much  of  a  market, 
whether  they  are  in  this  country  or  over¬ 
seas. 

We  have  already  experienced  many 
benefits  from  our  AID  program,  and,  in 
time,  we  will  reap  even  greater  dividends. 
In  time  the  countries  which  we  are  as- 
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sisting  will  be  able  to  take  their  part  in 
a  stable  world,  economically  fit  and  able. 
Then  we  will  reap  the  greatest  economic 
benefits  as  the  new  markets  which  we 
have  helped  to  develop  begin  to  spend 
more  and  more  in  the  United  States. 

I  urge  complete  and  wholehearted 
support  of  the  President’s  request  for  the 
full  authorization  for  our  foreign  aid 
program. 

DOLLAR  SAVINGS  ATTRIBUTED  TO  ROGERS  AMEND¬ 
MENT  TO  THE  FOREIGN  AID  PROGRAM 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  in  an  effort  to  follow  compliance 
with  a  provision  in  the  foreign-aid  pro¬ 
gram  which  calls  for  progressive  reduc¬ 
tion  and  eventual  termination  of  bi¬ 
lateral  economic  grant  assistance,  I 
again  asked  for  a  separate  report  on  sav¬ 
ings  which  can  be  attributed  to  this  pro¬ 
vision  this  year. 

This  provision,  which  I  sponsored,  and 
which  was  adopted  by  the  Congress, 
marked  the  first  expression  of  congres¬ 
sional  intent  that  such  assistance  be 
terminated. 

I  am  pleased  to  state  that  the  total 
savings  which  may  be  attributed  to  this 
provision  amounts  to  $763  million,  and 
that  the  number  of  countries  receiving 
this  type  of  assistance  has  been  reduced 
by  38. 

I  ask  that  the  report  w'hich  I  received 
concerning  this  provision  be  included  in 
the  Record  at  this  point: 

Department  of  State,  Agency  for 
International  Development, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  24,  1965. 
The  Honorable  Paul  G.  Rogers, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Rogers:  I  am  pleased, 
to  respond  to  your  inquiry  regarding  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  Rogers  amendment  to  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  (sec.  634(e) ). 

This  section,  as  you  know,  directs  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch,  wherever  practicable,  pro¬ 
gressively  to  reduce  and  eventually  terminate 
bilateral  grant  economic  assistance.  This 
directive  has  been  in  effect  with  reference  to 
supporting  type  assistance  since  fiscal  year 
1959,  and  with  reference  to  technical  coop¬ 
eration  type  assistance  since  fiscal  year  1962. 

Attached  are  two  charts  showing  the  prog¬ 
ress  that  has  been  made  in  complying  with 
the  Rogers  amendment  in  these  two  appro¬ 
priation  categories. 

With  reference  to  supporting  to  type  as¬ 
sistance,  the  total  request  made  by  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  has  declined  from  $1,047  million 
in  fiscal  year  to  $369  million  in  fiscal  year 
1966 — a  reduction  of  $678  million.  The  re¬ 
duction  in  the  number  of  countries  for 
which  such  assistance  is  programed  has  been 
from  41  in  fiscal  year  1959  to  only  13  in  fiscal 
year  1966 — an  overall  reduction  of  28  coun¬ 
tries. 

With  reference  to  technical  cooperation 
type  assistance,  the  total  reduction  in  the 
appropriation  request  from  fiscal  year  1962 
to  1966  is  $85  million.  The  reduction  in  the 
number  of  countries  has  been  10 — from  77 
in  fiscal  year  1962  to  67  in  fiscal  year  1966. 

These  figures  show  that  there  has  been 
substantial  compliance  with  the  congres¬ 
sional  directive  contained  in  the  Rogers 
amendment  regarding  the  reduction  in  bilat¬ 
eral  grant  economic  assistance. 

I  hope  this  information  will  be  helpful  to 
you,  and  if  there  is  any  way  we  can  be  fur¬ 
ther  assistance,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call. 
Sincerely  yours, 

William  S.  Gaud, 
Deputy  Administrator. 


Supporting  type  assistance  appropriation  re¬ 
quests  since  application  of  the  Rogers 
amendment  (sec.  634(e) ) 


Fiscal  year 

Appropria¬ 
tion  request 
(millions) 

Number  of 
countries 
for  which 
assistance 
programed 

1959 . . . 

$1,047 

41 

1960. . . . 

1,106 

42 

1961.... . 

992 

34 

1962 _ 

610 

42 

1963 _ _ 

481 

22 

1964 _  j 

435 

19 

1965 _ _ 

1  405 

14 

1966 _ 

369 

13 

Total  reduction  in  re- 

quest,  fiscal  years  1959- 

66 _ _ _ 

678 

Reduction  in  number  of 

countries,  fiscal  years 

1959-66 _ _ 

28 

1  Includes  $70,000,000  special  additional  request  for 
South  Vietnam. 


Technical  cooperation  type  assistance  appro¬ 
priation  requests  since  application  of  the 
Rogers  amendment  (sec.  634(e) ) 


[In  millions] 


Fiscal  year 

Appro¬ 

priation 

request 

Amount 

for 

Alliance 

for 

Progress 

Number 

of 

countries 
for  which 
assist¬ 
ance 
pro¬ 
gramed 

1962 _ 

$380 

435 

77 

1963 _ _ _ 

(100) 

(100) 

(85) 

(85) 

80 

1964 _ _ _ 

357 

79 

1965 _ _ _ 

310 

69 

1966 _ 

295 

67 

Total  reduction  in  re¬ 
quest:  Fiscal  years 
1962-66  _ 

85 

Reduction  in  number 
of  countries,  fiscal 
years  1962-66 _ 

10 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  is  my  testimony  before  the  House 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency  on 
my  bill,  H.R.  6464,  to  amend  section  2  of 
the  Export  Control  Act  of  1949.  I  call 
for  protection  of  American  business 
against  the  Arab  economic  boycott  of 
Israel.  The  text  of  my  statement 
follows: 

The  question  before  us  essentially  is  this: 
Must  American  businessmen  submit  to  loss 
of  trade,  to  bring  used  as  a  “weapon  of  war’’ 
and  impeded  in  international  commerce,  and 
to  being  dictated  to  by  a  foreign  government 
as  to  where  and  how  to  invest.  I  speak  of 
course  of  the  Arab  economic  boycott  against 
the  State  of  Israel. 

Such  boycott  has  forced  the  American 
businessman  to  choose  between  the  Arab 
Government  and  Israel.  This  is  an  unwar¬ 
ranted  interference  with  private  American 
interests.  As  third  parties,  the  American 
businessman  or  firm  is  forced  into  a  political 
squeeze.  In  the  instance  of  the  Arab  boy¬ 
cott,  we  do  not  have  the  situation  of  one 
antagonistic  country  confronting  another  in 
recognized  economic  warfare.  Here  we  have 
the  situation  of  American  business  interests 
being  adversely  affected,  not  because  they  are 
nationals  of  either  country  but  only  because 
as  third  parties,  private  parties,  they  seek 
legitimate  commercial  objectives  in  interna¬ 
tional  trade  and  investment.  We  have 
ample  documentation  to  show  that  not  only 
are  those  firms  involved  who  directly  seek 
trade  and  investment  outlets  in  the  Middle 
East,  but  that  firms  who  deal  with  such  firms 
are  also  adversely  affected  and  boycotted. 
Thus,  the  boycott  stretches  not  only  to  one 
private  firm  but  to  second,  third,  fourth,  and 
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even  fifth  firms  who  are  commercially  bound 
up  with  the  first. 

I  know  you  are  aware  of  the  humiliating 
questionnaires  to  which  American  firms 
trading  with  Arab  countries  are  subjected 
and  the  degrading  affidavits  which  they  are 
compelled  to  sign.  There  are  those  who  say 
this  is  a  very  simple  problem.  They  say  that 
there  is  no  need  for  legislation,  that  the 
American  firm  need  not  submit,  but  this  is 
easier  said  than  done.  American  trade, 
American  jobs,  American  productivity  are  all 
involved. 

What  the  American  business  firms  need  is 
the  unequivocal  backing  of  U.S.  law.  We 
must  give  the  American  interests  the  ve¬ 
hicle  whereby  they  can  state  they  cannot  defy 
the  provisions  of  the  Federal  statute.  We 
must  remember,  too,  that  the  Arab  nations 
have  shown  no  constancy  in  applying  this 
boycott.  Wherever  they  wished,  they  looked 
aside.  With  this  act  on  our  books,  I  have  no 
doubt  that  the  whole  Arab  boycott  would 
collapse.  Blackmail  no  longer  being  pos¬ 
sible,  the  Arab  nations  would  accept  Ameri¬ 
can  trade  opportunities  and  investments  lest 
their  economic  plight,  already  manifest,  be¬ 
come  truly  desperate. 

The  passage  of  H.R.  6464,  I  repeat,  would 
give  American  business  the  assurance  it  needs 
that  it  has  governmental  backing  in  reject¬ 
ing  the  sordid  and  sorry  Arab  boycott.  Thus, 
we  also  encourage  the  expansion  of  interna¬ 
tional  trade  into  the  entire  Middle  East  and 
help  to  lessen  the  tensions  therein  and  make 
a  valuable  contribution  to  world  peace.  We 
declare  thereby  that  Israel  is  here  to  stay  and 
that  the  United  States  recognizes  its  inter¬ 
national  rights  to  trade  freely. 

Some  have  wished  to  back  away  from  sup¬ 
porting  this  bill,  saying  that  we  would  estab¬ 
lish  a  precedent  and  thus  tie  the  United 
States  hands  in  dealing  with  countries  an¬ 
tagonistic  to  her.  This  is  not  so.  We  must 
recognize  the  major  difference.  Such  re¬ 
strictions  as  we  have,  for  example,  against 
China  and  Cuba  are  limited  to  U.S.  citizens, 
U.S.  companies,  and  products  of  U.S.  origin. 
Here  is  a  matter  of  government  versus  gov¬ 
ernment.  We  do  not  impose  restrictions  on 
private  citizens  of  foreign  countries. 

It  is  true  that  we  do  penalize  foreign  firms 
that  misrepresent  and  violate  restrictions  on 
our  own  exports.  We  also  penalize  ships  that 
trade  with  Cuba  by  denying  them  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment-financed  cargoes.  But  that  is  as 
far  as  we  go. 

Let  me  make  it  clear  we  are  not  asking  for 
Congress  to  legislate  for  Israel.  We  are  ask¬ 
ing  Congress  to  legislate  for  the  protection 
of  American  business  and  American  com¬ 
merce. 

Mrs.  KELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  legislation  before  us. 

H.R.  7750  authorizes  the  funds  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  on  the  foreign  aid  program 
for  another  year  and  makes  a  number 
of  amendments  to  the  basic  act  to  im¬ 
prove  the  operation  of  the  program. 

For  almost  two  decades  the  United 
States  has  provided  economic  and  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  to  foreign  countries. 
Foreign  aid  has  become  a  major  factor  in 
the  conduct  of  our  Nation’s  foreign  pol¬ 
icy.  Through  our  aid  programs  we  have 
sought  to  contain  the  march  of  world 
communism  and  to  assist  the  underde¬ 
veloped  countries  to  economic  viability. 

As  President  Johnson  so  aptly  has 
said,  foreign  assistance  offers  “strength 
to  those  who  would  be  free;  hope  for 
those  who  would  otherwise  despair; 
progress  for  those  who  would  help  them¬ 
selves.” 

The  duration  of  the  program,  the 
kinds  of  assistance  we  provide,  and  the 
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‘amount  we  spend  will  depend  on  the 
progress  made  in  coping  with  the  Com¬ 
munist  menace  and  bringing  economic 
and  sociopolitical  stability  In  the  less 
developed  countries. 

Under  past  and  present  administra¬ 
tions,  a  long  succession  of  studies  of  the 
foreign  aid  program  and  its  impact  on 
our  foreign  policy,  have  judged  the  aid 
program  to  be  in  our  national  interest. 

Neither  these  surveys  nor  the  executive 
branch  has  recommended  a  dramatic  de¬ 
parture  from  the  program  as  it  is  cur¬ 
rently  structured. 

We  must  remember,  however,  that  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  con¬ 
ducts  a  continuous  review  and  analysis 
of  this  program.  And  each  year,  through 
suggestions  conveyed  to  the  executive 
branch,  and  through  legislation,  our 
,  committee  attempts  to  strengthen  the 
program,  to  improve  its  operations,  and 
to  make  sure  that  its  size  and  direction 
correspond  to  our  foreign  policy  require¬ 
ments  at  this  particular  time. 

There  is  one  conclusion  which  our 
committee  has  reached  over  the  years, 
and  which  is  as  valid  today  at  it  was  2  or 
5  years  ago;  namely,  that  the  military 
and  the  economic  portions  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  are  interdependent,  and  that  both 
of  them  must  be  related  at  all  times  to 
specific  objectives  of  our  foreign  policy. 

With  this  I  fully  agree.  I  believe  that 
separating  the  economic  and  the  military 
components  of  this  program  simply  does 
not  make  sense.  In  my  opinion,  the  pro¬ 
gram  cannot  be  so  divided  without  the 
prospect  of  harm  being  done  to  it  and 
to  our  foreign  policy. 

I  also  believe  that,  for  some  years  to 
come,  the  foreign  assistance  program  will 
continue  as  a  permanent  feature  of  our 
foreign  policy. 

This  conclusion  is  dictated  by  out  na¬ 
tional  self-interest.  We  cannot,  we 
must  not,  let  our  guard  down  simply 
because  Communist  tactics  change,  and 
Communist-sponsored  revolutions  and 
subversion  may  at  a  particular  time  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  abating.  While  the  Commu¬ 
nists  continue  to  adhere  to  their  goal  of 
world  domination,  we  must  do  what  we 
can  to  prevent  them  from  attaining  that 
goal. 

But  there  is  a  further  reason  for  this 
program ;  The  progress  of  science,  of 
transportation  and  communications,  is 
bringing  the  peoples  of  the  world  closer 
together.  In  a  world  made  small  by  the 
concurrent  revolutions  of  the  20th  cen¬ 
tury,  we  must  be  able  and  be  willing  to 
continue  our  programs  of  mutual  assist¬ 
ance  for  mutual  benefit  and  security. 

There  is  one  thing  I  would  like  to  add : 
I  regret  that  the  oversight  and  coordi¬ 
nation  of  many  programs  which  bear 
directly  on  the  implementation  of  our 
foreign  policy,  are  scattered  among  var¬ 
ious  committees.  This  state  of  affairs 
makes  difficult  an  overall  evaluation  and 
direction  of  these  activities. 

In  particular,  I  regret  that  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Public  Law  480  program  does 
not  come  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee.  The  policy 
embodied  in  this  program,  its  scope  and 
the  various  activities  it  finances,  have  a 
major  impact  on  our  foreign  policy. 


Also,  the  shortcomings  of  this  program 
reflect  on  the  work  of  our  committee — 
yet  we  have  no  effective  responsibility  or 
control  over  it. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  reiterate  my  strong  belief  that  the 
foreign  aid  program  is  vital  to  our  na¬ 
tional  security. 

The  authorization  in  the  bill  before 
us — $3.4  billion — is  essential  to  enable 
the  United  States  to  deal  effectively  with 
the  present  world  situation  and  to  pro¬ 
mote  our  national  interests  abroad. 

This,  by  the  way,  is  the  smallest  au¬ 
thorization  requested  by  the  executive 
branch,  and  approved  by  the  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  in  many  years. 

I  hope  that  in  the  future,  the  world 
outlook  will  be  brighter  so  that  we  may 
be  able  to  make  even  further  reductions 
in  these  programs.  Until  this  happens, 
however,  I  urge  that  we  approve  the  full 
amount  recommended  in  the  bill. 

I  would  also  like  to  say  that  I  for  one — 
and  I  am  certain  that  the  chairman  and 
other  members  of  the  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  would  likewise — welcome  any 
suggestions  for  the  strengthening  of  this 
program. 

Constructive  criticism  is  welcome  and 
healthy — and  it  will  serve  our  national 
interest. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  address  myself  briefly  to  some  of 
the  improvements  in  the  foreign  assist¬ 
ance  program  which  I  have  sponsored 
and  which  are  reflected  in  the  bill  before 
the  House. 

First,  with  respect  to  private  pilot 
housing  projects  in  Latin  America. 

H.R.  7750  contains  my  amendment 
which  increases  from  $250  million  to 
$450  million  the  amount  of  guarantees 
that  may  be  issued  under  this  program 
I  believe  this  change  is  required  for  two 
reasons : 

First,  virtually  all  of  the  $250  million 
currently  available  for  this  very  success¬ 
ful  and  effective  program  is  used  up. 
Unless  additional  money  is  provided,  the 
progress  that  is  being  made  toward  the 
solution  of  Latin  America’s  critical  hous¬ 
ing  problem,  will  be  jeopardized. 

Second,  in  the  bill  before  the  House 
today,  we  are  proposing  to  expand  the 
pilot  housing  project  program  to  include 
the  building  of  institutions  necessary  to 
the  success  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress — 
institutions  such  as  cooperatives,  sav¬ 
ings  and  loan  associations,  and  other 
community  and  regional  enterprises. 
These  private  self-help  associations,  such 
as  Father  McClellan’s  Savings  and  Loan 
League  in  Peru,  can  serve  as  a  boot¬ 
strap  for  economic  progress  in  all  of 
Latin  America. 

My  second  amendment  relates  to  the 
extended-risk  guarantee  program. 

There  is  $300  million  available  for  this 
program.  Very  little  of  this  money  has 
been  used  to  date.  Also,  the  executive 
branch,  through  administrative  action, 
has  set  aside  $50  million  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  for  worldwide  housing  guaranties. 

My  amendment  increases  that  set- 
aside  to  $150  million.  Housing  is  one  of 
the  critical  needs  not  only  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  but  also  in  other  developing  con¬ 
tinents.  And  decent  housing  is  one  of 


the  foundations  of  social  and  economic 
progress.  We  should,  therefore,  make 
every  effort  to  encourage  home-building 
as  a  part  of  an  integrated  approach  to 
the  conquest  of  disease,  poverty  and  il¬ 
literacy  in  the  free  world.  This  is  what 
my  amendment  proposes  to  do. 

My  third  amendment  relates  to  mili¬ 
tary  sales — an  activity  in  which  I  have 
been  interested  for  many  years,  and 
which  has  been  affected  positively  by  the 
amendments  which  I  have  offered,  and 
which  the  Congress  had  adopted,  over 
the  years. 

One  of  the  apprehensions  voiced  re¬ 
cently  in  the  press  is  that  the  military 
sales  program  may  be  getting  too  big 
and  may  antagonize  some  of  our  allies 
in  Western  Europe.  I  do  not  believe  that 
this  program  is  producing  such  results. 
Nevertheless,  in  order  to  keep  military 
sales  activities  under  appropriate  safe¬ 
guards  and  restraints,  I  have  offered  an 
amendment  which  appears  in  section 
201(d)  (2)  of  the  bill  and  which  provides 
that  in  making  sales  abroad,  the  military 
authorities  must  endeavor,  to  the  extent 
possible,  to  sell  equipment  for  what  it 
costs  the  U.S.  Government.  This  is  in¬ 
tended  to  forestall  any  overly  competitive 
bidding  and  underbidding  in  such  sales. 
My  amendment  further  provides  that 
with  respect  to  any  sale  in  which  the 
proceeds  are  not  sufficient  to  cover  the 
cost  of  the  equipment  to  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment,  detailed  reports  must  be  made 
promptly  to  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  the 
amendments  I  have  just  described 
strengthen  and  improve  the  foreign  aid 
program.  I  have  offered  them  in  the 
spirit  of  constructive  support  for  this 
program,  and  I  hope  that  they  will  be 
adopted  by  the  House. 

Mr.  NEDZI.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  is  working  now  to  in¬ 
sure  the  future  of  all  of  us  and  of  the 
generations  to  come.  It  is  a  program 
of  foresight,  Initiative,  imagination,  trust 
and  courage  and  a  sincere  belief  that  the 
result  of  it  will  be  a  more  stable  world 
of  the  future. 

One  of  the  main  goals  of  our  aid  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  make  the  less  fortunate  re¬ 
cipient  countries  self-supporting  and 
independent;  able  to  take  their  proper 
place  among  the  nations  of  the  world 
and  to  assume  their  fair  share  of  world 
responsibility.  Well,  as  proof  of  .the 
success  of  our  program,  we  have  been 
able  to  end  economic  aid  to  26  countries 
since  the  program  began  after  World 
War  II.  Of  that  26,  13  have  made  so 
remarkable  an  adjustment  to  self-sup¬ 
port  that  they  have  become  our  partners 
in  the  world  foreign  aid  program  and  are 
carrying  on  foreign  aid  programs  of 
their  own.  This  is,  I  think,  a  highly 
impressive  figure  and  it  will  increase  as 
the  years  go  by. 

Another  positive  accomplishment  has 
been  the  shift  in  emphasis  of  our  pro¬ 
gram.  Ten  years  ago,  two-thirds  of  our 
aid  was  military — today,  two-thirds  is 
economic  and  most  of  that  is  directed 
toward  long-term  development,  im¬ 
proving  the  ability  of  more  countries  to 
support  their  own  continued  growth. 
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Foreign  aid  has  made  great  contribu¬ 
tions  in  the  field  of  health.  Reported 
cholera  cases  in  the  less-developed  coun¬ 
tries  dropped  from  211,943  in  1950  to 
32,827  in  1960  and  cholera  deaths  from 
130.481  to  12,806  in  the  same  period. 

By  1963,  700  million  of  the  1.4  billion 
people  who  live  in  the  less-developed 
world's  malarious  areas  were  protected 
by  malaria  education  programs  and  for 
more  than  300  million  of  these,  the 
threat  of  malaria  has  been  completely 
eliminated.  Our  aid  has  financed  much 
of  the  DDT  and  equipment  for  this 
humane  program.  In  India,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  malaria  which  formerly  incapaci¬ 
tated  100  million  people  each  year  has 
almost  been  completely  eradicated. 
Wells  for  potable  water  have  increased 
at  a  rate  of  85,000  a  year. 

We  are  making  strides  in  the  field  of 
health  and  we  are  conquering  the  enemy 
of  disease.  This  too  is  a  long-range  bat¬ 
tle  but  well  worth  the  effort  in  our  con¬ 
tinual  striving  to  bring  about  a  better 
world  and  a  better  life  in  the  future. 

We  are  battling  on  other  fronts  also, 
and  I  mean  in  such  areas  as  ignorance, 
hunger  and  poverty.  Slowly,  we  are 
winning  in  the  battle  against  disease. 
We  are  also  making  progress  in  the  bat¬ 
tle  against  ignorance.  Since  1958,  the 
less-developed  countries  have  increased 
their  investment  in  education  an  average 
of  15  percent  annually.  As  an  example 
of  this,  2,000  classrooms  were  built  in 
Brazil  in  1964  with  4,500  more  slated  for 
completion  in  1965  and  1966.  In  Chile, 
72  grade  and  high  schools  accommodat¬ 
ing  50,000  students  were  built  in  1964 
alone.  AID-financed  contract  teams 
from  11  American  colleges  and  univer¬ 
sities  are  working  with  the  Nigerians  to 
expand  facilities  and  to  reshape  the  Ni¬ 
gerian  educational  system  so  that  it  can 
turn  out  skilled  technicians  at  every 
level  from  typists  to  engineers. 

In  agriculture,  tremendous  reclama¬ 
tion  projects  such  as  the  Indus  Basin 
development  program  in  Pakistan  will 
help  to  greatly  increase  the  yield  of 
wheat  in  what  has  been  characterized 
as  one  of  the  least  productive  agricul¬ 
tural  areas  in  the  world.  With  U.S.  as¬ 
sistance,  Tunisia  has  become  an  export¬ 
er  rather  than  an  importer  of  fruits  and 
vegetables.  Among  other  things,  our 
assistance  helped  to  establish  24  nurs¬ 
eries  which  now  distribute  2.5  million 
fruit  trees  and  50  million  vegetable  plant 
stocks  annually. 

We  are  working  with  the  governments 
of  less  fortunate  countries  in  their  agri¬ 
cultural  programs  to  step  up  production, 
raising  both  quantity  and  quality.  Ag¬ 
ricultural  processes  and  laws  are  under 
revision  in  many  areas.  In  countries 
such  as'  India  and  Pakistan  we  are  co¬ 
operating  in  the  establishment  of  agri¬ 
cultural  colleges  which  are  organized 
not  only  to  train  specialists  but  to  trans¬ 
mit  new  techniques  and  methods  to  the 
field  in  order  that  the  many  can  benefit. 

One  result  of  this  effort  has  been  a 
demonstrable  rise  in  agricultural  out¬ 
put.  In  Thailand,  for  instance,  rising 
agricultural  output  has  stayed  well 
ahead  of  population  growth,  and  impor¬ 
tant  new  crops  like  corn  have  been  suc¬ 
cessfully  introduced. 


As  agricultural  techniques  and  output 
improves,  the  battle  against  hunger  is 
made  easier.  Hand  in  hand  with  this 
there  is  a  general  rise  in  the  stability  of 
the  economies  of  the  underdeveloped 
nations. 

I  have  already  mentioned  that  13  of 
the  26  nations  to  which  we  have  ended 
economic  aid  are  now  carrying  on  for¬ 
eign  aid  programs  of  their  own.  In 
some  cases  such  as  France,  Japan,  and 
Western  Germany,  these  are  programs 
of  considerable  magnitude.  And  in  the 
same  vein,  there  has  been  a  heartening 
growth  in  the  economies  of  many  of  the 
nations  which  are  still  receiving  aid 
from  us  under  our  foreign  aid  program. 

One  of  the  most  dramatic  examples  of 
this  is  Taiwan  where  we  will  close  our 
economic  aid  mission  on  the  30th  of  June. 
Since  1954,  Taiwan’s  industrial  output 
has  tripled  and  its  total  output  of  goods 
and  services  has  jumped  45  percent.  Ex¬ 
ports  have  risen  rapidly.  Education  and 
health  facilities  have  expanded.  Taiwan 
is  one  of  our  brighter  accomplishments, 
yet  10  years  ago  it  was  said  that  Taiwan 
would  be  indefinitely  dependent  upon  the 
United  States.  Our  assistance  has  not 
ended  poverty  in  Taiwan.  The  average 
income  there  is  still  only  about  $150  per 
person  contrasted  with  about  $3,000  per 
person  in  the  United  States  but  what  we 
have  done  is  to  put  the  people  of  Taiwan 
in  a  position  where  they  can  solve  their 
own  problems.  They  are  now  able,  as 
they  were  not  before,  to  do  the  things 
that  will  lead  to  a  steadily  increasing  in¬ 
come  for  themselves  and  their  children. 

We  can  be  proud  of  our  efforts  in  Tai¬ 
wan.  This  growth  is  but  one  example 
of  the  progress  which  we  are  making  in 
other  countries.  In  the  years  since  1950, 
the  less-developed  countries  of  Asia, 
Africa  and  Latin  America  have: 

Increased  total  production  at  an  av¬ 
erage  of  over  4  percent  a  year. 

Increased  industrial  output  at  an  av¬ 
erage  of  8  percent  annually — except  for 
Latin  America  which  averaged  6  per¬ 
cent — and 

Increased  the  value  of  their  exports 
from  $19  to  $29  billion  between  1950  and 
1962  despite  falling  world  prices  for  pri¬ 
mary  products. 

We  are  all  familiar  with  the  part  which 
our  governmental  agencies  have  played 
in  this  development  but  AID  has  brought 
many  private  resources  into  the  picture. 
I  mentioned  the  field  of  education — 
American  colleges  and  universities  are  a 
definite  and  positive  part  of  our  pro¬ 
gram.  As  of  September  30,  1964,  over 
100  American  universities  held  more  than 
$230  million  in  AID  contracts  for  re¬ 
search,  surveys,  training  and  technical 
assistance.  Over  $170  million  of  this 
amount  was  for  technical  assistance  by 
67  universities  in  41  countries. 

Since  the  enactment  in  1961  of  the 
Humphrey  amendment  to  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act,  AID  has  strongly  empha¬ 
sized  assistance  for  the  development  of 
farm  credit  and  marketing  cooperatives, 
credit  unions,  savings  and  loan  institu¬ 
tions  and  housing  and  electrical  power 
cooperatives  to  help  organize  capital  and 
individual  effort  at  the  grassroots  level. 

For  technical  assistance  in  these  fields, 
the  Agency  has  relied  heavily  on  con¬ 
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tracts  with  private  American  institutions 
including  the  Credit  Union  National  As¬ 
sociation,  the  National  League  of  Insured 
Savings  Associations,  the  Cooperative 
League  of  the  U.S.A.,  the  National  Farm¬ 
ers  Union,  the  Foundation  for  Coopera¬ 
tive  Housing,  and  the  International  Co¬ 
operative  Training  Center. 

Private  American  engineering  and  con¬ 
struction  firms  are  now  at  work  in  over 
50  countries  supervising  the  design  and 
construction  of  more  than  $4  billion  in 
AID-assisted  capital  projects;  irrigation 
systems;  power  dams,  fertilizer  factories 
and  so  forth. 

AID  contracts  with  the  American  In¬ 
stitute  for  Free  Labor  Development, 
spearheaded  by  the  AFL-CIO,  have  per¬ 
mitted  effective  labor  participation  in  as¬ 
sistance  to  Latin  America. 

Since  1964,  through  its  Partners  of  the 
Alliance  program,  AID  has  been  acting  as 
the  catalyst  in  establishing  and  sustain¬ 
ing  wider  private  involvement  in  the  Al¬ 
liance  for  Progress.  Twenty-five  active 
partnerships  have  developed  and  more 
are  to  follow  wherein  teams  from  U.S. 
communities  trave  to  Latin  America  to 
develop,  with  local  counterpart  groups, 
a  program  of  mutual  interest  based  on 
identified  needs  and  available  resources. 

The  International  Executive  Service 
Corps  has  been  formed  by  industry  to 
assist  in  providing  skilled  executives  to 
assist  in  the  development  of  the  less  for¬ 
tunate  countries.  There  are  a  large  num¬ 
ber  of  voluntary  agencies  which  are  con¬ 
tributing  time,  effort,  money,  and  per¬ 
sonnel  to  help  to  do  their  part  in  insur¬ 
ing  the  success  of  this  program  designed 
for  future  world  progress. 

I  think  we  can  be  proud  of  our  ef¬ 
forts  in  the  field  of  foreign  aid  so  far. 
I  feel  that  we  can  take  great  pride  in 
the  success  shown  by  Western  Europe, 
Japan,  and  Taiwan  and  in  many  other 
countries  where  progress  has  been  dra¬ 
matic. 

Our  foreign  aid  program  is  our  way  of 
doing  our  part  to  make  the  future  one 
that  we  and  the  generations  to  come  can 
enjoy  and  of  which  we  can  all  be  proud. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
while  I  applaud  the  committee’s  recom¬ 
mendation  that  no  sale  under  title  I  of 
this  act  shall  be  made  to  the  United 
Arab  Republic  unless  the  President  de¬ 
termines  that  such  sale  is  essential  to 
the  national  interest  of  the  United 
States,  I  believe  our  sanctions  would  be 
much  more  effective  if  we  declared  a 
complete  ban  on  further  sales  to  Nasser 
until  he  demonstrates  a  civilized  attitude 
toward  our  own  country  and  renounces 
his  attacks  on  Israel.  I  am  aware  that 
the  U.S.  Constitution  gives  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  determining  foreign  policy  to 
the  President.  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  by 
giving  to  the  Congress  the  power  of  the 
purse  strings,  our  Founding  Fathers  said 
in  effect  that  they  want  the  Congress  to 
look  over  the  President’s  shoulder. 

I  cannot  conceive  of  a  situation  af¬ 
fecting  our  national  interest  which  would 
permit  continued  sales  to  Egypt  in  the 
light  of  Nasser’s  arrogant  statement  that 
we  can  jump  in  the  ocean  with  our  for¬ 
eign  aid.  More  important,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  fact  that  Nasser  is  accepting 
aid  from  the  Soviet  Union  with  which 
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to  continue  his  aggression  against  Israel 
and  the  United  States,  makes  it  impos¬ 
sible  to  justify  any  further  aid  to  Nasser 
at  this  time. 

I  have  the  highest  confidence  in  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  but  I  believe  the  language 
in  the  bill  puts  the  President  on  the  spot. 
I  believe  we  in  the  Congress  should  set 
the  policy  of  no  further  aid  to  Nasser 
until  he  stops  muddying  the  waters  by 
cutting  off  the  authorization  for  funds 
at  this  time.  He  will  squeal  and  protest 
but  at  least  he  will  know  that  we  here 
in  Congress  are  determined  to  deal  ef¬ 
fectively  with  those  who  would  wage 
aggression  against  us  or  our  allies. 
Israel  deserves  this  kind  of  positive  help 
from  us  at  this  time.  I  know  of  no  vio¬ 
lence  that  would  be  done  to  our  foreign 
policy  by  declaring  a  1-year  moratorium 
on  further  aid  to  Nasser.  It  would  give 
him  a  year  to  consider  the  folly  of  his 
policy  toward  those  who  sincerely  want 
to  reach  a  just  and  peaceful  solution  in 
the  Middle  East.  We  shall  review  this 
entire  legislation  in  another  12  months. 
If  Nasser  shows  signs  of  civilized  con¬ 
duct,  we  can  again  consider  renewing 
our  assistance  program  to  Egypt.  But 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  he  should  have 
no  more  of  our  assistance,  at  least  until 
he  shows  he  deserves  this  kind  of  aid 
from  the  American  people. 

Mr.  GELLIGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
arguments  pro  and  con  on  the  question 
of  U.S.  foreign  military  and  economic 
assistance  have  undergone  some  change 
since  the  inception  of  the  Marshall  plan. 
Yesterday  and  today  the  debate  on  H.R. 
7750  has  reflected  the  change  in  attitude 
on  both  sides.  As  for  myself,  I  have  al¬ 
ways  felt  our  foreign  aid  programs  were 
not  only  sincere  expressions  of  America’s 
historic  humanitarian  concern  for  other 
people  whose  fates  have  not  been  as  fa¬ 
vorable  as  ours,  but  they  have  been 
measurably  successful  in  stemming  the 
onslaught  of  Communist  ideology  as  well 
as  the  assumption  of  power  by  men  who 
are  Communists. 

The  humanitarian  and  anti-Commu- 
nist  impulses,  however,  are  themselves 
not  the  only  reasons  for  inaugurating 
and  continuing  foreign  assistance.  We 
have  been,  and  we  continue  to  be,  con¬ 
cerned  for  the  economic  foundations  of 
new  and  developing  nations.  It  is  in 
our  own  best  self-interest  to  assist  these 
countries  in  fulfilling  their  legitimate  as¬ 
pirations  for  sustained  economic  growth 
in  order  to  satisfy  the  material  needs  of 
their  peoples  and  to  protect  their  polit¬ 
ical  independence.  These  nations,  once 
they  are  on  the  road  to  a  balanced  and 
developing  economy,  will  then  be  able  to 
help  smooth  out  the  wrinkles  in  interna¬ 
tional  trade  and  add  significantly  to  the 
economic  abundance  of  everyone.  Our 
own  economic  well-being,  therefore,  is 
contingent  upon  the  economic  conditions 
of  these  countries. 

Should  we  suddenly  end  or  even  phase 
out  our  foreign  aid  programs  over  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  2  or  3  years,  the  consequences  at 
home  would  be  drastic.  We  would  do 
well  to  remember  that  over  85  percent  of 
all  foreign  aid  money  appropriated  by 
Congress  is  providing  the  foundation  for 
several  hundred  thousand  jobs  in  the 
United  States.  If  these  funds  were  sud¬ 


denly  withdrawn,  the  unemployment 
level  would  soar.  For  the  State  of  Ohio 
the  impact  of  foreign  aid  funds  is  even 
more  important.  Under  AID  orders  in 
the  6  months  from  July  to  December 
1964,  Ohio’s  industry  was  awarded  con¬ 
tracts  totaling  $11,552,335.09,  and  in  the 
12  months  of  the  same  year  the  total  was 
$27.3  million.  Ohio  was  second  among 
all  the  States  in  the  production  of  goods 
which  were  exported  under  funds  ad¬ 
ministered  by  AID  last  year.  These 
funds  employ  thousands  of  workers  who, 
we  can  say  with  certainty,  would  other¬ 
wise  be  out  of  work  altogether  or  only 
partially  employed.  These  same  funds 
yield  rewards  for  industry  in  terms  of 
profits  and  capital  investments. 

In  view  of  these  facts  for  the  State, 
when  we  turn  to  the  influence  of  foreign 
aid  on  Cincinnati’s  economy,  we  find  that 
in  the  last  6  months  of  1964  industries 
there  received  orders  totaling  $131,- 
003.09,  and  probably  more — the  exact 
figures  are  not  available  and  therefore 
the  data  were  developed  from  partial 
computations.  For  the  entire  year  of 
1964,  Cincinnati  industries  were  recipi¬ 
ents  of  contracts  in  excess  of  $270,000. 

Taking  all  of  these  factors  into  ac¬ 
count,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  we  can 
fairly  conclude  that  foreign  aid  is  not 
only  desirable  but  necessary  in  maintain¬ 
ing  freedom  abroad  and  a  high  level  of 
prosperity  at  home.. ... 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  intend 
to  vote  against  this  foreign  assistance 
legislation.  Basically  I  oppose  this  pro¬ 
gram  because  it  seems  plain  to  me  that 
foreign  aid  has  not  been  accomplishing 
the  objections  originally  intended.  Sec¬ 
ondly  I  do  not  feel  that  the  $3.4  billion 
which  are  expected  to  be  appropriated 
this  year,  in  view  of  our  regular  annual 
deficits,  can  be  afforded  without  jeopard¬ 
izing  our  economy.  I  think  Congress 
should  reduce  the  authorization  to  not 
to  exceed  $1  billion.  If  this  was  done 
and  the  program  was  terminated  or  com¬ 
pletely  overhauled  in  the  next  2  years, 
I  would  vote  for  the  bill. 

However,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  view  of  the 
drain  of  our  foreign  aid  on  U.S.  gold 
stocks,  I  think  the  time  has  come  to 
restrict  this  program. 

The  unexpended  balances  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  after  June  30  this  year  will  total 
more  than  $9  billion. 

I  do  not  see  how  our  country  with  its 
heavy  load  of  debt  and  tremendous  load 
of  domestic  obligations  can  fight  wars 
and  at  the  same  time  assist  some  70 
other  countries  under  foreign  aid. 

So,  as  I  have  said,  I  intend  to  vote 
against  the  bill  on  final  passage. 

Mr.  KEE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
enthusiastically  support  H.R.  7750 — a 
bill  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

No  man  can  deny  the  fact  that  foreign 
assistance  has  made  and  is  an  essential 
part  of  our  foreign  policy.  Without  the 
foreign  aid  program  there  is  serious 
doubt  in  my  mind  that  we  would  be 
meeting  here  today.  Without  this  es¬ 
sential  program,  we  would  have  long 
since  been  fighting  for  survival  against 
foreign  invaders  in  the  streets  of  our 
cities,  towns,  and  villages. 


Under  the  able  leadership  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs,  the  Honorable  Thom¬ 
as  E.  Morgan,  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Affairs  has  thoroughly  reviewed 
our  foreign  assistance  program  and  with 
a  fine-toothed  comb  has  reduced  the  au¬ 
thorization  request  to  the  minimum 
necessary  for  our  own  international  sur¬ 
vival. 

No  Member  of  the  House  has  devoted 
more  time  to  this  essential  program — 
no  Member  has  the  experience  and  the 
responsibility  as  that  possessed  by  Chair¬ 
man  Morgan.  I  have  complete  faith  and 
confidence  in  his  judgment  and  therefore 
I  respectfully  urge  the  Members  of  the 
House  to  pass  H.R.  7750  as  recommended 
by  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  of 
the  House  of  Representatives.  It  is 
urgent  for  the  future  of  America  that 
we  join  together  to  support  the  proven 
and  experienced  leadership  of  Chairman 
Morgan. 

Mr.  WOLFF.  Mr.  Chairman,  although 
I  disagree  with  a  number  of  parts  of 
the  foreign  aid  bill,  I  will  vote  for  the 
measure  because,  on  balance,  I  feel  that 
its  advantages  to  our  Nation  outweigh 
its  disadvantages,  and  also  because  in 
these  critical  days  of  confrontation  be¬ 
tween  the  forces  of  freedom  and  the 
forces  of  communism  in  widely  scattered 
parts  of  the  world  foreign  aid,  carefully 
awarded  and  well  administered,  is  a  basic 
weapon  in  the  arsenal  of  freedom. 

I  have  thus  put  aside  some  significant 
reservations  I  have  about  this  foreign  aid 
bill  and  deferred  to  the  broader  con¬ 
cerns  of  national  security  which  this 
legislation  is  designed  to  promote. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman, 
during  my  3  years  of  service  in  the  House, 
I  have  supported  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram,  each  time  with  a  heightened  sense 
that  we  are  getting  over  our  depth  and 
that  control  has  been  lost  by  the  admin¬ 
istrators  of  the  program  and,  even  more 
alarming,  by  the  Congress  itself.  I  shall 
vote  for  the  program  again  this  year,  al¬ 
though  I  shall  also  vote  as  in  the  past  for 
a  moderate  reduction.  Our  country  has 
undertaken  grave  responsibilities  and  I 
feel  compelled  to  support  our  commit¬ 
ments  to  carry  them  out. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  this  bill — • 
H.R.  7750 — does  not  represent  the  total 
of  foreign  aid  spending  by  the  United 
States  by  far,  in  spite  of  its  inclusive 
name — the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1965.  This  bill  would  authorize  $2,197,- 
670,000  for  economic  assistance  and  $1,- 
170  million  for  military  assistance.  In 
addition  to  this,  through  other  legisla¬ 
tion,  we  are  budgeting  for  this  fiscal 
year : 

The  Peace  Corps,  $115  million;  the 
food-for-peace  program — Public  Law 
480 — $1,658  million;  the  Inter-American 
Development  Bank,  $706  million;  the 
International  Development  Association, 
$104  million. 

When  these  sums  are  added  to  the 
funds  authorized  by  H.R.  7750,  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  spending  for  the  fiscal  year  1966 
totals  around  $6  billion. 

On  top  of  this,  after  June  30  of  this 
year,  there  will  remain  some  $9  billion  in 
money  previously  authorized  that  has  not 
been  spent  in  the  foreign  aid  program. 
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We  in  Congress  cannot  run  this  pro¬ 
gram  ourselves,  nor  should  we  try,  but  we 
are  entitled  to  an  accounting  of  it  that 
we  are  not  getting.  We  should  insist  on 
it  but  we  are  not.  We  are  the  ultimate 
guardians  of  the  Nation’s  resources  and 
we  are  ultimately  responsible  to  the 
American  people  for  our  stewardship  of 
them. 

ECONOMIC  AND  MILITARY  SHOULD  BE  SEPARATE 

Personally,  I  do  not  see  why  the  mili¬ 
tary  and  economic  portions  of  foreign 
aid  should  be  lumped  together  in  a  single 
bill.  The  military  budget  concerns  the 
vital  defense  of  our  country  and  the  free 
world.  It  should  probably  be  in  the  de¬ 
fense  budget.  The  economic  portion 
concerns  the  political  and  humanitarian 
aspects  of  our  world  leadership.  It  does 
not  make  sense  to  me  to  put  them  to¬ 
gether  in  such  a  way  that  it  is  almost 
impossible  for  us  to  revise  one  without 
jeopardizing  the  other. 

Budgetary  problems  and  the  subject  of 
fiscal  responsibility  are  difficult  and  com¬ 
plex.  Every  one  of  us  knows  how  difficult 
it  is  to  hold  audience  attention  through 
a  labyrinthine  discussion  of  economics, 
even  though  the  subject  matter  strikes 
to  the  foundations  of  our  society.  Yet 
we  must  talk  about  them  and  weigh  the 
effects  of  every  program  we  enact  upon 
welfare  of  the  people — on  their  jobs, 
their  incomes,  the  value  of  the  money  in 
which  they  are  paid,  and  on  their  gen¬ 
eral  security. 

GOLD  FLOW  PROBLEM 

There  is  dispute  among  experts  on  the 
effect  of  the  foreign  aid  program  upon 
our  national  credit,  the  loss  of  gold, 
which  is  the  bedrock  of  our  national 
credit,  and  on  our  financial  stability. 
But  there  is  no  disagreement  that  the 
program  has  an  effect  and  that  the  ef¬ 
fect  is,  to  a  greater  or  lesser  degree, 
harmful. 

We  must  keep  in  mind  that,  while  the 
purpose  of  foreign  aid  is  to  strengthen 
the  free  world  in  its  battle  against  inter¬ 
national  communism,  and  to  help  un¬ 
derdeveloped  and  backward  countries  to 
achieve  self-sufficiency,  our  ability  to 
reach  these  goals  will  collapse  utterly  if 
our  economy  collapses.  Without  a  strong 
America,  the  battle  would  be  hopeless. 

VOTE  TO  REDUCE  EXPLAINED 

So  my  concern  for  the  program  and  my 
vote  to  reduce  it,  is  not  an  attack  on  the 
principles  behind  it  but  a  protest  over 
the  manner  in  which  it  is  being  ad¬ 
ministered.  It  is  an  expression  of  con¬ 
cern  that  Congress  is  not  carrying  out 
its  responsibility  in  this  area,  that  it  is 
leaving  too  much  to  the  discretion  of 
the  anonymous  functionaries  in  the  dark 
departmental  caverns  downtown. 

Foreign  aid,  it  was  truly  said,  can  never 
be  a  substitute  for  foreign  policy.  It  is 
but  one  tool  in  a  varied  arsenal.  Our 
commitments  abroad,  particularly  the 
war  in  Vietnam  and  our  involvement  in 
the  Dominican  Republic,  are  almost  cer¬ 
tain  to  require  heavy  additional,  unfore¬ 
seen  expenditures.  Our  military  re¬ 
sources  are  gravely  extended  at  present 
and  it  is  likely  that  Congress  will  be  called 
on  to  authorize  substantial  new  spending 
for  defense.  Let  us  not  lose  sight  of  the 
fact  that  we  are  running  huge  budget 
deficits,  and  proposing  further  tax  cuts. 


The  American  people  will  make  any  sacri¬ 
fice  they  are  asked  to  make  if  the  rea¬ 
sons  are  clear  and  sensible.  But  they 
will  not  tolerate  waste  and  the  aimless 
frittering  away  of  their  substance  nor 
should  they  be  expected  to. 

Let  us  then  exercise  prudence  and  care, 
with  the  total  picture  in  mind,  as  we 
enact  foreign  aid  and  indeed  all  other 
programs. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Landrum,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  7750)  to  amend  'further  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  pursuant  to 
House  Resolution  395,  he  reported  the 
bill  back  to  the  House  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  adopted  by  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule  the 
previous  question  is  ordered.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  ADAIR.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Adair  moves  to  recommit  the  bill  (H.R. 
7750)  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs 
with  instructions  to  report  the  same  to  the 
House  forthwith  with  the  following  amend¬ 
ments  :  Page  2,  after  line  8,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“TITLE  I— DEVELOPMENT  LOAN  FUND 

“Sec.  102.  Title  I  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  which  relates  to  development 
loans,  is  amended  as  follows : 

“‘(a)  Amend  section  202(a)  by  striking 
out  “and  $1,500,000,000  for  each  of  the  next 
two  fiscal  years,  which  sums  shall  remain 
available  until  expended :  Provided,  That 
any  unappropriated  portion  of  the  amount 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  such 
fiscal  year  may  be  appropriated  in  any  sub¬ 
sequent  fiscal  year  during  the  above  period 
in  addition  to  the  amount  otherwise  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  for  such  subse¬ 
quent  fiscal  year:  Provided  further”  and 
substitute  the  following:  “$1,500,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  1965, 'and  $649,292,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  1966,  which  sums  shall  remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided”.’” 

And  renumber  the  following  sections  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

Page  5,  line  15,  immediately  after  “free” 
insert  “non-Communist-dominated”. 

Page  6,  line  16,  immediately  after  “free” 
insert  “non-Communist-dominated”. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
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The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  noes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  178,  nays  219,  not  voting  36, 
as  follows : 

[Roll  No.  109] 


YEAS— 178 


Abbitt 

Fountain 

Nelsen 

Abernethy 

Fulton,  Pa. 

O’Konski 

Adair 

Fuqua 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Anderson,  HI. 

Gathings 

Passman 

Andrews, 

Gettys 

Pelly 

Glenn 

Goodell 

Pimie 

Andrews, 

Griffin 

Poff 

N.  Dak. 

Gross 

Quie 

Arends 

Grover 

Quillen 

Ashmore 

Gubser 

Race 

Baring 

Gurney 

Randall 

Bates 

Haley 

Reid,  Hi. 

Battin  - 

Hall 

Reifel 

Belcher 

Halleck 

Reinecke 

Bell 

Hamilton 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Bennett 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Betts 

Hardy 

Robison 

Bolton 

Harris 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bow 

Harsha  - 

Roudebush 

Bray 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Roush 

Brock 

Henderson 

Rumsfeld 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Herlong 

Satterfield 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Hosmer 

Saylor 

Buchanan 

Hull 

Schneebeli 

Burleson 

Hutchinson 

Schweiker 

Burton,  Utah 

Ichord 

Scott 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Jarman 

Secrest 

Cabell 

Jennings 

Selden 

Callaway 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Senner 

Casey 

Jonas 

Shipley 

Cederberg 

Jones,  Mo. 

Shriver 

Chamberlain 

Keith 

Sikes 

Clancy 

King,  N.Y. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Clausen, 

Kornegay 

Smith,  N.Y. 

DonH. 

Kunkel 

Smith,  Va. 

Cleveland 

Laird 

Stafford 

Collier 

Langen 

Stanton 

Colmer 

Latta 

Stephens 

Conable 

Lipscomb 

Talcott 

Corbett 

Long,  La. 

Taylor 

Cramer 

McClory 

Teague,  Calif. 

Cunningham 

McCulloch 

Thompson,  La. 

Curtin 

McDade 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Curtis 

McEwen 

Tuck 

Dague 

McMillan 

Utt 

Davis,  Ga. 

MacGregor 

Waggonner 

Davis,  Wis. 

Marsh 

Walker,  Miss. 

Derwinski 

Martin,  Ala. 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

Devine 

Martin,  Mass. 

Watkins 

Dole 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Whalley 

Dorn 

Matthews 

White,  Tex. 

Dowdy 

May  * 

Whitener 

Downing 

Michel 

Whitten 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

Mills 

Widnall 

Edwards,  Ala. 

MinshaU 

Williams 

Ellsworth 

Mize 

Wilson,  Bob 

Erlenborn 

Moeller 

Wyatt 

Findley 

Moore 

Wydler 

Fino 

Morton 

Younger 

Fisher 

Mosher 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Murray 

NAYS— 219 

Adams 

Callan 

Dulski 

Addabbo 

Cameron 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Albert 

Carey 

Dwyer 

Anderson, 

Celler 

Dyal 

Tenn. 

Clark  \ 

Edmondson 

Annunzio 

Clevenger 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Ashley 

Cohelan 

Evans,  Colo. 

Aspinall 

Conte 

Everett 

Ayres 

Conyers 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Baldwin 

Cooley 

Fallon 

Barrett 

Corman 

Farbstein 

Beckworth 

Craley 

Farnsley 

Bingham 

Culver 

Farnum 

Blatnik 

Daddario 

Fascell 

Boggs 

Daniels 

Feighan 

Boland 

Dawson 

Flood 

Bolling 

de  la  Garza 

Fogarty 

Brademas 

Delaney 

Foley 

Brooks 

Dent 

Ford, 

Broomfield 

Denton 

William  D. 

Brown,  Calif. 

Diggs 

Fraser 

Burke 

Dingeli 

Frelinghuysen 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Donohue 

Friedel 

Cahill 

Dow 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


11155 


May  25,  1965 


Gallagher 

Love 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Garmatz 

McCarthy 

Roberts 

Giaimo 

McDoweU 

Rodino 

Gibbons 

McFall 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Gilbert 

McGrath 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Gilligan 

McVicker 

Ron  an 

Gonzalez 

Machen 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Grabowski 

Mackay 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Gray 

Mackie 

Roosevelt 

Green,  Pa. 

Madden 

Rosenthal 

Greigg 

Mahon 

Rostenkowskl 

Grider 

Mailliard 

Roybal 

Griffiths 

Matsunaga 

Ryan 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Meeds 

St  Germain 

Halpern 

MUler 

St.  Onge 

Hanley 

Minish 

Scheuer 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Mink 

Schisler 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Monagan 

Schmidhauser 

Hathaway 

Morgan 

Sickles 

Hawkins 

Morris 

Sisk 

Hays 

Morrison 

Slack 

Hechler 

Morse 

Smith,  Iowa 

Helstoski 

Moss 

Staggers 

Hicks 

Multer 

Stalbaum 

Holifield 

Murphy,  HI. 

Steed 

Holland 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Stratton 

Horton 

Natcher 

Sullivan 

Howard 

Nedzi 

Sweeney 

Huot 

O’Brien 

Teague,  Tex. 

Irwin 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Tenzer 

Jacobs 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Thomas 

Joelson 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Olson,  Minn. 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Johnson,  Okla. 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Todd 

Jones,  Ala. 

Ottinger 

Trimble 

Karsten 

Patman 

Tunney 

Karth 

Patten 

Tupper 

Kastenmeier 

Pepper 

Tuten 

Kee 

Perkins 

Udall 

KeUy 

Philbin 

Ullman 

Keogh 

Pickle 

Van  Deerlin 

King,  Calif. 

Pike 

Vanik 

King,  Utah 

Poage 

Vigorito 

Kirwan 

Price 

Vivian 

Kluczynski 

Pucinski 

Wilson, 

Krebs 

Purcell 

Charles  H. 

Landrum 

Redlin 

Wolff 

Leggett 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Yates 

Lindsay 

Reuss 

Young 

Long,  Md. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Zablocki 

NOT  VOTING — 36 

Andrews, 

Green,  Oreg. 

Resnick 

George  W. 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Roncalio 

Ashbrook 

Hanna 

Skubitz 

Bandstra 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Springer 

Berry 

Hebert 

Stubblefield 

Bonner 

Hungate 

Toll 

Brown,  Ohio 

Lennon 

Watts 

Burton,  Calif. 

Macdonald 

Weltner 

Carter 

Mathias 

White,  Idaho 

Chelf 

Moorhead 

Willis 

Clawson,  Del 

Dickinson 

Flynt 

Nix 

Pool 

Powell 

Wright 

So  the 

motion  to 

recommit  was 

rejected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Hebert  for,  with  Mr.  Macdonald 
against. 

Mr.  Skubitz  for,  with  Mr.  Burton  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  against. 

Mr.  Lennon  for,  with  Mr.  Toll  against. 

Mr.  Pool  for,  with  Mr.  Hanna  against. 

Mr.  Bonner  for,  with  Mr.  Bandstra  against. 

Mr.  Del  Clawson  for,  with  Mr.  White  of 
Idaho  against. 

Mr.  Ashbrook  for,  with  Mr.  Nix  against. 

Mr.  Berry  for,  with  Mr.  Moorhead  against. 

Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio  for,  with  Mrs.  Green  of 
Oregon  against. 

Mr.  Carter  for,  with  Mr.  Powell  against. 

Mr.  Harvey  of  Indiana  for,  with  Mr.  Hagen 
of  California  against. 

Mr.  Dickinson  for,  with  Mr.  Roncalio 
against. 

Mr.  George  W.  Andrews  for,  with  Mr.  Res¬ 
nick  against. 

Mr.  Flynt  for,  with  Mr.  Watts  against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  WUlis  with  Mr.  Springer. 

Mr.  Wright  with  Mr.  Mathias. 

Mr.  Weltner  with  Mr.  Chelf. 


Mr.  HAMILTON  changed  his  vote 
from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 


were — yeas  249,  nays  148, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  110] 
YEAS— 249 

not  voting  36, 

Adams 

Giaimo 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Addabbo 

Gibbons 

Natcher 

Albert 

Gilbert 

Nedzi 

Anderson, 

Gilligan 

Nelsen 

Tenn. 

Gonzalez 

Nix 

Annunzio 

Grabowski 

O’Brien 

Arends 

Gray 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Ashley 

Green,  Pa. 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Aspinall 

Greigg 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Ayres 

Grider 

Olson,  Minn. 

Baldwin 

Griffin 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Barrett 

Griffiths 

Ottinger 

Bates 

Halleck 

Patman 

Beckworth 

Halpern 

Patten 

Bell 

Hamilton 

Pepper 

Bingham 

Hanley 

Perkins 

Blatnik 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Philbin 

Boggs 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Pickle 

Boland 

Hardy 

Pike 

Bolling 

Harris 

Pirnie 

Bolton 

Hathaway 

Price 

Brademas 

Hawkins 

Pucinski 

Brooks 

Hays 

Purcell 

Broomfield 

Hechler 

Quie 

Brown,  Calif. 

Helstoski 

Redlin 

Burke 

Herlong 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Hicks 

Reuss 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Holifield 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Cahill 

Holland 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Callan 

Horton 

Robison 

Cameron 

Hosmer 

Rodino 

Carey 

Howard 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Celler 

Huot 

Ronan 

Clark 

Irwin 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Cleveland 

Jacobs 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Clevenger 

Joelson 

Roosevelt 

Cohelan 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Rosenthal 

Conable 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rostenkowski 

Conte 

Karsten 

Roybal 

Conyers 

Karth 

Ryan 

Cooley 

Kastenmeier 

St  Germain 

Corbett 

Kee 

St.  Onge 

Corman 

Keith 

Scheuer 

Craley 

Kelly 

Schisler 

Culver 

Keogh 

Schmidhauser 

Daddario 

King,  Calif. 

Schweiker 

Daniels 

King,  Utah 

Selden 

Dawson 

Kirwan 

Senner 

Delaney 

Kluczynski 

Sickles 

Dent 

Krebs 

Sisk 

Denton 

Kunkel 

Slack 

Diggs 

Landrum 

Smith,  Iowa 

Dlngell 

Leggett 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Donohue 

Lindsay 

Stafford 

Dow 

Long,  Md. 

Staggers 

Downing 

Love 

Stalbaum 

Dulski 

McCarthy 

Steed 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

McDade 

Stratton 

Dwyer 

McDowell 

Sullivan 

Dyal 

McFall 

Sweeney 

Edmondson 

McGrath 

Teague,  Calif. 

Edwards,  Calif. 

McVicker 

Tenzer 

Evans,  Colo.  ..MacGregor 

Thomas 

Everett 

Machen 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Mackay 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Fallon 

Mackie 

Todd 

Farbstein 

Madden 

Trimble 

Farnsley 

Mahon 

Tunney 

Farnum 

Mailliard 

Tupper 

Fascell 

Martin,  Mass. 

Udall 

Feighan 

Matsunaga 

Ullman 

Flood 

Matthews 

Van  Deerlin 

Fogarty 

Meeds 

Vanik 

Foley 

Mills 

Vigorito 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 

Minish 

Vivian 

Ford, 

Mink 

Wh  alley 

WUliam  D. 

Monagan 

Widnall 

Fraser 

Morgan 

Wilson, 

Frelinghuysen 

Morrison 

Charles  H. 

Friedel 

Morse 

Wolff 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Morton 

Wydler 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Moss 

Yates 

Gallagher 

Multer 

Young 

Garmatz 

Murphy,  Ill. 

Zablocki 
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Abbitt 

Fisher 

Passman 

Abernethy 

Fountain 

Pelly 

Adair 

Fuqua 

Poage 

Anderson,  HI. 

Gathings 

Poff 

Andrews, 

Gettys 

Quillen 

Glenn 

Goodell 

Race 

Andrews, 

Gross 

Randall 

N.  Dak. 

Grover 

Reid,  Ill. 

Ashmore 

Gubser 

Reifel 

Baring 

Gurney 

Reinecke 

Battin 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Belcher 

Haley 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Bennett 

Hall 

Roberts 

Betts 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Bow 

Harsha 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bray 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Roudebush 

Brock 

Henderson 

Roush 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Hull 

Rumsfeld 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Hutchinson 

Satterfield 

Buchanan 

Ichord 

Saylor 

Burleson 

Jarman 

Schneebeli 

Burton,  Utah 

Jennings 

Scott 

Cabell 

Johnson,  Okla. 

Secrest 

Callaway 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Shipley 

Casey 

Jonas 

Shrivel- 

Cederberg 

Jones,  Mo. 

Sikes 

Chamberlain 

King,  N.Y. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Clancy 

Kornegay 

Smith,  Va. 

Clausen, 

Laird 

Stanton 

DonH. 

Langen 

Stephens 

CoHier 

Latta 

Talcott 

Colmer 

Lipscomb 

Taylor 

Cramer 

Long,  La. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Cunningham 

McClory 

Thompson,  La. 

Curtin 

McCulloch 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Curtis 

McEwen 

Tuck 

Dague 

McMillan 

Tuten 

Davis,  Ga. 

Marsh 

Utt 

Davis,  Wis. 

Martin,  Ala. 

Waggonner 

de  la  Garza 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Walker,  Miss. 

Derwinski 

May 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

Devine 

Michel 

Watkins 

Dole 

Minshall 

White,  Tex. 

Dorn 

Mize 

Whitener 

Dowdy 

Moeller 

Whitten 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

Moore 

Williams 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Morris 

Wilson,  Bob 

Ellsworth 

Mosher 

Wyatt 

Erlenborn 

Findley 

Fino 

Murray 
O’Konski 
O’Neal,  Ga. 

Younger 
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Andrews, 

Green,  Oreg. 

Resnick 

George  W. 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Roncalio 

Ashbrook 

Hanna 

Skubitz 

Bandstra 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Springer 

Berry 

Hebert 

Stubblefield 

Bonner 

Hungate 

Toll 

Brown,  Ohio 

Lennon 

Watts 

Burton,  Calif. 

Macdonald 

Weltner 

Carter 

Mathias 

White,  Idaho 

Chelf 

Miller 

Willis 

Clawson,  Del 

Dickinson 

Flynt 

Moorhead 

Pool 

Powell 

Wright 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Hubert  for,  with  Mr.  Del  Clawson 
against. 

Mr.  Macdonald  for,  with  Mr.  Lennon 
against. 

Mr.  Burton  of  California  for,  with  Mi-. 
Skubitz  against. 

Mr.  Toll  for,  with  Mr.  Pool  against. 

Mr.  Hanna  for,  with  Mr.  Bonner  against. 

Mr.  Bandstra  for,  with  Mr.  Berry  against. 

Mr.  Miller  for,  with  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio 
against. 

Mr.  Moorhead  for,  with  Mr.  Carter  against. 

Mr.  White  of  Idaho  for,  with  Mr.  Ashbrook 
against. 

Mr.  Powell  for,  with  Mr.  Harvey  of  Indiana 
against. 

Mr.  Hagen  of  California  for,  with  Mr. 
George  W.  Andrews  against. 

Mr.  Resnick  for,  with  Mr.  Flynt  against. 

Mrs.  Green  of  Oregon  for,  with  Mr.  Dickin¬ 
son  against. 

Mr.  Watts  for,  with  Mr.  Chelf  against. 

Mr.  Springer  for,  with  Mr.  Willis  against. 

Until  further  notice : 
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Mr.  Roncalio  with.  Mr.  Weltner. 

Mr.  Stubblefield,  with  Mr.  Wright. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.   
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GENERAL  LEA^E  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Ml  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  ihwhich  to  ex¬ 
tend  their  remarks  in  the  Record  on  the 
bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 

\ 


AUTHORIZING  PROCUREMENT  Ol 
AIRCRAFT,  ETC.,  FOR  ARMED' 
FORCES 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina  sub¬ 
mitted  the  following  conference  report 
and  statement  on  the  bill  (S.  800)  to  au¬ 
thorize  appropriations  during  fiscal  year 
1966  for  procurement  of  aircraft,  mis¬ 
siles,  and  naval  vessels,  and  research, 
development,  test,  and  evaluation,  for 
the  Armed  Forces,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  374) 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  800) 
to  authorize  appropriations  during  fiscal 
year  1966  for  procurement  of  aircraft,  mis¬ 
siles,  and  naval  vessels,  and  research,  devel¬ 
opment,  test,  and  evaluation,  for  the  Armed 
Forces,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met, 
after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert  the 
following : 

“title  i — procurement 
“Sec.  101.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  during  fiscal  year  1966  for 
the  use  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  for  procurement  of  aircraft,  missiles, 
and  naval  vessels,  as  authorized  by  law,  iny 
amounts  as  follows: 

“Aircraft 

“For  aircraft:  For  the  Army,  $344,50G(t)00; 
for  the  Navy  and  the  Marine  Corpse  $1,- 
915,800,000;  for  the  Air  Force,  $3,55(^200,000. 

“Missiles 

“For  missiles:  For  the  Army,  $053,700,000; 
for  the  Navy,  $364,000,000;  loir  the  Marine 
Corps,  $13,000,000;  for  tbff  Air  Force, 
$796,100,000. 

“Naval  vesutls 
“For  naval  vessels:  Fo/the  Navy,  $1,721,- 
000,000,  of  which  amoinrft  $133,600,000  is  au¬ 
thorized  only  for  thar  construction  of  two 
nuclear  powered  submarines  and  $150,500,000 
is  authorized  only  ,/or  the  construction  of  a 
nuclear  powered  guided  missile  frigate. 

“TITLE  II - RESE^lCH,  DEVELOPMENT,  TEST,  AND 

EVALUATION 

“Sec.  201,/^unds  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  during  fiscal  year  1966  for 
the  use  on  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  /or  research,  development,  test,  and 
evaluation,  as  authorized  by  law,  in  amounts 
as  fallows: 

?or  the  Army,  $1,406,400,000; 


“For  the  Navy  (including  the  Marine 
Corps) ,  $1,439,200,000; 

“For  the  Air  Force,  $3,103,900,000,  of  which 
amount  $150,000,000  is  authorized  only  for 
the  Manned  Orbiting  Laboratory  and  $7,000,- 
000  is  authorized  only  for  the  development  of 
an  advanced  manned  strategic  aircraft; 

“For  Defense  agencies,  $495,000,000. 

“TITLE  III - GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

“Sec.  301.  Outstanding  tonnage  balances 
remaining  in  law  for  construction  of  Navy 
ships  are  hereby  repealed. 

“Sec.  302.  The  distribution  of  the  assign¬ 
ments  and  contracts  for  construction  of  war¬ 
ships  and  escort  vessels  for  which  appropria¬ 
tions  are  authorized  by  this  Act  and  here¬ 
after  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  re¬ 
quirement  of  the  Act  of  March  27,  1934  (48 
Stat.  503) ,  that  the  first  and  each  succeeding 
alternate  vessel  shall  be  constructed  in  the 
Government  Navy  yards:  Provided,  That,  if 
inconsistent  with  the  public  interests  in  any 
year  to  have  a  vessel  or  vessels  constructed 
as  required  above,  the  President  may  have 
such  vessel  or  vessels  built  in  a  Government 
^or  private  yard  as  he  may  direct. 

“Sec.  303.  The  assignment  of  naval  ship 
conversion,  alteration,  and  repair  projects 
shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  economic  and 
military  considerations  and  shall  not  be  re¬ 
stricted  by  requirements .  that  certain  por¬ 
tions  ol  such  naval  ship  work  be  assigned  toy 
particular  types  of  shipyards  or  to  particuh 
geographical  areas  or  by  similar  require¬ 
ments. 

“Sec.  304.\Section  412(b)  of  Publi/ Law 
86-149,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  /ead  as 
follows : 

“  ‘(b)  No  fund\  may  be  appropriated  after 
December  31,  1960v  to  or  for  thy  use  of  any 
armed  force  of  the  united  States  for  the  pro¬ 
curement  of  aircraft\missiles/ or  naval  ves¬ 
sels,  or  after  Decembei\31,  1962,  to  or  for  the 
use  of  any  armed  forceVf  /he  United  States 
for  the  research,  development,  test,  or  evalu¬ 
ation  of  aircraft,  missiles,  or  naval  vessels,  or 
after  December  31,  1993,  to  qr  for  the  use  of 
any  armed  force  of  t/e  United.  States  for  any 
research,  development,  test,  or  evaluation, 
or  after  December  31,  1965,  to  okfor  the  use 
of  any  armed  force  of  the  Unitea\States  for 
the  procurement  of  tracked  combat,  vehicles, 
unless  the  appropriation  of  such  funds  has 
been  authorized  by  legislation  enacte\  after 
such  dat 

“Sec.  305.  No  funds  may  be  appropriated 
after  j/ne  30,  1966,  to  or  for  the  use  of  ahy 
armedr  force  of  the  United  States  for  use  ai 
an  Emergency  fund  for  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  test,  and  evaluation,  or  procurement  or 
Eduction  related  thereto  unless  the  ap¬ 
propriation  of  such  funds  has  been  author¬ 
ized  by  legislation  enacted  after  that  date. 

“Sec.  306.  (a)  Section  8074  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection  at  the  end 
thereof : 

“‘(c)  The  Military  Air  Transport  Service 
is  redesignated  as  the  Military  Airlift  Com¬ 
mand.’ 

“(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  shall  become  effective 
January  1,  1966.’’ 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

L.  Mendel  Rivers, 

Philip  J.  Philbin, 

F.  Edw.  Hebert, 

Melvin  Price, 

O.  C.  Fisher, 

Porter  Hardy,  Jr., 

William  H.  Bates, 

Leslie  C.  Arends, 

Alvin  E.  O’Konski. 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
John  Stennis, 

Stuart  Symington, 

Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Howard  W.  Cannon, 

Leverett  Saltonstall, 
Margaret  Chase  Smith, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


Statement 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  a jfj 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes . 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of/lie 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  800)  to  authorize  a|4pro- 
priations  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  mrocure- 
ment  of  aircraft,  missiles,  and  nava f  vessels, 
and  research,  development,  test,  and  evalu¬ 
ation,  for  the  Armed  Forces,  aM  for  other 
purposes,  submit  the  following  Statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  thVaction  agreed 
upon  by  the  conferees  and  tecommended  in 
the  accompanying  conference  report: 

BACKGROJ 

Procurement 
Navy  ^Aircraft) 

The  Senate  modified  the  aircraft  portion 
of  the  Navy  program.  The  Senate  cut  all 
10  of  the  E-2A  sfircraft  from  the  Navy  pro¬ 
curement  program.  This  totaled  $99.8  mil¬ 
lion.  It  is  true  that  the  E-2A  has  experienced 
radar  performance  and  reliability  problems. 
Modifications,  however,  are  now  being  made 
to  correct  these  deficiencies  and  reports  indi¬ 
cate  that  this  aircraft  performed  very  well 
in  exercise  “Silver  Lance.”  In  view  of  what 
has  .Become  an  urgent  operational  need  for 
theG2-2A,  the  conferees  agreed  that  all  10  of 
these  airplanes  should  be  returned  to  the 
Program. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

Navy  (Naval  Vessels) 

Fast  deployment  logistic  ships  (FDL) : 
Several  changes  were  made  in  the  naval  ves¬ 
sels  portion  of  the  bill.  The  Senate  deleted 
two  of  the  four  fast  deployment  logistic  ships 
(FDL)  involving  $64.2  million.  The  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  characteristics  of  this  new  type  ship  have 
not  been  completely  refined  and  because  the 
ultimate  procurement  program  has  not  yet 
been  estimated,  the  two  ships  proposed  by 
the  Senate  would  be  adequate  for  this  fiscal 
year. 

The  House  recedes. 

Motor  gunboats  (PGM) :  The  Navy  re¬ 
quested  10  motor  gunboats  (PGMs) .  The 
Senate  allowed  only  five  of  these  gunboats, 
cutting  the  procurement  by  $21  million. 
The  conferees  agreed  that  the  5  gunboats 
should  be  returned  to  the  program  in  order 
to  provide  the  Navy  with  all  10  ships  capable 
of  performing  counterinsurgency,  patrol, 
blockade  and  reconnaissance  missions. 

The  Senate  recedes. 

Nuclear-powered  attack  submarines 
(SSN) :  The  Navy  requested  four  at¬ 
tack  submarines  (SSNs).  The  Senate  added 
two  more  submarines  for  a  total  of  six  on 
the  basis  that  this  would  restore  the  attack 
submarine  construction  program  to  the  rate 
that's,  had  been  projected  in  earlier  years. 
After 'extended  discussion  by  the  conferees 
and  further  consideration  of  the  fact  that 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  were  unanimous  in 
their  recommendation  of  a  program  of  six 
submarines^  the  two  submarines  added  by 
the  Senate  were  agreed  to  by  the  House. 

The  House  recedes. 

Nuclear-powered  frigate  (DLGN) :  The 
House  added  a  nuclear-powered  guided  mis¬ 
sile  frigate  (DLGNV  at  a  cost  of  $150.5  mil¬ 
lion.  The  Navy  had'originally  requested  this 
ship  but  the  Office  ot  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  did  not  permit  it''to  be  included  in  the 
program.  It  was  and  is\the  position  of  the 
House  that  the  addition  okthe  DLGN  was  on 
the  basis  of  a  real  Navy  need  for  such  a  ship 
but  also  for  the  reason  thakk  as  the  House 
report  states:  “The  committee  feels  *  *  * 
that  the  Department  of  Defense '  has  both 
procrastinated  and  vacillated  in  fts  approach 
to  nuclear-powered  surface  ships/' 

It  is  also  the  position  of  the  Hokse  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  will  of  the  Congress'ehould 
be  expressed  to  the  end  that  greatek  and 
more  rapid  progress  be  made  in  the  field  of 
nuclear-powered  surface  ships  for  our  Nai( 
After  discussion  of  this  matter, by  the  cc 
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AN  ACT 

To  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Assistance 

4  Act  of  1965”. 

5  Part  I 

6  CHAPTER  1— POLICY 

7  Sec.  101.  Section  102  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 

8  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  statement  of 

9  policy,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
10  new  paragraph: 

H  “It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance  under 
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this  or  any  other  Act  to  any  foreign  country  which  here¬ 
after  permits,  or  fails  to  take  adequate  measures  to  prevent, 
the  damage  or  destruction  by  mob  action  of  United  States 
property  within  such  country,  should  he  terminated  and 
should  not  be  resinned  until  the  President  determines  that 
appropriate  measures  have  been  taken  by  such  country  to 
prevent  a  recurrence  thereof/’ 

CHAPTER  2— DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
Title  II — Technical  Cooperation  and  Development 

Grants 

Sec.  102.  Title  II  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  tech¬ 
nical  cooperation  and  development  grants,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

(a)  Amend  section  212,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$215,000,000”  and  substitut¬ 
ing  “1966”  and  “$210,000,000”,  respectively. 

(b)  Amend  section  214,  which  relates  to  American 
schools  and  hospitals  abroad,  as  follows: 

(1)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  “treat¬ 
ment,  education,”  and  substituting  “education”. 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (c)  by  striking  out  “1965, 
$18,000,000”  and  substituting  “1966,  $7,000,000”. 
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Title  III— Investment  Guaranties 
Sec.  103.  Title  III  of  chapter  2  of  part  1  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  invest¬ 
ment  guaranties,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  221(b),  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  as  follows: 

(1)  Amend  the  introductory  clause  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(b)  The  President  may  issue  guaranties  to  eligible 
United  States  investors — 

(2)  In  paragraph  (1),  strike  out  “$2,500,000,- 
000”  and  substitute  “$5,000,000,000”. 

(3)  Amend  paragraph  (2)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  proviso,  strike  out  “,  and  no 
such  guaranty  in  the  case  of  a  loan  shall  exceed 
$25,000,000  and  no  other  such  guaranty  shall  ex¬ 
ceed  $10,000,000”. 

(B)  In  the  third  proviso,  immediately  after 
“$300,000,000”  insert  the  following:  “,  and  guar¬ 
anties  issued  under  this  paragraph  (2)  for  other 
than  housing  projects  similar  to  those  insured  by  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration,  shall  not  exceed 
$150,000,000”. 
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(0)  In  the  fourth  proviso,  strike  out  “1966"’ 
and  substitute  “1967”. 

(b)  Amend  section  221(c),  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  by  inserting  after  the  word  “guaranty”  the  third 
time  it  appears,  the  words  “of  an  equity  investment”. 

(c)  Amend  section  222(b),  which  relates  to  general 
provisions,  by  inserting  after  “(exclusive  of  informational 
media  guaranties) ,”  the  words  “and  to  pay  the  costs  of  in¬ 
vestigating  and  adjusting  (including  costs  of  arbitration) 
claims  under  such  guaranties,”. 

(d)  Amend  section  223,  which  relates  to  definitions, 
as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a) ,  strike  out  “and”  at  the  end 
thereof  and  in  subsection  (b)  strike  out  the  period  and 
substitute  “;  and”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection  (c)  : 

“(c)  the  term  ‘eligible  United  States  investors’ 

means  United  States  citizens,  or  corporations,  partner¬ 
ships,  or  other  associations  created  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  or  any  State  or  territory  and  substantially 
beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  as  well  as 
foreign  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations 
wholly  owned  by  one  or  more  such  United  States  citi¬ 
zens,  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations: 
Provided ,  That  the  eligibility  of  a  foreign  corporation 
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shall  be  determined  without  regard  to  any  shares,  in 
aggregate  less  than  5  per  centum  of  the  total  of  issued 
and  subscribed  share  capital,  required  by  law  to  be  held 
by  persons  other  than  the  United  States  owners.” 

(e)  Amend  section  224,  which  relates  to  housing  proj¬ 
ects  in  Latin  American  countries,  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  224.  Housing  Projects  in  Latin  American 
Countries. —  (a)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  order 
to  stimulate  private  home  ownership  and  assist  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  stable  economies  in  Latin  America,  the  author¬ 
ity  conferred  by  this  section  should  be  utilized  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  assisting  in  the  development  in  the  American  Kepub- 
lics  of  self-liquidating  pilot  housing  projects,  the  development 
of  institutions  engaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs, 
with  particular  emphasis  on  cooperatives,  free  labor  unions, 
savings  and  loan  and  other  institutions  in  Latin  America 
engaged  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mort¬ 
gages,  the  construction  of  homes  for  lower  income  persons 
and  families,  the  increased  mobilization  of  savings  and  the 
improvement  of  housing  conditions  in  Latin  America. 

“  (b)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a) ,  the 
President  is  authorized  to  issue  guaranties,  on  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  shall  detennine,  to  eligible  United  States 
investors  as  defined  in  section  223  assuring  against  loss  of 
loan  investments  made  by  such  investors  in — 
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“(1)  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  proj¬ 
ects  in  Latin  America  of  types  similar  to  those  insured 
by  the  Federal  Housing  Administration  and  suitable 
for  conditions  in  Latin  America; 

“(2)  credit  institutions  in  Latin  America  engaged 
directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages, 
such  as  savings  and  loan  institutions ; 

“(3)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  for  lower 
income  families  and  persons,  which  projects  shall  be 
constructed  in  accordance  with  maximum  unit  costs 
established  by  the  President  for  families  and  persons 
whose  incomes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the 
President ; 

“  (4)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  which  will 
promote  the  development  of  institutions  important  to 
the  success  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  such  as  free 
labor  unions  and  cooperatives ;  or 

“  (5)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  25  per 
centum  or  more  of  the  aggregate  of  the  mortgage  financ¬ 
ing  for  which  is  made  available  from  sources  within 
Latin  America  and  is  not  derived  from  sources  outside 
Latin  America,  which  projects  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  have  a  unit  cost  of  not  more  than 
$6,500. 

(c)  The  total  face  amount  of  guaranties  issued  under 
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this  section  outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not  exceed 
$450,000,000:  Provided,  That  no  payment  may  he  made 
under  this  section  for  any  loss  arising  out  of  fraud  or  mis¬ 
conduct  for  which  the  investor  is  responsible:  Provided 
further,  That  this  authority  shall  continue  until  June  30, 
1967.” 

Title  VI — Alliance  for  Progress 

Sec.  104.  Section  252  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  Alliance  for  Prog¬ 
ress,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “in  fiscal  year  1965”  and 
substituting  “in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1965  and  1966”. 
CHAPTER  3— INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS 

AND  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  105.  Chapter  3  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  interna¬ 
tional  organizations  and  programs,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  301  (c) ,  which  relates  to  assist¬ 
ance  for  Palestine  refugees  in  the  Near  East,  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Contributions  by  the  United 
States  to  the  United  Nations  Relief  and  Works  Agency  for 
Palestine  Refugees  in  the  Near  East  for  the  calendar  year 
1966  shall  not  exceed  $15,200,000.” 

(b)  Amend  section  302,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$134,272,400”  and  substitut¬ 
ing  “1966”  and  “$144,755,000”,  respectively. 
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CHAPTER  4— SUPPORTING  ASSISTANCE 
Sec.  106.  Section  402  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  supporting  assistance, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  first  sentence  “1965”  and 
“$405,000,000”  and  substituting  “1966”  and  “$369,200,- 
000”,  respectively. 

CHAPTEE  5— CONTINGENCY  FUND 
Sec.  107.  Section  451  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  contingency  fund, 
is  amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Amend  subsection  (a)  as  follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  “1965”  and  “$150,000,000”  and 
substitute  “1966”  and  “$50,000,000”,  respectively. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  sentence:  “In  addi¬ 
tion,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  to 
the  President  for  use  in  Southeast  Asia  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  in  the  fiscal  year  1966  for  programs 
authorized  by  parts  I  and  II  of  this  Act  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  applicable  to  such  programs  if  he 
determines  such  use  to  be  important  to  the  national 
interest:  Provided,  That  the  President  shall  present  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  the  pro¬ 
grams  to  be  carried  out  from  funds  requested  by  the 
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President  to  be  appropriated  under  authority  of  this 
sentence.” 

(b)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  “this  sec¬ 
tion”  and  substituting  “the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)  ”. 

Part  II 

CHAPTER  2— MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 
Sec.  201.  Chapter  2  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  military  as¬ 
sistance,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  503(b),  which  relates  ,to  general 
authority,  by  striking  out  the  words  “in  foreign  countries”. 

(b)  Amend  section  504,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$1,055,000,000”  in  the  first 
sentence  and  substituting  “1966”  and  “$1,170,000,000”, 
respectively. 

(c)  Amend  section  505,  which  relates  to  utilization  of 
assistance,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a) ,  strike  out  the  colon  and 
add  the  following:  “,  or  for  the  purpose  of  assisting 
foreign  military  forces  in  less  developed  friendly  coun¬ 
tries  (or  the  voluntary  efforts  of  personnel  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States  in  such  countries)  to  con¬ 
struct  public  works  and  to  engage  in  other  activities 


H.R.  7750 - 2 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


10 


helpful  to  the  economic  development  of  such  friendly 
countries,  I,t  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  such 
foreign  military  forces  should  not  be  maintained  or  estab¬ 
lished  solely  for  civic  action  activities  and  that  such 
civic  action  activities  not  significantly  detract  from  the 
capability  of  the  military  forces  to  perform  their  military 
missions  and  be  coordinated  with  and  form  part  of  the 
total  economic  development  effort.” 

(2)  Strike  out  subsection  (b)  and  redesignate  the 
proviso  of  subsection  (a)  as  subsection  (b). 

(3)  In  redesignated  subsection  (b) ,  strike  out 
“ Provided ,  That  except”  and  substitute  “Except” ; 
strike  out  “or  (2)”  and  substitute  “,  or  (2)  for  civic 
action  assistance,  or  (3)”. 

(d)  Amend  section  507,  which  relates  to  sales,  as 
follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  insert  the  following  new 
sentence  between  the  second  and  third  sentences: 
“Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  644  (m)  (2), 
nonexcess  defense  articles  may  be  sold  under  this  sub¬ 
section  at  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time  such 
articles  are  offered  for  sale  to  the  purchasing  country  or 
international  organization.” 

(2)  In  subsection  (b) ,  strike  out  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  first  proviso,  substitute  a  colon  and  add  the 
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following:  “Provided  further,  That  the  President  may, 
when  he  determines  it  to  he  in  the  national  interest, 
enter  into  sales  agreements  with  purchasing  countries 
or  international  organizations  which  fix  prices  to  be 
paid  by  the  purchasing  countries  or  international  orga¬ 
nizations  for  the  defense  articles  or  defense  services 
ordered.  Funds  available  under  this  part  for  financing 
sales  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable  appro¬ 
priations  in  the  amoimts  required  by  the  contracts  which 
exceed  the  price  so  fixed,  except  that  such  reimburse¬ 
ment  shall  not  be  required  upon  determination  by  the 
President  that  the  continued  production  of  the  defense 
article  being  sold  is  advantageous  to  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States.  Payments  by  purchasing  coun¬ 
tries  or  international  organizations  which  exceed  the 
amounts  required  by  such  contracts  shall  be  credited 
to  the  account  established  under  section  508.  To  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  prices  fixed  under  any  such 
sales  agreement  shall  be  sufficient  to  reimburse  the 
United  States  for  the  cost  of  the  defense  articles  or  de¬ 
fense  services  ordered.  The  President  shall  submit  to 
the  Congress  promptly  a  detailed  report  concerning  any 
fixed-price  sales  agreement  under  which  the  aggregate 
cost  to  the  United  States  exceeds  the  aggregate  amount 
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required  to  be  paid  by  tbe  purchasing  country  or  inter¬ 
national  organization.” 

(e)  Amend  section  508,  which  relates  to  reimbursement 
as  follows: 

(1)  After  “this  part”  the  first  time  it  appears,  in¬ 
sert  “have  been  or”. 

(2)  After  “United  States  Government,”  the  first 
time  it  appears  insert  “receipts  received  from  the  disposi¬ 
tion  of  evidences  of  indebtedness  and  charges  (including 
fees  and  premiums)  or  interest  collected”. 

(3)  Strike  out  “the  current  applicable  appropria¬ 
tion”  and  substitute  “a  separate  fimd  account”. 

(4)  Strike  out  “furnishing  further  military  assist¬ 
ance  on  cash  or  credit  terms”  and  substitute  “financing 
sales  and  guaranties,  including  the  overhead  costs 
thereof”. 

(f)  Amend  section  509  (b) ,  which  relates  to  exchanges 
and  guaranties,  by  inserting  “  (excluding  contracts  with  any 
agency  of  the  United  States  Government)  ”  in  the  second 
sentence  between  the  last  word  thereof  and  the  period. 

(g)  Amend  section  510,  which  relates  to  special  author¬ 
ity,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  “1965”  each 
place  it  appears  and  substitute  in  each  such  place 
“1966“;  and  strike  out  “available  for  militarv  assist- 
ance”. 
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(2)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “to  the  Presi¬ 
dent”. 

(h)  Amend  section  512,  which  relates  to  restrictions  on 
military  aid  to  Africa,  as  follows : 

(1)  Strike  out  “programs  described  in  section  505 
(b)  of  this  chapter”  and  substitute  “civic  action  re¬ 
quirements”. 

(2)  Strike  out  “1965”  and  substitute  “1966”. 

Part  III 

CHAPTER  l^GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  301.  Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assists 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  general 
provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  605,  which  relates  to  retention  and 
use  of  items,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  the  section  heading  strike  out  “Items”  and 
substitute  “Certain  Items  and  Funds”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsections: 

“(c)  Funds  realized  as  a  result  of  any  failure  of  a 
transaction  financed  under  authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act 
to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  this  Act,  or  to  applicable 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  United  States  Government,  or 
to  the  terms  of  any  agreement  or  contract  entered  into  under 
authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act,  shall  revert  to  the  respective 
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appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  finance  such  trans¬ 
action  or  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently 
available  for  the  same  general  purpose. 

“  (d)  Funds  realized  by  the  United  States  Government 
from  the  sale,  transfer,  or  disposal  of  defense  articles  returned 
to  the  United  States  Government  by  a  recipient  country  or 
international  organization  as  no  longer  needed  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  for  which  furnished  shall  be  credited  to  the  respective 
appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  procure  such  defense 
articles  or  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently 
available  for  the  same  general  purpose.” 

(b)  Amend  section  612,  which  relates  to  use  of  foreign 
currencies,  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsection 
<b). 

(c)  Amend  section  620,  which  relates  to  prohibitions 
against  furnishing  assistance  to  Cuba  and  certain  other 
countries,  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Amend  the  section  heading  to  read  as  follows : 
“Prohibitions  Against  Furnishing  Assist¬ 
ance.—”. 

(2)  In  paragraph  (2)  of  section  620(e),  which 
relates  to  the  application  of  the  federal  act  of  state  doc¬ 
trine,  strike  out  “January  1,  1966”  and  substitute 
“January  1,  1967”. 

(3)  In  section  620(1),  which  relates  to  the  pro- 
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hibition  against  furnishing  assistance  to  countries  which 
fail  to  enter  into  agreements  to  institute  the  investment 
guaranty  program  and  providing  protection  against  cer¬ 
tain  risks,  strike  out  “December  31,  1965”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  “December  31,  1966”. 

(4)  At  the  end  of  such  section  620,  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection: 

“  (n)  Until  the  President  determines  that  North  Viet¬ 
nam  has  ceased  all  efforts  to  overthrow  the  Government  of 
South  Vietnam,  no  funds  authorized  to  be  made  available 
under  this  Act  (except  under  section  214)  shall  be  used  to 
furnish  assistance  to  any  country  which  has  failed  to  take 
appropriate  steps,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965 — 

“  (A)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry 
from  transporting  to  North  Vietnam — 

“  (i)  any  items  of  economic  assistance, 

“  (ii)  any  items  which  are,  for  the  purposes  of 
title  I  of  the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control 
Act  of  1951,  as  amended,  arms,  ammunition  and 
implements  of  war,  atomic  energy  materials,  petro¬ 
leum,  transportation  materials  of  strategic  value,  or 
items  of  primary  strategic  significance  used  in  the 
production  of  arms,  ammunition,  and  implements  of 
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“  (iii)  any  other  equipment,  materials,  or  com¬ 
modities;  and 

“(B)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry 
from  transporting  any  equipment,  materials,  or  com¬ 
modities  from  North  Vietnam.” 

CHAPTER  2— ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  302.  Chapter  2  of  part  III  of  the  Eoreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  administra¬ 
tive  provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  622,  which  relates  to  coordination 
with  foreign  policy,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (b) ,  immediately  after  “military 
assistance”  insert  “  (including  any  civic  action  and  sales 
program)  ”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (c) ,  immediately  after  “military 
assistance  program”  insert  “  (including  any  civic  action 
and  sales  program)  ”. 

(b)  Amend  section  624,  which  relates  to  statutory 
officers,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (b) ,  strike  out  “paragraph  (3) 
of”  and  “of  the  officers  provided  for  in  paragraphs  ( 1 ) 
and  (2)  of  that  subsection”,  and  substitute  for  the  latter 
“of  one  or  more  of  said  officers”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (d),  strike  out  “Public  Law 
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86-735”  wherever  it  appears  and  substitute  “the  Latin 
American  Development  Act,  as  amended”. 

(c)  Amend  section  625(d),  which  relates  to  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  personnel,  by  striking  out  “twenty”  in  paragraph 
(2)  and  substituting  “fifty”. 

(d)  Amend  section  626,  which  relates  to  experts,  con¬ 
sultants,  and  retired  officers,  by  redesignating  subsection  (d) 
as  subsection  (c) . 

(e)  Amend  section  630,  which  relates  to  terms  of 
detail  or  assignment,  by  inserting  “benefits”  after  “travel 
expenses”,  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (4). 

(f)  Amend  section  635  (g) ,  which  relates  to  general 
authorities,  by  inserting  “and  sales”  after  “loans”  in  the 
introductory  clause. 

(g)  Amend  section  636,  which  relates  to  provisions  on 
uses  of  funds,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (e) ,  strike  out  “section  2  of  the 
Act  of  July  31,  1894,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  62)  ”  and 
substitute  “section  301  of  the  Dual  Compensation  Act 
(5  U.S.C.  3105)”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (f) ,  strike  out  “Act  to  provide 
for  assistance  in  the  development  of  Latin  America 
and  in  the  reconstruction  of  Chile,  and  for  other  pur- 
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poses”  and  substitute  “Latin  American  Development 
Act,  as  amended”. 

(h)  Amend  section  637  (a),  which  relates  to  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses,  by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$52,500,000” 
and  substituting  “1966”  and  “$53,240,000”,  respectively. 

(i)  Amend  section  638,  which  relates  to  Peace  Corps 
assistance,  by  striking  out  all  beginning  with  “;  or  famine” 
and  substituting  a  period. 

(j)  Add  the  following  new  section  639: 

“Sec.  639.  Famine  and  Disaster  Relief.— No  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  assistance 
to  any  country  for  famine  or  disaster  relief.” 

CHAPTER  3— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  303.  Chapter  3  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  miscellaneous 
provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  642(a)  (2),  which  relates  to  stat¬ 
utes  repealed,  by  striking  out  “143,”  and  all  beginning  with 
“:  Provided ,”  up  to  the  semicolon. 

(b)  Amend  section  644,  which  relates  to  definitions, 
as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (g) ,  insert  “,  and  not  procured 
in  anticipation  of  military  assistance  or  sales  require¬ 
ments,  or  pursuant  to  a  military  assistance  or  sales 
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order,”  after  “United  States  Government”  and  strike 
out  “as  grant  assistance”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (m)  (2),  strike  out  “Such  price 
shall  be  the  same  standard  price”  and  substitute  “Such 
standard  price  shall  be  the  same  price  (including  au¬ 
thorized  reduced  prices) 

(3)  Amend  the  paragraph  following  the  numbered 
paragraph  (3)  in  subsection  (m)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  sentence,  insert  “and  sales” 
after  “Military  assistance”. 

(B)  In  ,the  second  proviso,  strike  out  “by  the 
military  assistance  program”. 

(c)  Amend  section  645,  which  relates  to  unexpended 
balances,  by  striking  out  “Public  Law  86-735”  and  sub¬ 
stituting  “the  Latin  American  Development  Act,  as 
amended”. 

CHAPTER  4— AMENDMENT  TO  THE  AGRICUL¬ 
TURAL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  ACT  OE  1954 

Sec.  401.  Section  107  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

“No  sale  under  title  I  of  this  Act  shall  be  made  to  the 
United  Arab  Republic  unless  the  President  determines  that 
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1  such  sale  is  essential  to  the  national  interest  of  the  United 

2  States.  No  such  sale  shall  be  based  on  the  requirements  of 

3  the  United  Arab  Republic  for  more  than  one  fiscal  year. 

4  The  President  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 

5  and  the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Senate  and  the 

6  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  fully  and  currently 

7  informed  with  respect  to  sales  made  to  the  United  Arab 

8  Republic  under  title  I  of  this  Act.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  25,  1965. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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15*  DESf  HEMET.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Rules  Committee  "granted  a  close? 
"  for  debate  on  H.  R.  8464,  to  increase  the  public  debt  limit,  p.  D479 

16*  EXPORT\CONTROL*  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Rules  Committee  "granted" an 
open  ru^e"  for  debate  on  H.  R.  7105,  to  extend  the  .Export  Control  Act.  p#/D479 

17.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  Majority  Leader  announced  next  week*  s  program/  Mon., 

Consent  Calendar,  confectionery  additives,  disaster  relief;  Tues.,  legislative 
appropriation  bill,  export-control  continuation;  Wed.  and  balance  0/  week, 
public-debt  ceiling,  military  construction*  p.  11962 

18.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon*,  June  7.  p»  12031 


SENATE 

19.  TREASURY,  POST  OFFICE, NAND  EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  APPROPRIATION /BILL,  1966.  The 
Appropriations  Committed  reported  with  amendments  this  pi 11,  H.  R.  7060 
(S.  Rept.  275) (p.  12038)\  This  bill  includes  funds  £9*  the  Budget  Bureau, 


D 


Council  of  Economic  Advist 
Relations. 


rs,  and  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 


20.  PROPERTY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendment  . 

S.  1516,  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Adininistrative  Services  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  so  as  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  enter 
into  contracts  for  the  inspect ion\  maintenance,  and  repair  of  fixed  equipment 
in  federally  owned  buildings  for  periods  not  to  exceed  five  years  (S.  Rept. 
273);  and  S.  1004,  to  amend  the  Fede/al  Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949,  to  make  title  III  thereoX/^rectly  applicable  to  procurement  of 
property  and  nonpersonal  services  by  ^x^cutive  agencies  (S.  Rept.  274). 
p.  12038 


21.  DAYLIGHT  SAVING  TIME.  Passed  as  reported  s\l404,  to  establish  uniform  dates 
throughout  the  United  States  for/the  commencing  and  ending  of  daylight  saving 
time  in  those  States  and  local/jurisdictions  where  it  is  observed,  pp.  12057r59 

FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Javits  submitted  an  amendment  to  S.  1837,  the  foreign  aid 
authorization  bill,  which  would  incorporate  a  plan  for  the  establishment  of  the 
Peace  by  Investment  Corporation  and  "would  enable  millions  of  small  investors 
in  the  United  States,  to  participate  in  the  growth  of  effective  private  enter- 
_ prise  in  developing  nations  receiving  U.  S.  aid."  pp,  12047-8  _ 

Received  from  the/ktate  Dept,  a  "confidential  repork  on  dollar  grants  To" 

Iran  under  the  foreign  assistance  program."  p.  12037 

23.  UNEMPLOYMENT.  Sen.  Williams,  N. J. ,  urged  prompt  passage  of\S.  1991,  the 

proposed  Unemployment  Security  Amendments  Act  of  1965,  stating  that  this  bill 
"would  for  the  first  time  provide  unemployment  compensation  coverage  for  our 
Nation's  farmworkers."  p.  12051-2 

24.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Sen.  Miller  asked  prompt  action  on  S.  1861,  the  disaster 

relief  /ill,  and  stated  that  "inaction  by  the  White  House  on  our  disaster 
relief' bill  is  difficult  to  comprehend"  in  the  light  of  the  President 1 s 
requ/st  for  "an  extra  $89  million  in  foreign  aid."  pp.  12046-7 

25.  AWARDS .  Sen.  McCarthy  commended  and  inserted  a  speech  by  Sen.  Monroney  &,t 
/USDA' s  honor  awards  ceremony,  pp.  12076-7 
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,  FISCAL  POLICY.  Sen.  McCarthy  commended  and  inserted  a  speech  by  the  American 
Electric  Power  Co.  President  which  called  "a  vital  commentary  on  fiscal  poli^ 
id  the  balance-of -payments  problem."  pp.  12077-8 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

LUTION.  Rep.  Jones  inserted  Rep.  Monogan's  article,  "The  Coats  of 
ink  the  Evils  of  Water  Pollution:  State  Expenditures  Are  Clearly 


27.  WATER  P 
Combat 


Inadequate\"  pp,  A2846-7 

28.  HOUSING.  Rep. 'Barrett  inserted  an  article  endorsing  the  housing/and  urban 

renewal  proposals,  pp.  A2851-2 

Rep.  Clawson  inserted  an  article,  "GOP  Turns  Artillery  ory4fousing  Bill-- 
House  Republicans' jiope  to  Defeat  Rent  Subsidy  Plan."  p.  A2859 

29.  APPALACHIA.  Extension,  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Curtis  stating  /^hat  "justifiable 

criticism  has  been  leveled  against  the  Appalachian  plai /  for  failing  to  attack 
the  fundamental  causes  of  the  human  and  economic  poverty  of  the  region." 

P.  A2857  \  / 

30.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of  ren^rks  of  Rep.  Phiibin/expressing  concern  over  the 

prospect  of  inadequate  labor  to  complete  apple  kicking,  and  urging  the  Dept, 
of  Labor  to  give  renewed  attention  to  this  problem,  pp.  A2857-8 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Roybal  inserting  an  article,  "Welfare  Cost 
Drop  Laid  to  Cutoff  of  Braceros." \j?p.  A2870-1 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

31.  PERSONNEL.  S.  2082  by  Sen.  Javits,  to/prfc}vide  time  off  duty  for  Government 

employees  to  comply  with  religious  kDliganions  prescribed  by  religious 
denominations  of  which  such  employees  are  bhna  fide  members;  to  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee.  Remarks  of  autnor  p.  12044 

S.  2086  by  Sen.  Monroney,  to/provide  severance  pay  to  certain  officers  and 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 
Remarks  of  author  p.  12045 /  \ 

H.  R.  8747  by  Rep.  Robison,  to  correct  certain  inequities  with  respect  to 
the  granting  of  supervivor  annuities  under  the  Civil\Service  Retirement  Act  to 
certain  students;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 

H.  R.  8752  by  Rep.  Broyhill,  Va. ,  H.  R.  8759  by  Rep\Fulton,  Pa.,  H.  R.  8762 
by  Rep.  Halpern,  to  adjust  the  rates  of  basic  compensation  of  certain  officers 
and  employees  in  th<a  Federal  Government,  to  establish  the  federal  Salary  Review 
Commission;  to  Pose  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 

32.  TRANSPORTATION,  /h.  R.  8745  by  Rep.  Meeds,  to  amend  section  1  ClA)  (a)  of  the 

Interstate  Commerce  Act  to  insure  the  adequacy  of  the  national  railroad  freight 
car  supply; /to  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee.  Remarks,  of  author 
pp.  11966- 

33.  WHEAT.  W.  R.  8749  by  Rep.  Andrews,  N.  Dak.,  to  provide  for  a  voluntary, wheat 

certificate  program,  under  which  the  price  of  all  wheat  would  be  supported  at 
not  Less  than  $2  per  bushel;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 


34.  FEEDS;  FIBERS.  H.  R.  8753  by  Rep.  Callan,  to  authorize  the  President  to  mail 
'ain  reserve  inventories  feeds,  and  fibers;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 
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ey  will  win  this  fight,”  he  said,  “and 
the  Waited  States  of  America  is  going  to  help 
them  ^dn  it.” 

But,  Xe  said,  there  is  a  much  more  pro¬ 
found  struggle  going  on  in  South  Vietnam, 
where  the  iffe  expectancy  is  only  35  years  as 
poverty  and\eglect  “take  their  inevitable  toll 
in  human  life\ 

"We  think  that  these  are  the  common 
enemies  of  man.  in  South  Vietnam,”  he 
added.  They  wer\  there  before  the  aggres¬ 
sor  struck.  They\>f  course  will  be  there 
when  aggression  is  completely  gone. 

“These  enemies,  too\we  are  committed  to 
help  defeat.” 

MEDICAL  AID  'iN.ANS 

As  part  of  the  medical  aid  phase  of  the 
program,  the  President  said  members  of  the 
American  Medical  Association,  have  agreed 
to  try  to  recruit  approximately^  0  surgeons 
and  specialists. 

“We  are  particularly  very  mucft.  in  need 
of  plastic  surgeons,”  he  said,  “to  go \o  Viet¬ 
nam  to  help  (heal)  the  wounds  of  v«ir,  as 
well  as  (specialists)  to  help  with  the  ravages 
of  unchecked  disease.” 

His  message  to  Congress  allotted  $7 
lion  of  the  $89  million  requested  to  hel( 
provide  improved  medical  and  surgical  serv¬ 
ices,  especially  in  the  more  remote  areas  of 
Vietnam,  Laos,  and  Thailand. 

He  said  he  hopes  that  “when  peace  comes, 
our  medical  assistance  can  be  expanded  and 
made  available  to  the  sick  and  wounded  of 
the  area  without  regard  to  political  com¬ 
mitment.” 

The  biggest  single  chunk  of  the  extra  aid 
fund — $45  million — would  be  allotted  to 
finance  increasing  imports  of  iron,  steel, 
chemicals,  pesticides,  drugs,  trucks,  and 
other  essential  goods  necessary  for  a  growing 
civilian  economy  in  South  Vietnam,  the  Pres¬ 
ident  said.  He  explained  that  this  would 
provide  materials  for  urgently  needed  low- 
cost  housing  as  well  as  to  expand  factory 
production. 

Another  $5  million  would  be  used  to  sup¬ 
port  electrification  cooperatives  near  three 
provincial  towns  in  South  Vietnam,  bringing 
the  benefits  of  low-cost  electricity  to  more 
than  200,000  Vietnamese. 

MEKONG  PROJECT 

Approximately  $19  million  would  be  ear¬ 
marked  as  the  first  installment  of  the  U.S. 
contribution  to  accelerated  development  of 
the  Mekong  River  Basin  project.  It  would 
take  care  of  half  the  cost  of  building  the 
Nam  Ngum  Dam,  providing  power  to  smal! 
industry  and  lights  for  thousands  of  hi 
in  northeast  Thailand  and  Laos. 

About  $6  million  would  be  used  to 
people  in  building  roads,  dams,  and/ other 
village  projects  in  Thailand  and 

The  remaining  $7  million,  the /President 
said,  would  supplement  the  present  program 
of  agricultural  development  /nd  support 
additional  Government  services  in  all  three 
countries. 

He  described  the  proposed  $89  million  ap 
propriation  as  just  the  beginning  of  the  U.S. 
part  in  helping  to  harness  the  resources  of 
all  southeast  Asia  for/the  benefit  of  all  its 
people. 

“Our  role  will  bsf  vital,”  he  said,  “but  we 
hope  that  all  oyAer  industrialized  nations, 
including  the  Soviet  Union,  will  participate.” 

U.S.  leadership  in  such  a  program,  he  de¬ 
clared,  “is  th/only  way  that  I  know  in  which 
we  can  reaflly  win,  not  only  the  military 
battle  against  aggression,  but  the  wider  war 
for  the  f/'eedom  and  for  progress  of  all  man.” 

The /President  refused  to  say  whether  he 
woulp  order  U.S.  troops  into  combat  in  South 
Vietnam  in  the  event  of  an  invasion  from 
Communist  North  Vietnam.  Rebuking  his 
ress  conference  questioner,  he  said,  “I  don’t 
that  I  can  do  you  any  good,  the  country 
any  good,  or  myself  any  good,  by  suggesting 
future  operational  plans.” 


He  also  appeared  to  be  taking  a  slam  at 
some  critics  of  his  Vietnam  policy  when  he 
said,  “I  am  glad  that  I  live  in  a  nation  where 
in  the  midst  of  conflict,  when  men  are  dying 
to  preserve  our  freedom  that  our  citizens  still 
do  not  fear  to  exercise  it — and  I  can  assure 
you  that  they  do  exercise  it.” 

He  said  he  hopes  that  every  American  will 
always  exercise  the  right  of  free  speech 
guaranteed  by  the  Constitution.  But  he 
added,  “I  would  prefer,  of  course,  that  it  be 
constructive  and  that  it  be  responsible.” 

He  said  said  he  believed  that  public  dis¬ 
cussion  of  foreign  policy  generally  has  been 
responsible,  and  that  his  administration 
“profits  from  the  suggestions  and  recom¬ 
mendations  from  leaders  in  other  branches 
of  government,  from  men  who  occupy  public 
platforms,  from  general  discussion.” 

Asking  about  the  current  flareup  of  fight¬ 
ing  in  Vietnam,  he  said  such  an  outbreak 
had  been  anticipated  at  this  season.  He  said 
there  had  been  a  "serious  engagement”  in 
the  last  few  hours,  with  heavy  losses  by  the 
South  Vietnamese. 

Addressing  the  U.N.  General  Assembly  in 
San  Francisco  late  this  month,  the  Prest 
dent  said  the  United  Nations  founding  meei 
ings  there  20  years  ago  created  “a  great  i 
^strumentality  for  international  cooperation” 
/hich  has  “helped  to  avert  catastrophe  in 
this  century.” 


ESTABLISHMENT  OP  A  PEACE  BY 
INVESTMENT  CORPORATION 

AMENDMENT  NO.  230 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  for  printing  under  the  rule, 
and  appropirate  reference,  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  foreign  aid  authorization 
bill,  S.  1837. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed, 
and  will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  is  offered  for  the  purpose  of 
incorporating  a  plan  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  Peace  by  Investment  Corp¬ 
oration,  very  much  like  Comsat,  in  the 
foreign  aid  field.  It  follows  legislation 
which  I  have  introduced  in  the  87th  and 
88th  Congresses,  and  which  was  intro¬ 
duced  this  year  as  S.  1992,  with  the  spon¬ 
sorship  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper],  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott], 

The  so-called  Peace  by  Investment 
Corporation  which  would  be  created 
under  this  amendment  would  enable  mil¬ 
lions  of  small  investors  in  the  United 
States  to  participate  in  the  growth  of 
effective  private  enterprise  in  developing 
nations  receiving  U.S.  aid.  It  is  designed 
to  expand  by  $2.5  billion  the  flow  of  U.S. 
private  investment  to  developing  coun¬ 
tries.  Initial  and  temporary  funds  for 
the  Peace  by  Investment  Corporation 
tataling  $50  million  would  be  subscribed 
to  by  the  U.S.  Government  through  the 
Treasury  Department.  The  Corpora¬ 
tion  would  also  be  authorized  to  borrow 
a  total  of  $300  million  from  the  Treasury 
during  the  first  6  years  of  its  operation, 
while  it  was  an  agency  of  the  United 
States.  These  initial  subscriptions  and 
borrowings  would  be  retired  with  funds 
obtained  from  millions  of  small  invest¬ 
ors — as  was  done  in  the  case  of 
Comsat — through  the  sale  of  stock  at 
a  price  of  $5  per  share.  Upon  retire¬ 


ment  of  the  basic  portion  of  the  original 
investment  in  the  project  by  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  the  Corporation  would  go  through 
an  orderly  transition  from  an  agency  of 
the  United  States  to  private  operation 
and  management. 

In  the  4  years  since  the  idea  was  first 
promulgated,  this  proposal  has  been 
analyzed .  by  the  executive  branch,  by 
business  and  other  groups,  and  in  my 
view,  the  measure  in  its  present  form 
meets  all  objections  raised  against  it 
successfully. 

I  believe  that  this  amendment  would 
provide  new  initiative  in  the  foreign  aid 
field,  whch  is  so  hungry  for  new  ideas, 
and  for  new  approaches  to  do  the  things 
which  international  economic  institu¬ 
tions  and  private  enterprise  have  not 
been  able  to  do.  Ths  proposal,  heavily 
premised  upon  private  enterprise,  could 
fill  this  void,  at  least  in  part. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  very  much  that 
the  amendment  will  receive  the  serious 
and  considered  attention  of  all  Sena¬ 
tors. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  an  analysis  of  the 
amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Section-bt-Section  Analysis  Presented  by 
Mr.  Javits 

Section  1  sets  forth  the  purposes  of  the 
bill  which  are  to  establish  and  expand 
people -to-people  relationships  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  field;  to  encourage  an  expanded  flow 
of  private  capital  investment  from  the  United 
States  into  economically  sound  enterprises 
in  underdeveloped  areas  of  the  world  in  the 
interest  of  world  peace  through  mutual  eco¬ 
nomic  progress;  to  enlarge  the  number  of 
private  investors  participating  in  this  flow 
of  capital  so  as  to  forge  more  direct  links 
among  the  people  of  the  world,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Section  2  defines  the  basic  functions  of  the 
Corporation  which  are  (1)  to  serve  as  an 
equity,  investment  agency  which  would  make 
available  funds  of  a  private  capital  nature, 
to  assist  in  the  financing  of  economic  devel¬ 
opment  projects;  (2)  to  act  as  an  investment 
trust;  (3)  to  establish  an  insurance  system 
designed  to  protect  all  or  part  of  the  out¬ 
standing  oversea  investments  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  against  loss  arising  from  any  cause, 
including  but  not  limited  to  political  or  mili¬ 
tary  events;  and  (4)  to  establish  a  second 
insurance  system  to  protect  against  loss  for 
specific  causes,  not  including  mismanage¬ 
ment,  all  or  part  of  the  outstanding  invest¬ 
ments  of  private  investors  other  than  the 
Corporation  in  any  oversea  undertaking  eligi¬ 
ble  for  financial  assistance  by  the  Corpora¬ 
tion. 

Section  3  establishes  basic  criteria  for  the 
investment  program  of  the  Corporation.  As 
a  necessary  condition  for  making  such  in¬ 
vestments  the  Corporation  would  have  to 
find  that  such  project  met  sound  economic 
criteria.  The  Corporation  would  also  be  re¬ 
quired  to  obtain  the  views  of  the  country  in 
which  the  affected  enterprise  would  be  lo¬ 
cated.  A  further  criterion  of  assistance 
would  be  that  loan  financing  or  equity  as¬ 
sistance  would  not  take  the  place  of  funds 
which  would  otherwise  flow  readily  for  the 
same  purpose.  Findings  would  also  be  nec¬ 
essary  that  the  investment  program  in  gen¬ 
eral  was  consistent  with  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  to  maintain  maximum  employ¬ 
ment,  production,  and  purchasing  power 
within  the  domestic  economy;  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  general  was  consistent  with  the  pro¬ 
motion  of  a  satisfactory  balance-of-payments 
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position  for  the  United.  States;  and  that  the 
program  in  general  was  in  accord  with  the 
general  international  economic  and  polit¬ 
ical  policies  of  the  United  States. 

Section  4  sets  forth  the  means  to  provide 
basic  financing  of  the  Corporation.  Subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  states  that  to  provide  initial  and 
temporary  capital  funds  for  its  operations, 
the  Corporation  would  be  authorized  to  issue 
class  A  stock  of  50  shares  of  par  value  of 
$1  million  per  share  totaling  $50  million. 
This  class  A  stock  would  be  subscribed  to  by 
the  U.S.  Government  through  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury. 

Subsection  (b)  authorizes  the  Corporation 
to  offer  for  public  sale  500  million  shares  of 
class  B  stock  at  par  value  of  $5  a  share  pro¬ 
vided  that  not  more  than  250  million  shares 
of  this  class  B  stock  in  the  aggregate,  nor 
more  than  75  million  shares  in  any  one  year 
shall  be  sold  so  long  as  the  Corporation  re¬ 
mains  an  agency  of  the  United  States. 

Subsection  (c)  authorizes  the  Corporation 
to  issue  from  time  to  time,  by  purchase  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  its  notes, 
debentures,  bonds,  or  other  obligations  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  issue  of  such  obligation  shall 
not  exceed  $60  million  in  any  one  year  nor 
shall  the  aggregate  amount  of  such  obliga¬ 
tions  outstanding  at  any  one  time  exceed 
$300  million,  nor  shall  any  such  obligations 
be  issued  more  than  6  years  from  the  date  of 
the  first  issue,  nor  shall  any  such  obligations 
be  issued  except  so  long  as  the  Corporation 
remains  an  agency  of  the  United  States. 
Such  obligations  would  be  interest  bearing 
and  would  have  varied  maturities  not  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  20  years,  with  provision  for  retirement 
before  maturity. 

Subsection  (d)  provides  that  one-fifth  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  class  B  stock 
be  earmarked  in  a  special  fund  for  the  re¬ 
tirement  of  the  class  A  stock  which  would 
have  to  be  retired  in  full  within  6  years  or 
less  from  the  date  of  original  issue  of  class  B 
stock. 

Subsection  (e)  states  that  except  as  other¬ 
wise  provided  in  section  4  of  this  bill,  all 
funds  available  to  the  Corporation  pursuant 
to  this  section,  and  as  earnings  from  its  oper¬ 
ations,  shall  be  available  for  its  general  pur¬ 
poses  under  the  act. 

Section  5  describes  the  form  of  initial  man¬ 
agement  of  the  Corporation. 

Subsection  (a)  provides  that  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  shall  be  an  independent  agency  of  the 
United  States,  until  the  conditions  set  forth 
in  section  6  of  the  act  are  fully  met. 

Subsection  (b)  states  that  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  Corporation  during  its  existence 
as  an  agency  of  the  United  States  would  con¬ 
sist  of  a  Board  of  Directors  of  15  members 
consisting  of  a  President,  and  Executive  Vice 
President  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  and  five  members  appointed 
from  private  life  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  all  with  the  advice  and  eon- 
sent  of  the  Senate;  four  members  appointed 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States  from 
various  U.S.  agencies  concerned  with  inter¬ 
national  economic  developments;  and  the 
Secretaries  of  State,  Treasury,  Commerce, 
and  Labor,  serving  ex  officio. 

Subsections  (c)  through  (i)  provide  for 
the  election  of  a  Chairman,  designation  of  an 
Executive  Committee,  the  compensation  of 
the  Board,  the  President  of  the  Corporation, 
and  the  Executive  Vice  President  and  au¬ 
thorized  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  appoint  an  Advisory  Committee  to  the 
Board. 

Section  6  establishes  a  method  of  transfer 
of  the  Corporation  to  private  ownership  and 
management.  “When  the  class  A  stock  of 
the  Corporation  has  been  retired  in  full 
within  the  period  6  years  or  less  provided 
in  section  4(d)  of  this  act,  the  Board  shall 
transmit  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  for  submission  to  the  Congress,  rec¬ 
ommendations  for  such  legislation  as  may 
be  necessary  to  provide  for  the  orderly  transi¬ 


tion  of  the  Corporation  from  an  agency  of 
the  United  States  to  a  corporation  under 
private  ownership  and  management,  includ¬ 
ing  (1)  appropriate  provision  for  transfer  to 
the  owners  of  the  outstanding  class  B  stock 
of  the  Corporation,  the  assets  and  liabilities 
of  the  Corporation,  (2)  appropriate  provision 
for  vesting  in  such  owners  of  class  B  stock 
the  exclusive  voting  power  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  originally  vested  in  the  owners  of  class 
A  stock,  with  each  owner  of  class  B  stock 
being  thereupon  entitled  to  one  vote  per 
share,  and  (3)  such  additional  provisions  as 
may  be  necessary  to  protect  any  outstanding 
investments  in  the  Corporation  by  the  United 
States :  Provided,  That  the  President,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  such  submission  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  shall  also  provide  recommendations 
as  to  whether  a  sufficient  portion  of  the  ob¬ 
ligations  purchased  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  pursuant  to  section  4(c)  of  this 
act  have  been  retired  to  justify  the  transfer 
of  the  Corporation  from  public  to  private 
ownership  and  management. 

“(b)  In  connection  with  such  transfer,  a 
complete  and  final  accounting  shall  be  made 
by  the  Corporation  and  the  Government,  at 
which  time  the  Government  shall  receive 
reasonable  compensation  for  all  Government 
services  rendered  the  Corporation.” 

Section  7  establishes  general  corporate 
powers  and  duties  for  the  Corporation. 

Section  8  sets  up  penal  provisions. 

Section  9  calls  for  periodic  reports  to  the 
Congress. 

Section  10  authorizies  the  Corporation  to 
make  certain  studies. 

Section  11  provides  that  this  act  may  be 
cited  as  the  Peace  by  Investment  Corpora™ 
tion  Act  of  1965. 
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Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.President,  I  invite 
the  attention  of  the\jfenate  to  a  new  in¬ 
ternational  effort  Us encourage  economic 
cooperation  between  Greece  and  Turkey. 

While  there  is  great  public  attention 
focused  on  Gr^ek-TurkishStensions  over 
Cyprus  we  must  not  lose  sight  of  the  all- 
important  area  where  Greeeevand  Tur¬ 
key  could/cooperate  most  effectively  and 
profitably  with  what  could  be  N'a  most 
healthy  effect  on  the  political  climate  of 
the  whole  region.  The  recent  agreement 
of  tile  Greek  and  Turkish  Foreign 
is^ers  at  the  May  meeting  of  the  NA' 
mreign  Ministers’  Conference  in  London' 
rto  seek  a  peaceful  solution  to  their  dif¬ 
ferences  over  Cyprus  has  added  an  im¬ 
portant  impetus  to  this  effort. 

With  the  support  of  the  delegates  of 
Turkey  and  Greece  to  the  Economic 
Committee  of  the  NATO  Parliamentari¬ 
ans’  Conference,  of  which  I  was  then 
Chairman,  the  effort  to  encourage  closer 
economic  cooperation  between  the  two 
countries  got  underway  during  the 
spring  of  1964.  It  was  dictated  by  the 
fact  that  both  these  countries  were  the 
less  developed  countries  among  the  15 
NATO  nations  and  that  NATO  countries 
should  also  help  their  own. 

On  May  24,  1965,  the  effort  moved  into 
high  gear  with  the  organization  of  a  non¬ 
governmental  International  Advisory 
Commission  on  Greek-Turkish  Economic 
Cooperation,  at  a  breakfast  meeting  held 
at  the  Ritz  Hotel  in  Paris.  The  meeting 
was  attended  by  62  representatives  of 
Turkish,  Greek,  United  States,  and  Euro¬ 
pean  business,  banks  and  foundations, 
as  well  as  observers  from  international 
organizations  and  members  of  the  Spe¬ 


cial  Committee  on  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  in  Less  Developed  NATO  Countrie 
of  which  I  am  Chairman,  which  was 
tablished  in  November  1964  to  oveji 
this  project  on  behalf  of  the  15-njftion 
NATO  Parliamentarians’  Conference.  I 
had  the  honor  to  chair  the  breakfast, 
assisted  by  the  two  Vice  Chairmen  of  the 
Special  Committee;  Alexander  Spanorri- 
gas,  member  of  the  Greeks  Parliament 
and  presently  Deputy  Minister  of  Com¬ 
merce  of  Greece,  and/ Kasim  Gulek, 
prominent  member  oy  the  Grand  Na¬ 
tional  Assembly  of  TVrkey. 

The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  nature  oytUe  effort  to  the  busi¬ 
ness  community  Xf  NATO  countries  and 
to  seek  their  support  in  implementing  it. 
The  reaction  to  the  project  was  enthusi¬ 
astic  which /hows  every  promise  of  pro¬ 
ceeding  ah/ng  the  same  lines  which  made 
the  AD  EL  A  Investment  Company  such 
a  great/success  for  Latin  America.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  breakfast  meeting 
an  Executive  Committee  of  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Advisory  Commission  was  estab¬ 
lished  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  Commission 
between  meetings. 

A  brief  history  of  the  project  is  as  fol¬ 
lows;  In  the  spring  of  1964  the  Economic 
Committee  of  the  NATO  Parliamentari¬ 
ans’  Conference  agreed  that  an  effort  un¬ 
der  its  sponsorship  to  bring  about  eco¬ 
nomic  cooperation  between  Greece  and 
Turkey  could  make  a  significant  contri¬ 
bution  to  development  and  peace  in  the 
'"southeastern  European  anchor  of  NATO. 
Consequently,  the  Committee  requested 
that  an  extended  study  be  made  of  spe¬ 
cific  areas  where  cooperative  ventures 
between  the  two  countries  would  be  fea¬ 
sible  and  practical.  With  the  support  of 
the  Louis  G.  Cowan  Foundation  and  the 
Atlantic  Institute  in  Paris,  an  American 
and  a  European  scholar  undertook  a 
brief  study  of  the  feasibility  of  such  a 
study  under  present  circumstances. 

These  initial  studies,  which  were  com¬ 
pleted  in  September  1964,  concluded  that 
cooperation  between  the  two  countries 
was  feasible — despite  tensions  caused  by 
Cyprus — in  such  fields  as  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Evros — Maritsa — River 
Valley — which  constitutes  the  borderline 
between  the  two  countries  in  Thrace — 
tourism;  the  joint  marketing  of  fruits 
and  vegetables  in  northern  Europe ;  and 
fishing,  particularly  involving  conserva- 
tiorrproblems,  the  improvement  of  fish¬ 
ing  methods.  Other  fields  may  include 
culturahnnd  educational  cooperation. 

I  visited  Greece  and  Turkey  last  No¬ 
vember  ami  held  extensive  conversations 
with  political,  business  and  academic 
leaders  thereS.  I  was  assured  of  their 
close  cooperation.  The  reaction  of  lead¬ 
ers  of  such  international  organizations 
as  the  OECD  andNNATO  has  also  been 
most  favorable.  I  reported  this  to  the 
plenary  session  of  therNATO  Parliamen¬ 
tarians’  Conference  in 'Paris  during  the 
week  of  November  16,  1964  which  ap¬ 
proved  the  project  and  created  a  special 
committee  to  implement  it.  1.  was  elected 
chairman.  Alexander  Spanhrrigas,  of 
Greece,  and  Kasim  Gulek,  of  Turkey,  are 
Vice  Chairmen.  T.  E.  WesterterK  of  the 
Netherlands  is  rapporteur. 

On  March  26,  1965,  the  Ford  For 
tion  approved  a  $150,000  grant  to  finance 
a  major  part  of  the  cost  of  the  studie 
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AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Javits  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
add  the  following: 

1  Part  V 

2  PEACE  BY  INVESTMENT  CORPORATION 

3  General  Purposes 

4  Sec.  501.  The  recent  establishment  of  the  “Peace  Corps” 

5  reflects  growing  realization  that  governments  and  diplomatic 

6  relations  alone  cannot  bring  enduring  peace,  without  the  con- 

7  solidation  and  expansion  of  people-to-people  relationships. 

8  Economic  relationships  are  fundamental  to  human  relation- 

9  ships,  and  private  economic  endeavors  are  inseparable 
10  from  systems  of  human  freedom.  This  measure  is  designed 
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to  establish  and  expand  people-to-people  relationships 
in  the  economic  field;  to  encourage  an  expanded  flow  of 
private  capital  investment  from  the  United  States  into 
economically  sound  enterprises  in  underdeveloped  areas  of 
the  world  in  the  interest  of  world  peace  through  mutual  eco¬ 
nomic  progress;  to  enlarge  the  number  of  private  investors 
participating  in  this  flow  of  capital  so  as  to  forge  more  direct 
links  among  the  peoples  of  the  world ;  to  reduce  gradually 
thereby  the  need  for  United  States  public  investment  and 
grants  overseas;  to  help  redirect  the  total  flow  of  capital 
from  the  United  States  so  that  increasing  portions  of  this 
total  flow  go  to  the  underdeveloped  areas,  and  thus  be  in 
better  harmony  with  the  domestic  economic  needs  of  the 
United  States  and  the  effective  management  of  its  interna¬ 
tional  balance-of-payments  problems. 

PEACE  BY  INVESTMENT  CORPORATION :  BASIC  FUNCTIONS 
Sec.  502.  There  is  hereby  established  a  Peace  by  In¬ 
vestment  Corporation  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Corpo¬ 
ration)  with  the  following  basic  functions  in  accord  with  the 
purposes  of  this  part: 

(1)  As  an  equity  investment  agency,  to  purchase  the 
securities  and  obligations  of,  or  make  loans  to  (a)  any  un¬ 
derdeveloped  country  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  (b) 
any  public  agency  or  instrumentality  of  any  such  country, 
or  (c)  any  private  or  semiprivate  firm,  corporation,  or  asso- 
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ciation  doing  or  intending  to  do  business  wholly  or  mainly 
in  any  such  country  or  countries  for  the  purpose  of  financing 
or  assisting  in  financing  any  undertaking  to  expand  such  in¬ 
dustrial,  mining,  construction,  or  agricultural  activity  in  such 
country  or  countries  as  will,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion,  further  the  purposes  of  this  part; 

(2)  As  an  investment  trust,  to  purchase  minor  stock 
interests  in  enterprises  in  the  United  States  already  in  being 
under  effective  management  and  engaged  substantially  in  in¬ 
vestment  in  underdeveloped  countries,  to  the  extent  that  such 
purchases  are  clearly  desirable  in  conducting  the  financial 
functions  of  the  Corporation  on  a  sound  and  prudent  basis; 

(3)  To  establish  an  insurance  system,  on  an  actuarially 
sound  basis  including  such  premiums  as  are  required,  de¬ 
signed  to  protect  all  or  part  of  the  outstanding  investments 
under  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  section  against  loss  arising  from 
any  cause,  including  but  not  limited  to  political  or  military 
events ; 

(4)  To  establish  a  second  insurance  system  (distinct 
from  that  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  of  this  section),  on 
an  actuarially  sound  basis  including  such  premiums  as  are 
required,  designed  to  protect  against  loss  for  specified  causes, 
not  including  mismanagement,  all  or  part  of  the  outstanding 
investments  of  private  investors  (other  than  the  Corpora- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


4 


tion)  in  any  undertaking  eligible  for  financial  assistance 
under  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  section. 

BASIC  CRITERIA  FOR  INVESTMENT  PROGRAM 

Sec.  503.  In  carrying  forward  the  investment  program 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  of  section  502  of  this  part,  the 
Corporation  shall  he  guided  by  these  basic  criteria,  and  shall 
make  appropriate  findings  accordingly: 

(1)  That  each  specific  investment  is  in  furtherance  of 
an  undertaking  which  is  economically  sound,  actually  or  po¬ 
tentially  profitable,  and  consistent  with  the  sound  long-range 
economic  development  of  ,the  country  in  which  it  is  located ; 

(2)  That  the  country  in  which  the  undertaking  is  lo¬ 
cated  shall  have  had  full  information  with  respect  to  it  and 
opportunity  to  express  a  judgment  as  to  its  desirability; 

(3)  That  the  investment  is  not  in  competition  with  nor 
duplicative  of  other  private  investment  programs  or  other 
public  programs  of  the  United  States  or  of  international 
agencies  which  give  reasonable  promise  of  accomplishing 
comparable  results  in  accord  wi.th  the  purposes  of  this  part; 

(4)  That  each  investment,  taking  into  account  the 
country  in  which  it  is  located,  is  in  accord  with  the  general 
international  economic  and  political  policies  of  the  United 
States ; 

(5)  That  the  investment  program  in  general  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  short-range  and  long-range  policy  of  the 
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United  States  to  maintain  maximum  employment,  produc¬ 
tion,  and  purchasing  power  within  the  domestic  economy; 

(6)  That  the  investment  program  in  general  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  short-range  and  long-range  need  of  the 
United  States  to  maintain  a  satisfactory  balance-of-pay- 
ments  position; 

(7)  That  the  investment  program  in  general,  and  in 
its  specific  applications,  is  mutually  beneficial  to  the  country 
to  which  the  investment  flows  and  country  from  which  it 
emanates,  taking  into  account  not  only  purely  economic 
considerations  hut  also  consideration  of  human  improve¬ 
ment  under  free  institutions. 

BASIC  FINANCING  OF  PEACE  BY  INVESTMENT  CORPORATION 
Sec.  504.  (a)  The  Corporation  shall  have  a  capital  stock 
consisting  in  part  of  fifty  shares  of  par  value  of  $1,000,000 
per  share  of  class  A  stock,  which  shall  he  the  only  stock 
of  the  Corporation  having  voting  power  so  long  as  any 
of  it  is  outstanding.  This  class  A  stock  shall  he  sub¬ 
scribed  to  by  the  United  States  Government.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  use  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any 
securities  issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as 
amended,  for  the  purpose  of  such  subscriptions,  and  the  pur¬ 
poses  for  which  securities  may  be  issued  under  such  Act  are 
extended  to  include  such  subscription.  Payment  under  this 
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paragraph  to  the  Corporation  for  the  subscription  of  the 
United  States  and  repayments  thereof  shall  he  treated  as 
public  debt  transactions  of  the  United  States.  Certificates 
evidencing  stock  ownership  by  the  United  States  shall  he 
issued  by  the  Corporation  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  or  to  such  other  person  or  persons  as  he  may  designate 
from  time  to  time.  Neither  the  provisions  of  the  Securities 
Act  of  1933,  as  amended,  nor  the  provisions  of  the  Securities 
Exchange  Act  of  1934,  as  amended,  shall  apply  to  the 
Corporation  or  to  the  original  issue  of  its  securities  while 
class  A  stock  is  outstanding. 

(b)  The  Corporation  is  authorized  to  increase  its  capital 
stock  by  offering  for  public  sale  five  hundred  million  shares 
of  class  B  stock  at  par  value  of  $5  per  share.  This  stock  shall 
he  placed  on  public  sale  to  net  the  Corporation  $5  per  share, 
with  an  override  not  exceeding  30  cents  per  share  to  cover 
distribution  costs:  Provided,  That  not  more  than  two  hundred 
and  fifty  million  shares  of  this  class  B  stock  in  the  aggregate, 
nor  more  than  seventy-five  million  shares  in  any  one  year, 
shall  he  sold  so  long  as  the  Corporation  remains  an  agency  of 
the  United  States  as  provided  in  section  505  (a)  of  this  part. 
The  Corporation,  with  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury,  shall  by  regulation  determine  the  maximum  amount  of 
such  class  B  stock  which  may  be  held  at  any  time  by  any 
individual,  and  the  maximum  amount  which  may  be  held  at 
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any  time  by  business  enterprises  and  other  organizations  of 
various  types  and  sizes. 

(c)  The  Corporation  is  authorized  to  issue  from  time 
to  time,  for  purchase  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  its 
notes,  debentures,  bonds,  or  other  obligations:  Provided, 
That  the  issue  of  such  obligations  shall  not  exceed  $60,- 
000,000  in  any  one  year,  nor  shall  the  aggregate  amount  of 
such  obligations  outstanding  at  any  one  time  exceed  $300,- 
000,000,  nor  shall  any  such  obligations  be  issued  more  than 
six  years  from  the  date  of  the  first  issue,  nor  shall  any  such 
obligations  be  issued  except  so  long  as  the  Corporation  re¬ 
mains  an  agency  of  the  United  States  as  provided  in  section 
505  (a)  of  this  part.  Such  obligations  shall  have  such  varied 
maturities,  not  in  excess  of  twenty  years,  as  may  he  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Corporation  with  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  with  periodic  retirement  of  each 
obligation  commencing  in  the  first  year  subsequent  to  its  orig¬ 
inal  issue:  Provided,  That  an}^  such  obligations  may  be  re¬ 
tired  at  the  option  of  the  Corporation  before  maturity  in 
such  manner  as  may  be  stipulated  therein.  Each  obligation 
purchased  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall,  so  long  as 
the  Corporation  remains  an  agency  of  the  United  States,  bear 
interest  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  current  average  rate  on 
outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the  United  States  as 
of  the  last  day  of  the  month  preceding  the  issuance  of  such 
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obligation ;  and  when  the  Corporation  is  no  longer  an  agency 
of  the  United  States,  as  provided  in  section  506  of  this  part, 
each  such  obligation  shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per 
centum  per  annum.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  au¬ 
thorized  for  the  purpose  of  this  subsection  to  use  as  a  public- 
debt  transaction  the  proceeds  of  any  securities  issued  after 
July  31,  1945,  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as 
amended,  and  the  purposes  for  which  securities  may  be  issued 
under  that  Act  are  extended  to  include  such  purpose.  Pay¬ 
ment  by  the  Treasury  under  this  subsection  of  the  purchase 
price  of  such  obligations  of  the  Corporation  and  repayment 
thereof  by  the  Corporation  shall  be  treated  as  public-debt 
transactions  of  the  United  States. 

(d)  One-fifth  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  class  B  stock 
issued  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall  be  set 
aside  by  the  Corporation  in  a  special  fund  to  be  established 
by  the  Corporation.  This  special  fund  shall  be  utilized 
( 1 )  to  retire  fully,  within  a  period  of  six  years  or  less  from 
the  initial  issuance  of  such  class  B  stock,  the  class  A  stock 
of  the  Corporation  issued  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  and  (2)  to  retire  fully  the  obligations  issued  under 
subsection  (c)  of  this  section  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
retirement  contained  in  such  obligations.  This  special  fund 
shall  be  invested  or  reinvested  by  the  Corporation  in  interest- 
bearing  obligations  of  the  United  States  or  in  obligations 
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guaranteed  as  to  interest  and  principal  by  the  United  States: 
Provided ,  That  when  the  class  A  stock  of  the  Corporation 
and  the  obligations  issued  under  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section  shall  have  been  retired  in  full,  any  balance  remaining 
in  this  special  fund  shall  be  merged  with  other  funds  of  the 
Corporation  obtained  through  the  sale  of  class  B  stock  and 
shall  thereupon  be  available  for  the  general  purposes  of  this 
part. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  all 
funds  available  to  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  this  section, 
and  as  earnings  from  its  operations,  shall  be  available  for  its 
general  purposes  under  this  part. 

INITIAL  MANAGEMENT  OF  PEACE  BY  INVESTMENT 

CORPORATION 

Sec.  505.  (a)  Until  the  conditions  set  forth  in  section 
506  of  this  part  are  fully  met,  the  Corporation  shall  be  an  in¬ 
dependent  agency  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  management  of  the  Corporation  during  its 
existence  as  an  agency  of  the  United  States  shall  consist  of 
a  Board  of  Directors  (herein  referred  to  as  the  Board) , 
composed  of  (1)  five  members  appointed  from  private  life 
bv  the  President  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate, 
who  shall  collectively  possess  broad  experience  in  various 
areas  of  economic  endeavor;  (2)  the  Secretary  of  State,  the 
Arndt.  No.  230 - 2 
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Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  to  serve  ex  officio;  (3)  four  mem¬ 
bers  to  be  appointed  by  the  President  from  various  United 
States  agencies  concerned  with  international  economic  de¬ 
velopment;  and  (4)  a  president  and  Executive  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Corporation,  as  set  forth  below,  who  may  be 
appointed  from  private  life  or  from  public  service.  All 
members,  except  those  serving  ex  officio,  shall  serve  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  President. 

(c)  The  Board  shall  elect  a  Chairman  from  among  its 
members.  Any  vacancy  in  the  Board  shall  not  affect  its 
powers,  but  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  original 
appointment.  A  majority  of  the  Directors  shall  constitute 
a  quorum,  and  action  shall  be  taken  only  by  a  majority  vo.te 
of  those  present. 

(d)  The  Board  shall  designate  an  executive  committee 
of  seven  members,  not  more  than  two  of  whom  (exclusive 
of  the  President  and  Executive  Vice  President  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration)  shall  be  members  appointed  from  private  life. 
The  executive  committee  shall  perform  the  functions  and 
exercise  the  powers  of  the  Board  at  such  times  and  to  such 
extent  as  shall  be  provided  in  the  bylaws  of  the  Corporation. 

(e)  Members  of  the  Board  appointed  from  private  life 
shall  receive  $100  per  diem  when  engaged  in  the  actual 
performance  of  their  duties,  plus  reimbursement  for  neces- 
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sary  travel,  subsistence,  and  other  expenses  incurred  by 
them  in  the  performance  of  such  duties. 

(f)  There  shall  be  a  President  of  the  Corporation,  to 
be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  who  shall  receive  a  salary  at  the 
rate  of  $28,500  per  annum,  and  who  shall  serve  as  chief 
executive  officer  of  the  Corporation,  as  a  member  of  the 
executive  committee,  and  as  a  member  of  the  Board.  The 
President  of  the  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  the 
bylaws,  appoint  such  officers  and  employees  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  conduct  of  the  business  of  the  Corporation,  de¬ 
fine  their  duties,  and  fix  their  compensation. 

(g)  There  shall  be  an  Executive  Vice  President  of  the 
Corporation,  to  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  who  shall  receive  a 
salary  at  the  rate  of  $27,000  per  annum.  The  Executive 
Vice  President  shall  serve  as  President  of  the  Corporation 
during  the  absence  or  disability  of  the  President  thereof  or 
in  the  event  of  a  vacancy  in  such  office. 

(h)  No  director,  officer,  attorney,  agent,  or  employee 
of  the  Corporation  shall  in  any  manner,  directly  or  indirectly, 
participate  in  the  deliberation  upon  or  the  determination  of 
any  question  affecting  his  personal  interests,  or  the  interests 
of  any  government,  corporation,  partnership,  or  association 
in  which  he  is  directly  or  indirectly  personally  interested. 
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(i)  The  President  may  also  appoint  an  advisory  com¬ 
mittee  to  the  Board,  composed  of  individuals  drawn  from 
private  and  public  life  outside  of  the  United  States,  who  need 
not  be  citizens  or  residents  of  the  United  States. 
transfer  of  peace  by  investment  corporation  to 

PRIVATE  OWNERSHIP  AND  MANAGEMENT 

Sec.  506.  (a)  When  the  class  A  stock  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  been  retired  in  full  within  the  period  of  six  years  or 
less  provided  in  section  504(d)  of  this  Act,  the  Board  shall 
transmit  to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  for  submis¬ 
sion  to  the  Congress,  recommendations  for  such  legislation 
as  may  be  necessary  to  provide  for  the  orderly  transition 
of  the  Corporation  from  an  agency  of  the  United  States  to 
a  corporation  under  private  ownership  and  management,  in¬ 
cluding  (1)  appropriate  provision  for  transfer  to  the  own¬ 
ers  of  the  outstanding  class  B  stock  of  the  Corporation  the 
assets  and  liabilities  of  the  Corporation,  (2)  appropriate 
provision  for  vesting  in  such  owners  of  class  B  stock  the 
exclusive  voting  power  of  the  Corporation  originally  vested 
in  the  owners  of  class  A  stock,  with  each  owner  of  class  B 
stock  being  thereupon  entitled  to  one  vote  per  share,  and 
(3)  such  additional  provisions  as  may  be  necessary  to  pro¬ 
tect  any  outstanding  investments  in  the  Corporation  by  the 
United  States:  Provided,  That  the  President,  in  connection 
with  such  submission  to  the  Congress,  shall  also  provide 
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recommendations  as  to  whether  a  sufficient  portion  of  the 
obligations  purchased  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  504(c)  of  this  part  have  been  retired  to 
justify  the  transfer  of  the  Corporation  from  public  to  private 
ownership  and  management. 

(b)  In  connection  with  such  transfer,  a  complete  and 
final  accounting  shall  he  made  by  the  Corporation  and  the 
Government,  at  which  time  the  Government  shall  receive 
reasonable  compensation  for  all  Government  services  ren¬ 
dered  the  Corporation. 

GENERAL  CORPORATE  POWERS  AND  DUTIES 

Sec.  507.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  its  func¬ 
tions  under  this  part  the  Corporation  shall  have  succession 
in  its  corp orate  name;  may  adopt  and  use  a  corporate  seal, 
which  shall  he  judicially  noticed  ;  may  sue  and  be  sued  in 
its  corporate  name;  may  adopt,  amend,  and  repeal  bylaws, 
rules,  and  regulations  governing  the  manner  in  which  its 
business  may  be  conducted  and  the  powers  vested  in  it 
may  be  exercised;  may  make  and  carry  out  such  contracts 
and  agreements  as  are  necessary  and  advisable  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of  its  business,  and  may  purchase,  discount,  rediscount, 
sell,  and  negotiate  (with  or  without  its  endorsement  or 
guarantee)  and  guarantee  notes,  drafts,  checks,  bills  of 
exchange,  acceptances,  including  bankers’  acceptances,  cable 
transfers,  and  other  evidences  of  indebtedness  in  carrying  out 
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its  functions  under  this  part;  may  appoint  and  fix  the  com¬ 
pensation  of  such  officers  and  employees  as  may  he  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  conduct  of  its  business,  without  regard  to  the 
civil  service  laws  or  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  define 
their  authority  and  duties,  delegate  to  them  such  powers 
vested  in  the  Corporation  as  may  be  necessary,  require  bonds 
of  such  of  them  as  may  he  desirable,  and  fix  the  penalties 
and  pay  the  premiums  of  such  bonds;  may  assign  or  sell 
at  public  or  private  sale,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  for  cash 
or  credit,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  reasonable,  any  evidence  of  debt,  contract,  claim, 
personal  property,  or  security  held  by  the  Corporation  in 
connection  with  the  payment  of  loans  or  other  obligations, 
and  collect  or  compromise  all  obligations  held  by  the  Cor¬ 
poration;  may  set  up  or  engage  such  subsidiary  agencies  in 
the  United  States  or  in  underdeveloped  countries  as  will 
facilitate  the  business  of  the  Corporation  and  may  enable 
such  subsidiary  agencies  to  sell  class  B  stock  or  to  sell  their 
own  stock  for  the  purpose  of  buying  class  B  stock;  may  ac¬ 
quire  by  purchase,  lease,  or  donations  such  real  property 
or  any  interest  therein,  and  may  sell,  lease,  or  otherwise 
dispose  of  such  real  property,  as  may  he  necessary  for  the 
conduct  of  its  business;  shall  determine  the  character  of  and 
the  necessity  for  its  obligations  and  expenditures,  and  the 
manner  in  which  they  shall  be  incurred,  allowed,  and  paid, 
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subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  part,  and  provisions  of  law 
specifically  applicable  to  Government  corporations ;  may  pay 
dividends  on  class  B  stock  out  of  profits  or  other  earnings; 
shall  be  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  United  States  mails  in  the 
same  manner  and  upon  the  same  conditions  as  may  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  executive  departments  of  the  United  States 
Government  until  such  time  as  it  ceases  to  be  an  agency 
of  the  United  States;  and  shall  be  subject  to  Federal  taxa¬ 
tion  from  the  time  that  it  ceases  to  be  an  agency  of  the 
United  States.  The  foregoing  enumeration  of  powers  shall 
not  be  deemed  to  exclude  other  lawful  powers  necessary  to 
the  purposes  of  the  Corporation. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  955  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  any  person,  including  any  indi¬ 
vidual,  partnership,  corporation,  or  association,  may  upon 
proper  authorization  act  for  or  participate  with  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  in  any  operation  or  transaction  engaged  in  by  the 
Corporation. 

(c)  Section  101  of  the  Government  Corporation  Con¬ 
trol  Act,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  846) ,  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  after  “Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corpo¬ 
ration”  the  words  “Peace  by  Investment  Corporation”. 

PENAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  508.  (a)  All  general  penal  statutes  relating  to  the 
larceny,  embezzlement,  or  conversion  of  public  moneys  or 
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property  of  the  United  States  shall  apply  to  the  moneys  and 
property  of  the  Corporation. 

(h)  Any  person  who,  with  intent  to  defraud  the  Cor¬ 
poration,  or  to  deceive  any  director,  officer,  or  employee  of 
the  Corporation  or  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States,  makes  false  entry  in  any  hook  of  the  Corporation,  or 
makes  false  report  or  statement  for  the  Corporation,  shall, 
upon  conviction  thereof,  he  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or 
imprisoned  for  not  more  than  five  years,  or  both. 

(c)  Any  person  who  shall  receive  any  compensation, 
rebate,  or  reward,  or  shall  enter  into  any  conspiracy,  col¬ 
lusion,  or  agreement,  express  or  implied,  with  intent  to 
defraud  the  Corporation  or  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  to 
defeat  its  purposes,  shall,  on  conviction  thereof,  he  fined  not 
more  than  $10,000  or  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  five 
years,  or  both. 

REPORTS  AND  STUDIES 

Sec.  509.  The  Corporation  shall  submit  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  for  transmission  to  the  Congress  at  the  beginning  of 
each  regular  session,  a  complete  and  detailed  annual  report  of 
its  operations  under  this  part. 

Sec.  510.  The  Corporation,  immediately  upon  its  estab¬ 
lishment,  shall  commence  studies  of  additional  measures, 
including  tax  measures,  which  would  further  promote  the 
flow  of  private  capital  from  the  United  States  to  under- 
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1  developed  areas  of  the  world  and  he  consistent  with  the 

2  economic  and  financial  policies  of  the  United  States.  Such 

3  studies  shall  he  amplified  in  the  light  of  the  experience  of 

4  the  Corporation.  As  soon  as  practicable,  and  not  later  than 

5  three  years  after  the  establishment  of  the  Corporation,  it 

6  shall  prepare  for  transmission  to  the  Congress  the  initial 

7  results  of  such  studies,  including  legislative  recommendations. 

8  CITATION 

9  Sec.  511.  This  part  may  he  cited  as  the  “Peace  by  In- 
10  vestment  Corporation  Act  of  1905”. 
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peace  of  mankind  must  not — and  will 
not-MDe  lost  again.  If  similarities  are  many 
between  the  worlds  of  1937  and  1965,  the  dif¬ 
ferenced  are  far  more  numerous. 

The  ptece-loving  nations  are  not  weak 
now  as  thdy  were  then — not  lacking  in  will 
now  as  they\were  then. 

Educated  i/  the  adversity  of  a  great  war, 
tested  in  theVtrial  of  continuing  danger, 
united  in  the  face  of  ever-present  peril,  the 
peace-loving  peoples  have  built  strength  in 
the  1960’s  they  dia.  not  have  in  the  1930’s. 

That  strength  hasVne  unmistakable  mean¬ 
ing:  For  aggression  Xhere  is  no  prize.  At 
the  end  of  the  road  of  conquest,  the  only 
sure  reward  is  sure  ruinX 

For  20  years,  we  have  applied  what  Abra¬ 
ham  Lincoln  said  would  be\the  great  lesson 
of  peace : 

‘‘Teaching  men  that  what\  they  cannot 
take  by  an  election  neither  can  they  take 
by  war:  Teaching  all  the  folly  oS^being  the 
beginners  of  a  war.” 

But  there  are  other  differences,  \oo,  be¬ 
tween  1937  and  1965. 

The  people  of  Communist  countries  are 
wiser,  too.  While  their  leaders  have  chXsen 
to  close  a  curtain  about  them  to  keep  out 
knowledge  of  the  free  world’s  peaceful  interX 
tion,  the  people  of  the  Soviet  Union  and' 
Eastern  Europe  know — above  all  other  peo¬ 
ples  on  this  earth — the  cost  and  catastrophe 
to  their  homeland  of  20th-century  warfare. 

The  men  and  women  of  Russia — the  men 
and  women  of  all  the  nations  of  Eastern 
Europe — want  peace  and  the  taste  of  its 
sweet  fruits. 

And  none  want  them  to  have  peace  more 
than  do  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

Between  the  great  powers  of  East  and  West, 
there  is  no  history  of  conflict  on  battlefields 
of  the  past.  Between  the  people  of  the 
Soviet  Union  and  the  people  of  the  United 
States,  there  has  been  friendship  and  there 
can  be  greater  understanding. 

The  common  interests  of  the  peoples  of 
Russia  and  the  United  States  are  many — and 
this  I  would  say  to  the  people  of  the  Soviet 
Union:  There  is  no  American  interest  in 
conflict  with  the  Soviet  people  anywhere. 
And  no  true  Soviet  interest  is  served  by  the 
support  of  aggression  or  subversion  any¬ 
where.  We  of  the  United  States  stand  ready 
always  to  go  with  you  onto  the  fields  of 
peace — to  plow  new  furrows,  to  plant  new 
seed,  to  tend  new  growth — so  that  we  and 
all  mankind  may  someday  share  together  a 
new  and  bountiful  harvest  of  happiness  and 
hope  on  this  earth. 

Jefferson  said  of  Americans:  ‘‘Peace  is  our 
passion.” 

Peace  is  our  passion  still.  In  this  union, y 
in  this  hemisphere,  in  every  region  of  tl 
world,  in  every  forum  of  nations,  the  United 
States  is  working  for  peace — and  that  y/ork 
will  never  cease. 

But  as  I  have  spoken  to  Communiaf  coun¬ 
tries,  let  me  speak  also  to  the  free  world. 

I  carry  in  my  pocket — and  often  read  to 
those  who  visit  the  White  Hous&A-some  wise 
words  written  by  a  man  of  peace,  the  late 
Secretary  General  of  the  United  Nations,  Dag 
Hammarskjold.  The  worda/are  these: 

“The  qualities  peace  requires  are  just  those 
I  believe  we  all  need  today— perseverance  and 
patience,  a  firm  grip  on/realities,  careful  but 
imaginative  planning/  a  clear  awareness  of 
the  dangers — but  ajeo  of  the  fact  that  fate 
is  what  we  make 

In  the  1930’s,  w/ made  our  fate  not  by  what 
we  did  but  by  wnat  we  failed  to  do.  We  pro¬ 
pelled  ourselves — and  all  mankind — toward 
tragedy,  noteny  decisiveness  but  by  vacilla¬ 
tion,  not  by  resolution  but  by  irresolution, 
not  by  aotion  but  by  inaction. 

The  failure  of  freemen  in  the  1930’s  was 
not  of/the  sword  but  of  the  soul — and  there 
must/be  no  such  failure  in  this  decade. 

it  us  not  delude  ourselves  again  by  the 
belief  that  peace  can  be  secured  by  submis- 
lveness  or  extended  by  expediency. 


Let  us  not  adopt  again  the  arrogance  that 
peace  is  less  important  to  the  peoples  of  less 
important  countries  because  they  are  distant 
or  different  from  our  own.  Let  us  not  return 
again  to  the  impulsiveness  which  accepts  as 
safe  every  promise  of  peace  from  the  enemies 
of  peace  and  rejects  as  dangerous  every  pro¬ 
posal  for  strength  from  its  friends. 

Perservering  and  patient,  firmly  gripping 
realities,  proceeding  in  clear  awareness  of  the 
dangers,  let  us  proceed  with  the  careful  but 
imaginative  planning  necessary  to  assure 
peace  and  justice  and  progress  for  all  the 
peoples  of  earth. 

This  is  the  course  we  of  the  United  States 
have  chosen — and  this  is  the  course  we  shall 
faithfully  hold — for  we  believe  that  it  leads 
to  peace  for  mankind. 

Nowhere  in  the  world  do  we  seek  dominion 
over  others. 

Everywhere  in  the  world  do  we  seek  decency 
for  all. 

Out  among  the  earth’s  peoples,  Americans 
are  working — as  few  peoples  have  ever 
worked — to  bring  learning  and  light  and 
health  and  housing  and  hope  to  the  family 
of  man.  Food  from  our  fields  is  feeding  100 
million  people — including  70  million  chil¬ 
dren.  Medicine  from  our  laboratories  is  sav¬ 
ing  the  lives  of  many  millions  more.  And  I 
laresay  there  is  not  one  citizen  present  here 
lo  would  have  their  country  conduct  its/ 
cotsrse  otherwise. 

George  Washington  once  told  us  that yfre 
have  ane  option: 

“Whether  (to)  be  respectable  and  prosper¬ 
ous  or  'contemptible  and  miserably  as  a 
nation.” 

Today  wtXare  prosperous — more /prosperous 
than  any  oXher  nation  in  all/the  history 
of  man.  WeXhave  enjoyed  50  consecutive 
months  of  economic  expansion — the  longest 
ever  known  in  peacetime  a pQ  the  end  is  not 
in  sight. 

Our  people  are  prjysperjfag  and  moving  up¬ 
ward.  Just  last  yearX^te  number  of  families 
living  on  less  than  $3 I)5o  income  decreased  by 
18  percent— and  themumber  of  families  with 
more  than  10,000 y/ncom<Xlincreased  22  per¬ 
cent. 

But  money  /  no  measurk  of  the  moral 
for'-e  at  w'rk/among  Americans  today.  For 
we  are  comrrntted — by  a  broad  and  broaden¬ 
ing  consensus — to  bringing  brightness  into 
lives  where  darkness  dwells,  openmg  beauty 
to  lives/closed  over  by  ugliness.  andSguaran- 
teeine/ the  rights  God  gave  them  t\  those 
mar/ had  forgotten. 

ie  consensus  within  America  today' 
fnsensus  of  courage — and  let  none  abrd 
lelieve  that  this  consensus  stops  at  tl: 
water’s  edge. 

For  there  is  in  America  a  consensus — a 
strong  and  deep  and  ibiding  majority  con¬ 
sensus — that  the  world  shall  not  walk  again 
the  road  to  darkness  that  led  mankind  into 
the  valley  of  war  30  years  ago. 

The  united  will  of  the  American  people  is 
itself  the  ultimate  and  most  profound  dif¬ 
ference  between  1937  and  1965,  and  let 
neither  friends  of  peace — nor  foes — under¬ 
estimate  the  meaning  of  that  unity. 

The  American  people  want  to  be  a  part  of 
no  war.  But  the  American  people  want  no 
part  of  appeasement  of  any  aggression. 

Over  the  years  of  our  history,  our  forces 
have  gone  forth  into  many  lands — but  al¬ 
ways  they  return  when  they  are  no  longer 
needed.  For  the  purpose  of  America  is  never 
to  suppress  liberty  but  to  save  it,  never 
to  take  freedom  but  to  return  it,  never  to 
breach  peace  but  to  bolster  it,  never  to  seize 
land  but  to  save  lives. 

One  month  ago,  when  our  marines  went 
into  the  Dominican  Republic,  it  was  for  these 
same  ends. 

I  have  been  advised  today  by  the  com¬ 
mander  of  the  inter- American  forces,  General 
Alvin,  and  the  deputy  commander,  Lieuten¬ 
ant  General  Palmer,  that  conditions  in  the 
Dominican  Republic  now  permit  further  re¬ 


duction  of  our  military  personnel.  I  have, 
accordingly,  ordered  the  withdrawal  of  ali 
remaining  units  of  the  U.S.  Marine 
totaling  approximately  2,100  men. 

Our  purpose  is — and  will  always 
serve  the  peace  of  mankind. 

Let  me  say  this  to  you : 

A  man  does  what  he  must — in/spite  of 
personal  consequences,  in  spite  91  obstacles 
and  dangers  and  pressures — an<y that  is  the 
basis  of  all  human  morality. 

Those  words  are  not  mi/e.  They  were 
written  by  the  man  in  whose  great  steps 
I  follow — John  Fitzgerald/Kennedy.  But  it 
is  that  spirit  which  guides  me  in  all  that 
I  do. 

For  men — as  of  nations — the  way  of  the 
peacemaker  is  nevei/ a.n  easy  way. 

While  all  men  /ate  war,  they  too  often 
hate  still  more  t/e  discipline,  the  duty,  the 
demands  of  acting  to  preserve  the  peace  they 
love.  But  I  /m  confident — I  am  certain — 
that  this  generation  of  Americans  is  willing 
to  accept  .demands  that  are  stern  to  enjoy 
a  world  J/nat  is  safe. 

For  we  know — as  all  men  must  know  wher¬ 
ever  tiiey  live — that  after  losing  peace  again — - 
ancl/ft  is  the  united  will  of  America  that  it 
shall  not  be  lost. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ty- 
dings  in  the  chair) .  The  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  7750)  to  amend  further 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  to  the  Senate  the  enactment  of 
the  foreign  aid  bill  as  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations.  In 
substance,  the  proposed  legislation  con¬ 
tinues  the  foreign  aid  program  in  its 
present  form,  but  the  bill  includes  cer¬ 
tain  innovations  which  have  the  poten¬ 
tiality  for  bringing  about  major  im¬ 
provements  in  the  program.  It  is  these 
innovations  that  I  should  like  to  dis¬ 
cuss. 

The  form  and  specifications  of  the  bill 
are  familiar  and  are  explained  with  clar¬ 
ity  and  in  detail  in  the  committee’s  re¬ 
port.  Generally,  the  bill  provides  new 
authority  for  appropriations  for  fiscal 
year  1966  of  not  to  exceed  $1,988,695,000, 
a  reduction  of  $28.2  million  in  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  administration.  Combined 
with  preexisting  authority,  the  commit¬ 
tee  bill  authorizes  a  total  appropriation 
for  fiscal  year  1966  of  $3,352,170,000.  The 
bill  authorizes  appropriations  in  approxi¬ 
mately  the  same  amounts  for  fiscal  year 
1967. 

The  most  important  innovations  in  this 
bill  are  the  following:  First,  a  2-year  au¬ 
thorization  of  funds  for  the  present  pro¬ 
gram  ;  second,  a  provision  calling  for  the 
termination  of  foreign  aid  in  its  present 
form  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1967,  cou¬ 
pled  with  the  establishment  of  a  For¬ 
eign  Aid  Planning  Committee,  with  two- 
thirds  of  its  members  to  be  drawn  from 
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the  Congress,  to  be  entrusted  with  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  studying  the  aid  pro¬ 
gram  and  submitting  its  recommenda¬ 
tions  by  January  3,  1967;  third,  an 
amendment  to  the  statement  of  policy  ex¬ 
pressing  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
the  United  States  and  other  nations 
should  channel  increasing  amounts  of 
their  aid  through  multilateral  organiza¬ 
tions,  coupled  with  a  grant  of  authority 
to  the  President  to  make  available  to  the 
World  Bank  and  its  affiliates  as  much  as 
20  percent  of  funds  authorized  for  de¬ 
velopment  lending  under  title  I. 

I  proposed  to  the  committee  another 
innovation,  the  legislative  separation  of 
economic  and  military  assistance  pro¬ 
grams.  A  majority  of  the  committee’s 
members  opposed  this  suggestion,  in  part 
because  of  reluctance  to  divest  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  legislative 
jurisdiction  over  the  military  assistance 
program.  I  would  note  in  this  connection 
that  the  recent  special  authorization  of 
$700  million  for  Vietnam  was  enacted 
without  the  scrutiny  of  the  foreign  policy 
committee  of  either  House  of  Congress. 
Since  the  sum  involved  was  considerable, 
it  is  interesting  to  note  that  no  question 
of  committee  jurisdiction  was  raised. 

The  ratio  of  reviews  to  revisions  in  the 
foreign  aid  program  has  been  high  in¬ 
deed.  It  is  the  hope  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee — its  intention  I 
should  say — that  the  work  of  the  Foreign 
Aid  Planning  Committee  called  for  by 
this  bill  will  result  in  revisions  as  well  as 
recommendations.  It  is  difficult  to  fore¬ 
see  precise  changes  that  are  likely  to 
come  about  after  a  2-year  period,  but  it 
is  clear  that  very  substantial  changes  are 
required.  They  are  needed,  among  other 
reasons,  because  of  the  manifest  disen¬ 
chantment  of  the  Senate  with  the  present 
program.  There  is  no  consensus  at  pres¬ 
ent  beyond  the  general  feeling  that  the 
program  must  be  changed.  It  is  to  be 
hoped  that  a  thorough  and  extended 
study  of  foreign  aid  will  lead  to  the 
development  of  a  new  consensus  in  sup¬ 
port  of  a  new  approach  to  aid.  Whether 
a  new  consensus  around  a  new  approach 
can  be  developed  by  1967  is  uncertain; 
it  seems  clear,  however,  that  the  creation 
of  a  Foreign  Aid  Planning  Committee,  as 
proposed  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon, 
is  an  intelligent  and  appropriate  way  to 
begin  the  effort. 

There  are  two  excellent  reasons  for  the 
2-year  authorization  called  for  by  the 
committee  bill.  The  first  reason  has  to 
do  with  the  Congress;  the  second  has  to 
do  with  the  purposes  of  our  aid. 

Annual  aid  bills  require  Members  of 
the  Senate  to  engage  in  meticulous,  tedi¬ 
ous,  and  repetitious  reviews  of  programs 
which  have  been  reviewed  many  times 
before  and  whose  specifications  are  well 
known.  The  tendency  has  been  to  re¬ 
lieve  the  tedium  by  introducing  into  the 
annual  foreign  aid  debate  all  sorts  of 
interesting  but  extraneous  matters.  The 
foreign  aid  debate  has  become  an  annual 
occasion  for  the  airing  of  grievances — 
many,  to  be  sure,  related  in  one  way  or 
another  to  foreign  aid;  most,  at  least, 
related  to  the  country’s  foreign  policy; 
a  few,  however,  having  to  do  with  do¬ 
mestic  problems  that  no  amount  of  tor¬ 
tured  logic  could  ever  relate  to  foreign 
aid. 


Because  of  the  introduction  of  all  these 
extraneous  matters,  the  annual  debate 
on  foreign  aid  has  become  in  reality  an 
all-year  debate  on  foreign  aid.  This,  of 
course,  has  certain  educational  benefits 
for  Members  of  the  Senate,  but  I  am  re¬ 
minded  just  a  bit  of  the  story  of  the  little 
girl  whose  aunt  gave  her  a  book  about 
penguins.  After  she  had  read  it,  her 
aunt  asked  her  if  she  had  learned  some¬ 
thing  about  penguins.  “Indeed,  yes,” 
replied  the  little  girl,  “much  more  than  I 
care  to  know.” 

The  second  reason  for,  a  2-year  au¬ 
thorization  is  the  nature  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  process  itself.  Economic  develop¬ 
ment  is  a  long-term  process  which  does 
not  lend  itself  to  the  1-year  legislative 
cycle  of  the  American  Congress.  The 
conventional  short-term  approach 
greatly  impedes  planning  by  the  recipient 
of  aid  while  the  donor  is  denied  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  offer  incentives  to  recipients 
to  make  necessary  internal  economic  re¬ 
forms.  There  has  been  a  tendency  in  the 
experience  of  AID  and  its  predecessor 
agencies  to  hasten  to  commit  funds  as 
the  end  of  a  fiscal  year  approaches,  with 
the  result  that  recipients  may  be  pushed 
into  premature  commitments. 

The  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
which  in  my  opinion  was  the  best  aid  bill 
we  have  ever  enacted,  provided  long¬ 
term  authorizations  both  for  the  Alliance 
for  Progress  and  for  development  lending 
to  Asian  and  African  countries.  The 
Congress  has  been  tampering  with  these 
legislative  provisions  ever  since,  largely 
nullifying  the  policy  benefits  of  the  long¬ 
term  authorization.  We  are  thus,  in  ef¬ 
fect,  back  on  a  year-to-year  basis,  which, 
whatever  merit  it  may  have  from  the 
viewpoint  of  congressional  tradition,  has 
no  merit  whatever  from  the  viewpoint  of 
sound  and  promising  economic  develop¬ 
ment. 

The  very  nature  of  the  economic  de¬ 
velopment  process  requires  the  casting  of 
foreign  aid  in  a  new  time  perspective. 
The  Congress  of  the  United  States  can 
make  a  contribution  to  this  end  by  adopt¬ 
ing  the  2-year  authorization  called  for 
by  the  committee  bill. 

The  most  important  innovation  in  this 
bill,  which  is  more  nearly  the  anticipa¬ 
tion  of  an  innovation  than  a  substantive 
change  in  itself,  is  the  authority  given  to 
the  President  to  make  available  up  to  20 
percent  of  development  lending  funds 
under  title  I  to  the  International  Bank 
for  Reconstruction  and  Development  and 
to  its  two  affiliates,  the  International 
Development  Association  and  the  Inter¬ 
national  Finance  Corporation.  It  is  spe¬ 
cified  in  the  committee’s  amendment  to 
section  205  of  the  act  that  funds  made 
available  to  these  organizations  may  be 
used  by  them  under  their  own  criteria 
and  rules  rather  than  under  those  gov¬ 
erning  American  bilateral  assistance. 
This  amendment,  in  my  opinion,  con¬ 
stitutes  a  first  tentative  step  toward  an 
objective  which,  if  fulfilled,  will  greatly 
increase  the  effectiveness  of  foreign  aid 
throughout  the  world.  That  objective 
is  the  general  multilateralization  of  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  for  development  purposes. 

The  case  for  multilateralism  is  more 
than  a  matter  of  administration.  Since 
putting  forth  earlier  in  the  spring  a  gen¬ 
eral  proposal  for  the  multilateralization 
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of  development  lending,  I  have  been  re¬ 
minded  by  well-qualified  people  that  the 
field  staffs  of  the  Agency  for  Interna¬ 
tional  Development  area,  in  many  in¬ 
stances,  more  extensive  and  at  least  as 
well  qualified  as  those  of  the  interna¬ 
tional  lending  agencies.  I  do  not  ques¬ 
tion  the  competence  of  AID’S  economists 
and  technicians,  but  no  matter  how  good 
they  are  they  have  one  insuperable  dis¬ 
ability  of  which  employees  of  the  World 
Bank,  for  example,  are  free:  they  are 
Americans,  representing  a  rich  and 
powerful  nation  with  interests  that  go  far 
beyond  the  economic  development  of  the 
recipient  countries. 

The  fundamental  difference  between 
bilateralism  and  multilateralism  in  for¬ 
eign  aid  is  psychological.  Bilateral  aid 
carries  a  connotation  of  charity,  which 
in  the  long  run  has  a  debilitating  effect 
on  both  recipient  and  donor,  fostering 
attitudes  of  cranky  dependency  or  anger 
on  the  part  of  the  recipient  and  of  self- 
righteous  frustration  on  the  part  of  the 
donor,  attitudes  which,  once  formed, 
feed  destructively  upon  each  other. 
Multilateral  aid,  on  the  other  hand,  has 
the  more  dignified  connotation  of  a  com¬ 
munity  organized  to  meet  its  common 
and  rightful  responsibilities  toward  its 
less  fortunate  members.  The  one  is  ap¬ 
propriate  to  a  world  of  nation  states  with 
unlimited  sovereignty,  the  other  to  a 
world  that  is  at  least  groping  toward  a 
broader  community. 

Unlike  any  single  nation,  an  interna¬ 
tional  agency  like  the  World  Bank  is 
capable  of  entering  into  an  institutional 
relationship  with  the  recipient  of  its  aid, 
thereby  converting  the  aid-giving  process 
from  an  act  of  charity  to  an  act  of  com¬ 
munity  responsibility.  It  is  true  of 
course  that  the  international  agencies 
draw  most  of  their  resources  from  the 
same  countries  that  provide  bilateral  aid, 
but,  as  the  former  President  of  the  World 
Bank,  Eugene  Black,  has  pointed  out: 

The  act  of  generosity  is  one  stage  removed 
and  this  is  quite  enough  to  draw  its  sting.1 

Greatly  as  they  want  our  aid,  the  poor 
nations  of  the  world  want  our  respect  no 
less.  Above  all  they  need  the  self-re¬ 
spect  that  will  enable  them  to  go  for¬ 
ward  confidently  in  building  their  own 
societies.  I  believe  we  can  help  to  make 
this  possible  by  multilateralizing  some 
part  of  our  aid.  And  in  so  doing,  we 
will  also  be  advancing  our  own  security 
by  the  cultivation  of  stable  and  mutually 
respectful  relations. 

It  should  be  understood  that  while  the 
Bank  and  the  IDA  are  independent  in¬ 
ternational  agencies,  the  influence  of  the 
United  States  on  their  policies  is  con¬ 
siderable  because  decisions  on  loans  are 
made  by  votes  weighted  according  to 
contributions.  As  the  largest  single 
contributor  the  United  States  has  the 
greatest  voting  power.  In  channeling 
development  loans  through  the  IDA, 
therefore,  the  United  States  would  be 
renouncing  exclusive  control,  with  its  at¬ 
tendant  disadvantages,  while  retaining 
great  influence  on  the  disposition  of  its 
contributions. 


1  Eugene  Black,  “Second  Lecture,”  Stafford 
Little  Series,  Princeton  University,  May  8, 
1962. 
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In  the  long  run  international  aid  pro¬ 
grams  are  more  likely  to  advance  the  na¬ 
tional  interests  of  the  United  States  than 
aid  programs  which  are  closely  super¬ 
vised  by  our  own  Government.  The  ex¬ 
planation  for  this  paradox  lies  in  the 
nature  of  the  new  nationalism  of  the 
emergent  countries. 

As  Roger  Hilsman  suggested  in  a  re¬ 
cent  speech,  the  wave  of  the  future  in  the 
emerging  countries  is  unlikely  to  be 
either  communism  or  capitalism  but  the 
new  nationalism.  The  national  feeling 
of  the  peoples  of  Asia,  Africa,  and  Latin 
American  can  become  a  force  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  peaceful  and  progressive 
societies  or  a  force  for  the  development 
of  totalitarian  and  aggressive  societies. 
Which  course  the  emerging  countries 
take  depends  in  large  part  on  whether 
the  United  States  makes  itself  the  friend 
or  the  opponent  of  the  new  nationalism. 

The  essence  of  the  nationalism  of  the 
peoples  of  the  underdeveloped  countries 
is  a  profound  desire  to  stand  on  their  own 
feet  as  members  of  successful  and  self- 
respecting  communities.  The  history  of 
many  of  these  nations  has  been  one  of 
subordination  to  the  West  with  its  su¬ 
perior  wealth,  superior  technique  and  su¬ 
perior  power.  Inevitably,  therefore,  the 
struggle  for  self-respecting  independ¬ 
ence  has  been  anti-Western  in  tone  and 
ideology. 

To  be  anti-Western,  or  anticolonial, 
has  become  a  way  of  asserting  pride  and 
independence,  not  because  the  West  is 
the  enemy  of  the  legitimate  aspirations 
of  nationalism  but  because  it  once  was 
in  fact  and  now  remains  so  in  symbol. 
Much  of  the  vocabulary  of  the  new  na¬ 
tionalism  is  borrowed  from  Marxism- 
Leninism,  not  because  the  Commu¬ 
nist  philosophy  is  so  appealing  in  itself 
but  because  it  is  full  of  soul-satisfying 
anathemas  against  “colonialsm”  and 
“capitalist  exploitation.” 

If  we  are  wise,  we  will  perceive  that 
the  cries  of  “colonialism”  and  “neoco¬ 
lonialism”  that  issue  from  the  national¬ 
ist  leaders  of  the  emerging  countries  are 
not  nearly  so  much  attacks  on  Amer¬ 
ica  as  assertions  of  their  own  aspirations. 
If  we  are  wise,  we  will  perceive  when 
the  leader  of  an  underdeveloped  coun¬ 
try  tells  us  to  “go  jump  in  the  lake” 
with  our  aid  that  his  motive  is  not  so 
much  ingratitude  as  frustration  in  the 
presence  of  so  much  wealth  and  pow¬ 
er  and  a  proud  determination  to  tell  us 
that  we  cannot  buy  him  or  his  country 
with  our  riches.  If  we  are  wise,  we  will 
understand  these  motives  and  we  will 
be  compassionate  toward  them  and,  most 
important  of  all,  we  will  make  ourselves 
the  friend  of  the  new  nationalism. 

How  can  this  be  done?  It  can  be 
done  by  helping  the  emergent  nations  to 
satisfy  their  two  fundamental  needs, 
which  are  no  less  valid  for  being  logi¬ 
cally  contradictory:  on  the  one  hand, 
they  need  our  help;  on  the  other  hand, 
they  need  to  be  free  of  us.  They  need 
our  help  because  we  are  rich  and  they 
are  poor;  they  need  to  be  free  of  us  be¬ 
cause,  because  no  matter  how  worthy  our 
motives,  we  are  the  living  symbols  of  the 
colonial  past.  What  we  must  do — and 
it  is  not  merely  playing  with  words — 
is  to  help  the  emerging  nations  in  such 


a  way  as  to  free  them  of  the  need  for 
our  help. 

It  is  a  matter  not  only  of  what  we  do 
but  of  how  we  do  it.  The  aim  of  our  aid 
programs  is  the  development  of  pros¬ 
perous,  independent  societies,  but  the 
methods  of  our  aid  has  been  bilateralism, 
which,  to  one  degree  or  another,  cannot 
help  but  perpetuate  a  relationship  of 
client  and  patron.  The  problem  is  to 
provide  aid  without  inflicting  ourselves, 
that  is  to  say,  without  arousing  the  con¬ 
viction  or  illusion — of  “neocolonialism.” 

The  answer,  I  think,  is  multilateralism. 
Just  as  aid  itself  can  provide  the  sub¬ 
stance  and  resources  for  national  inde¬ 
pendence,  an  aid  program  conducted  by 
an  international  institution  which  has 
no  function  and  no  interests  outside 
of  economic  development,  and  which 
arouses  no  memories  of  a  colonial  past, 
can  help  provide  the  feeling  and  the  con¬ 
viction  of  national  independence. 

National  independence  is  a  state  of 
mind  as  well  as  a  political  and  economic 
arrangement.  Multilateral  aid  can  help 
to  cultivate  that  state  of  mind  in  a  way 
that  bilateralism  cannot.  It  is  precisely 
for  this  reason  that  the  multilateraliza¬ 
tion  of  some  part  of  our  aid  is  not  only 
in  the  interests  of  the  recipient  countries 
but,  insofar  as  we  wish  to  make  ourselves 
the  friends  of  the  new  nationalism,  in 
the  national  interests  of  the  United 
States  as  well. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  First,  I  congratulate  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  for  having  been 
willing  to  accept  the  challenge  of  again 
floor  managing  the  bill.  I  know  of  the 
many  frustrations  which  he  must  have 
felt  as  a  result  of  debates  on  foreign  aid 
during  the  past  few  years.  But  it  is  liter¬ 
ally  true  that  no  Member  of  the  Senate 
knows  as  much  about  the  subject  or  is 
as  well  qualified  to  present  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  program  of  foreign  aid,  as 
modified  by  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee,  as  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Second,  I  congratulate  the  Senator  for 
the  excellent  speech  which  he  has  made 
in  support  of  this  very  good  bill  which  we 
brought  out  of  committee. 

I  should  like  to  make  a  couple  of  com¬ 
ments  while  the  Senator  is  still  in  the 
Chamber.  I  wish — and  I  suspect  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  wishes — that  the 
authorization  of  foreign  aid  could  be  for 
4  years  instead  of  2  years.  Perhaps  as  a 
result  of  a  restudy  of  foreign  aid  which 
is  about  to  be  engaged  in,  we  can  come 
back  with  a  recommendation  to  that  ef¬ 
fect,  for,  after  all,  the  Appropriations 
Committee  must  pass  on  the  bill  every 
year.  If  we  could  establish  the  guidelines 
in  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
and  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  would  it 
not  be  wiser  to  have  an  even  longer  au¬ 
thorization? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  try  to  get  what  I 
believe  is  possible.  I  believe  that  there 
is  an  argument  to  be  made,  and  it  does 
not  apply  so  much  to  the  Senate  as  it 
does  to  the  other  body — that  each  Con¬ 
gress  should  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
pass  upon  the  program.  However,  I  am 
bound  to  say  that  even  if  there  were  a 
4-year  authorization,  there  would  be 


nothing  to  prevent  the  committee  from 
initiating  amendments.  So  that  argu¬ 
ment  is  not  insuperable.  Even  if  there 
were  a  4 -year  authorization,  the  proba¬ 
bilities  are  that  some  part  of  the  aid 
program  would  require  attention  during 
the  interim.  But  we  would  be  spared  the 
long  drawn  out,  tedious  reexamination 
of  everything.  So  on  balance,  in  the 
past  I  have  supported  a  4-year  authori¬ 
zation  of  the  Development  Loan  Fund. 
I  believe  that  is  a  good  idea. 

Mi*.  CLARK.  It  occurs  to  me  that  in 
addition  to  the  tediousness  and  futility, 
if  it  might  be  so  called,  of  the  long  drawn 
out  annual  Senate  debate,  there  is  the 
fact,  which  the  Senator  mentioned, 
that  so  much  of  the  development  loan 
program  and,  to  some  extent,  the  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  program,  too,  requires 
long-range  planning. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  is 
quite  correct.  That  is  a  further  reason 
that  should  be  mentioned.  A  longer  au¬ 
thorization  would  make  possible  better 
preparation  for  programs. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Without  impinging  on 
some  of  the  Senator’s  views  about  un¬ 
limited  debate - . 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Those  views  have 
been  somewhat  modified  in  recent  years 
by  the  action  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  am  delighted  to  hear 
that.  I  point  out  that  much  of  the  rea¬ 
son  why  there  is  what  the  Senator  has 
referred  to  as  an  all-year  debate  on  for¬ 
eign  aid  is  due  to  the  fact  that  much  of 
the  discussion  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
is  not  germane. 

I  am  happy  to  see  the  majority  leader 
in  the  Chamber.  Not  too  long  ago,  per¬ 
haps  irritated  as  a  result  of  an  incident 
that  none  of  us  were  very  happy  about 
on  that  day,  he  was  good  enough  to  co¬ 
sponsor  with  me  a  proposed  change  in 
the  germaneness  rule  which  would  make 
it  possible  for  the  majority  leader  or  the 
Senator  in  charge  of  a  bill  to  invoke  the 
rule  of  germaneness  to  last  during  the 
pendency  of  the  consideration  of  a 
measure  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  full 
well  realizing  that,  under  the  customs  of 
the  Senate,  unanimous  consent  would 
almost  always  be  given  to  lift  the  ger¬ 
maneness  rule  for  any  Senator  who  is 
faced  with  any  press  release  emergency. 
I  make  that  observation,  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  if  we  could  have  a  time  limita¬ 
tion  by  unanimous  consent  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  amendments,  we  would  be 
far  advanced.  I  am  confident  that  we 
cannot  get  it  this  year.  Perhaps  the 
thing  to  do  is  to  change  the  rules  of  the 
Senate  so  that  there  can  be  some  reason¬ 
able  limitation  on  debate.  Events  of  the 
recent  past  seem  to  have  removed  the 
major  reason,  for  the  time  being  at  least, 
for  unlimited  debate. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  was  certainly 
modified. 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  Senator  has  re¬ 
ferred  to  multilateral  aid.  I  quite  agree 
with  him  that  it  is  important,  and  I  am 
happy  that  it  is  being  encouraged  in  the 
bill. 

The  Senator  spoke  of  a  world  grop¬ 
ing  for  a  broader  community  than  that  of 
nations  and  states.  I  would  hope  that 
we  could  proceed  further  than  we  have 
with  multilateral  efforts  to  keep  the 
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peace,  which  is  another  wide  area  where, 
it  seems  to  me,  unlimited  national  sover¬ 
eignty  is  obsolete.  Therefore,  I  would 
register  some  mild  dissent  to  Roger  Hils- 
man’s  attitude  of  “welcoming  the  new 
nationalism.”  It  occurs  to  me  that  while 
the  new  nationalism  has  much  to  com¬ 
mend  it  in  terms  of  developing  nations 
which  are  achieving  their  independence, 
what  we  really  need  is  a  new  interna¬ 
tionalism  in  which,  through  the  United 
Nations,  through  the  International 
Monetary  Fund,  and  through  the  World 
Bank,  we  might  come  to  a  gradual  yield¬ 
ing  of  absolute  sovereignty.  I  do  not 
mean  a  world  government  but  merely 
some  procedural  devices  by  which,  when 
the  interests  of  the  entire  world  and  per¬ 
haps  the  survival  of  our  civilization  are 
at  stake,  we  could  move  away  from  that 
strict  national  sovereignty  which,  to  my 
way  of  thinking,  is  one  of  the  impedi¬ 
ments  in  achieving  a  just  and  a  lasting 
peace. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  In  fairness  to  Mr. 
Hilsman,  who  was  discussing  the  emerg¬ 
ing  nations,  I  do  not  believe  he  applied 
his  thesis  to  the  developed  nations.  He 
was  not  thinking  of  that  thesis  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  United  States  or  Great 
Britain.  He  was  thinking  of  the  new 
countries;  and,  as  applied  to  them,  I  be¬ 
lieve  he  is  quite  correct.  I  do  not  know 
whether  he  necessarily  welcomes  it,  but 
he  was  discussing  it  as  a  fact  of  life.  I 
agree.  One  of  the  great  difficulties  we 
have  with  such  nations  is  our  dealings 
with  them  under  the  AID  program.  What 
I  was  talking  about  relates  only  to  our 
relations  with  those  countries,  not  to 
Germany,  France,  or  England. 

I  believe  these  two  movements  may  be 
going  on  and  progressing  at  the  same 
time.  The  highly  developed  countries 
are  groping  for  ways  to  modify  their 
nationalism.  For  example,  I  consider 
that  the  Common  Market  is  a  modifica¬ 
tion  of  absolute  national  sovereignity  in 
a  particular  area.  They  find  it  very  dif¬ 
ficult  to  move  in  the  political  field,  as 
they  necessarily  will.  The  emerging 
countries  still  have  to  go  through  that 
phase. 

It  is  like  an  incubation  phase.  They 
must  assert  their  nationalism  in  order 
to  achieve  their  identity  before  they  can 
move  into  the  other  phase.  I  believe  that 
it  is  Mr.  Hilsman’s  thesis  that  they  will 
have  to  go  through  a  complete  stage.  If 
we  do  not  recognize  that,  we  shall  be  the 
loser.  The  developing  countries  will  turn 
for  their  development  toward  the  totali¬ 
tarian  Communist  bloc  because  they  need 
help.  Where  are  they  to  get  it?  If  we 
are  to  help  them  become  countries  that 
will  contribute  to  our  concept  of  society, 
we  must  recognize  and  take  into  account 
that  fact  in  our  efforts  to  aid  them.  That 
is  where  the  technique  of  the  multilateral 
assistance  enters  into  the  process.  I 
believe  it  is  a  far  healthier  and  more  ef¬ 
fective  way  to  give  aid.  That  was  really 
the  point  that  I  was  trying  to  make.  The 
experience  we  had  in  relation  to  the 
Bank  and  its  affiliates  has  almost  demon¬ 
strated  that  beyond  doubt. 

The  World  Bank  is  an  illustration  of 
one  point.  It  is  particularly  applicable 
to  poorer  nations,  the  emergent  nations. 
Since  the  Bank  was  established,  there 


has  not  been  a  single  default,  although 
some  countries  which  are  large  borrow¬ 
ers  from  the  Bank  have  had  to  roll  over 
their  debts  to  their  other  creditors.  Why 
is  it  that  such  countries  have  so  high  a 
regard  for  their  obligations  to  the  World 
Bank,  as  distinguished  from  their  in¬ 
dividual  national  creditors?  I  believe  it 
is  the  feeling  that  they  have  a  greater 
feeling  of  responsibility  toward  the  Bank. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  quite  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas.  Yet  I  should 
like  to  emphasize  another  aspect  of  the 
same  situation,  which  is  that  all  these 
fiercely  nationalistic  formerly  colonial 
states,  as  they  emerge  into  freedom  and 
independence,  are  determined  not  only 
to  get  into  the  United  Nations,  but  also  to 
play  an  active  part  when  they  become 
members. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes. 

Mr.  CLARK.  It  has  occurred  to  me 
that  many  Senators  are  not  really  aware 
of  the  widespread  activities  of  the  United 
Nations  and  of  the  active  part  taken  by 
the  citizens  of  these  developing  countries. 
Norway  is  a  quite  well  developed  country. 
Trygve  Lie  was  the  first  Secretary  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  Nations,  and  he  was 
followed  by  Dag  Hammarskjold.  Now 
the  Secretary  General  is  U  Thant,  of 
Burma.  Whenever  one  goes  to  the  Unit¬ 
ed  Nations — and  I  know  that  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  has  been  there  many 
times — he  observes  representatives  of 
Asian,  African,  and  Latin-American 
countries  frequently  taking  important 
roles  in  connection  with  the  internation¬ 
al  activities  of  the  United  Nations. 

That  was  one  instance  with  respect  to 
which  I  wished  to  raise  a  question  con¬ 
cerning  Mr.  Hilsman’s  new  nationalism 
as  opposed  to  the  old  nationalism.  / 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
for  permitting  me  to  inject  myself  into 
the  discussion. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  for  his  comments. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  add  my  compliments  to  those 
paid  by  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations,  not  only  for  his  sound¬ 
ness  of  outlook  and  his  fine  exposition, 
but  because  he  is  once  again  managing 
the  foreign  aid  bill.  I  know  it  is  not 
an  easy  task;  it  is  an  onerous  chore;  but 
someone  has  to  manage  it,  and  I  can 
think  of  no  one  who  is  better  qualified, 
no  one  who  is  more  patient,  no  one  who 
is  more  persevering  than  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  S. 
1837  contains  provisions  that  deal  with 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act;  in  other  words,  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  program,  which  provides  the 
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legislative  base  for  the  food  for  peace 
program.  These  provisions  have  not  re¬ 
ceived  sufficient  attention. 

S.  1837  provides  for  the  termination  of 
assistance  under  title  I  of  Public  Law 
480,  the  Food  for  Peace  Act,  effective  by 
June  30, 1967. 

This  title  of  the  food  for  peace  law  au¬ 
thorizes  sales  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities  to  friendly  countries,  in 
which  payment  is  made  in  local  curren¬ 
cies.  This  part  of  Public  Law  480  has 
been,  by  far,  the  largest  segment  of  the 
food  for  peace  program  and  the  most 
important  part  of  the  program. 

Another  provision  of  S.  1837  appears  to 
call  for  the  inclusion  in  the  termination 
provision  of  title  II  of  Public  Law  480, 
which  is  second  in  importance  in  the 
food  for  peace  operations.  It  provides 
that  the  President  shall  submit  his  rec¬ 
ommendations  and  legislative  proposals 
for  future  programs  by  July  1,  1966. 
Title  II  of  the  food  for  peace  operation 
provides  for  the  sending  of  agricultural 
commodities  on  a  straight  grant  or  gift 
basis  to  countries  that  are  experiencing 
emergency  conditions,  such  as  earth¬ 
quakes,  floods,  and  other  natural  disas¬ 
ters. 

Title  n  further  provides  for  useful 
grants  for  economic  development  proj¬ 
ects,  such  as  the  extremely  important 
food-for-wages  program. 

I  do  not  know  how  many  Senators  are 
familiar  with  the  way  in  which  we  have 
used  food  as  an  economic  development 
tool.  In  my  judgment,  it  is  one  of  the 
most  dynamic,  effective  oversea  pro¬ 
grams  in  which  this  country  is  partici¬ 
pating.  Through  this  method,  which  is 
now  operating  in  a  number  of  countries, 
are  able  to  use  wheat,  com,  milk,  and 
other  commodities  to  pay  the  wages  of 
the  workers  who  are  engaged  in  com¬ 
munity  and  rural  development  programs. 
During  the  past  few  days,  I  have  been 
thinking  that  this  is  the  kind  of  pro¬ 
gram  that  ought  to  be  used  on  a  much 
larger  scale  in  areas  like  the  Dominican 
Republic,  where  there  is  so  much  unem¬ 
ployment  and  such  an  urgent  need  for 
improving  community  and  rural  develop¬ 
ment  projects.  The  same  techniques 
should  be  used  in  areas  such  as  south¬ 
east  Asia,  especially  South  Vietnam, 
where  there  is  underemployment  or  un¬ 
employment,  and  an  urgent  need  to  im¬ 
prove  roads,  irrigation  systems,  rural 
schools,  and  community  services  of  all 
kinds.  It  has  been  a  highly  successful 
program  wherever  it  has  been  tried.  It  is 
one  that  I  would  hope  we  would  expand 
in  the  years  ahead. 

For  more  than  10  years,  Public  Law  480 
has  been  the  legislative  authority  for  the 
impressive  achievements  under  our  entire 
food  for  peace  effort.  I  had  the  respon¬ 
sibility  and  the  privilege  of  directing  this 
program  as  a  special  assistant  to  the  late 
President  Kennedy  during  1961  and  the 
first  half  of  1962.  I  regard  it  as  our 
most  effective  and  successful  single  over¬ 
sea  program. 

On  March  31,  1965,  President  Johnson, 
in  transmitting  his  annual  report  on  ac¬ 
tivities  carried  on  under  Public  Law  480, 
stated: 

The  food  for  peace  program  is  one  of  the 
most  inspiring  enterprises  ever  undertaken 
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by  any  nation  in  all  history — and  every 
American  can  be  proud  of  it  without  re¬ 
gard  to  partisanship  or  political  pressure. 

Later,  I  shall  point  out  some  of  the 
reasons  why  the  food  for  peace  program 
has  been  so  successful.  However,  my 
primary  purpose  today  is  to  state  my 
very  strong  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  Public  Law  480  contained  in  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act.  Public  Law  480 
places  an  absolutely  crucial  role  in  our 
domestic  agricultural  program. 

If  we  were  to  terminate  the  oversea 
food  programs,  I  dread  to  think  of  what 
would  happen  to  the  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy  in  the  United  States,  and  what 
would  happen  to  the  income  of  Amer¬ 
ican  producers. 

I  do  not  wish  to  imply  that  this  is  a 
program  of  benefit  alone  to  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer.  It  is  a  humanitarian  pro¬ 
gram,  too.  It  has  meant  the  difference 
between  life  and  death  to  millions  of  peo¬ 
ple  on  earth.  It  has  been  an  unusual 
blending  of  self-interest  and  of  hu¬ 
manitarian  service  to  hungry  people  in 
countries  around  the  globe. 

This  program  was  conceived  by  agri¬ 
cultural  leaders.  It  grew  out  of  our  own 
domestic  agricultural  situation.  It  was 
authorized  in  Congress  through  the  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Committees,  and  for  agricul¬ 
tural  reasons,  and  operated  primarily 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  program  accounts  for  exports  of 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  worth 
approximately  $1.6  billion  a  year.  For 
some  crops,  such  as  wheat,  rice,  vegeta¬ 
ble  oils,  feed  grains,  and  cotton,  it  ac¬ 
counts  for  the  export  of  a  substantial 
part  of  our  entire  annual  production. 
For  example,  in  the  case  of  wheat,  1 
out  of  3  acres  of  wheat  planted  in 
the  United  States  is  now  utilized  in  our 
food  for  peace  program. 

Furthermore,  food  for  peace  exports 
are  carefully  coordinated  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  with  its  very  large 
and  growing  cash  exports  which  have 
now  reached  $4.5  billion  annually. 

If  one  were  to  add  the  amount  of  food 
for  peace  exports  to  the  amount  of  cash 
exports,  we  would  have  now  reached 
a  level  of  more  than  $6  billion  a  year 
total  agricultural  exports,  which  is  the 
highest  amount  in  our  history. 

These  exports  have  not  only  contrib¬ 
uted  to  a  favorable  balance  of  trade  for 
the  United  States,  but  also  have  been  a 
vital  factor  in  bettering  our  balance-of- 
payments  situation.  The  cumulative  in¬ 
crease  in  dollar  earnings  from  agricul¬ 
tural  exports  since  1958  has  been  more 
than  $4  billion.  Not  only  is  Public  Law 
480  coordinated  with  the  various  foreign 
trade  programs  of  agriculture,  but  also 
it  is  closely  interrelated  with  domestic 
agricultural  policies  and  programs. 

The  decisions  regarding  foreign  trade 
programs  directly  and  indirectly  affect 
almost  every  decision  that  we  take  re¬ 
garding  our  domestic  farm  programs. 
The  reverse  is  also  true. 

It  would  be  impossible  for  the  agri¬ 
cultural  committees  to  plan  our  com¬ 
modity  programs  here  at  home  unless 
we  had  some  assurance  of  what  would  be 
happening  in  terms  of  our  outlets  for 
agricultural  commodities  overseas. 


In  this  connection,  I  am  hopeful  that 
the  relationship  of  the  food-for-peace 
program  with  domestic  agricultural  pro¬ 
grams  will  receive  even  greater  emphasis. 
I  believe  that  we  need  to  be  doing  more 
planning,  rather  than  less,  in  gearing  our 
agricultural  program  with  the  oppor¬ 
tunities  that  are  ahead  of  us  for  the 
oversea  utilization  of  our  food  com¬ 
modities. 

President  Johnson,  in  his  farm  mes¬ 
sage,  as  well  as  in  his  foreign  assistance 
message,  discussed  the  important  role 
that  agriculture  plays  in  promoting  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  in  developing  countries. 
He  said  that  we  must  use  both  our  agri¬ 
cultural  abundance — in  other  words,  the 
existing  agricultural  surplus — and  also 
our  technical  know-how  in  the  important 
work  of  raising  food  production  and  nu¬ 
trition  in  the  underdeveloped  countries. 
He  urged  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  study  and  recommend  changes  in  agri¬ 
cultural  policies  designed  to  broaden  and 
improve  the  food-for-peace  program,  and 
to  gear  the  program  more  specifically  to 
meet  the  needs  of  recipient  countries  and 
their  development  programs. 

To  digress  for  a  moment,  the  most 
urgent  food  need  of  the  underdeveloped 
countries  is  for  more  protein  food.  Lack 
of  protein  does  almost  incredible  damage, 
particularly  to  children  of  preschool  age. 
That  is  damage  that  cannot  be  repaired. 
Once  a  child  reaches  the  age  of  6  or  7 
and  has  gone  through  a  period  of  years 
with  a  serious  protein  deficiency,  both 
his  mind  and  his  physical  body  are  dam¬ 
aged  to  a  degree  that  can  never  be  re¬ 
paired,  no  matter  how  much  medical  at¬ 
tention  he  might  receive  later  in  life. 

So  there  is  a  desperate  need  for  more 
protein  commodities  in  oversea  pro¬ 
grams.  I  am  delighted  that  the  Agency 
for  International  Development  is  making 
provision  for  protein  supplements  and 
vitamin  fortification  of  diets  we  are  pro¬ 
viding  in  our  foreign  assistance  effort. 
However,  we  ought  to  be  doing  more  to 
provide  milk,  dairy  products,  meats,  and 
other  high  protein  foods  as  high  protein 
supplements  the  surplus  cereals  that  we 
have  been  making  available  these  past 
10  years. 

I  make  these  brief  references  to  the 
agricultural  programs  and  to  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
illustrate  the  extent  to  which  the  food- 
for-peace  program  is  related  to  activities 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  to 
urge  that  Congres  delete  the  sections  of 
S.  1837  that  relates  to  our  food-for-peace 
program. 

I  believe  it  is  necessary  that  the  Public 
Law  480  authority — our  food-for-peace 
authority — continue  to  be  reviewed  very 
carefully  by  the  Agricultural  Committees 
of  Congress,  and  that  those  programs  be 
related  to  domestic  agricultural  policy. 

Titles  I  and  II  of  Public  Law  480,  which 
are  affected  by  S.  1837,  will  expire  in  any 
event  on  December  31,  1966.  Prior  to 
that  time,  we  shall  have  a  complete  re¬ 
view  of  those  programs  by  the  executive 
branch  and  by  the  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tees.  Careful  decisions  can  be  made  prior 
to  the  end  of  1966  which  would  remove 
the  need  for  the  review  called  for  in  S. 
1837. 
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Furthermore,  the  foreign  policy  aspects 
of  food  for  peace  and  the  foreign  assist¬ 
ance  aspects  of  food  for  peace  have 
traditionally  been  considered  by  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committees  of  the  House 
and  Senate,  as  well  as  by  the  Agriculture 
Committees.  Presumably,  that  consid¬ 
eration  will  be  given  before  we  extend 
this  program,  following  its  expiration  at 
the  end  of  1966.  At  the  present  time,  the 
executive  branch  is  engaged  in  the  most 
comprehensive  review  it  has  ever  made  of 
the  food  for  peace  and  its  relationship  to 
the  economic  growth  of  developing  coun¬ 
tries. 

I  look  forward  to  the  conclusions  and 
recommendations  of  the  administration, 
since  they  should  be  important  planning 
tools  for  the  extension  of  this  program 
beyond  1966. 

I  would  like  to  give  some  indication  of 
the  volume  of  exports  under  the  program 
of  food  for  peace  and  some  of  its  related 
benefits,  so  that  we  may  have  a  better 
understanding  of  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  this  program  and  our  own  domes¬ 
tic  economy. 

In  the  calendar  year  1964,  18  million 
tons  of  agricultural  commodities  were 
shipped  overseas  through  food-for-peace 
channels. 

This  included  560  million  bushels  of 
wheat.  It  included  12  million  bags  of 
rice.  It  included  960  million  pounds  of 
vegetable  oil.  It  included  1.2  million 
bales  of  cotton. 

Hundreds  of  millions  of  pounds  of 
dairy  products,  mainly  nonfat  dry  milk, 
have  been  made  available  to  needy  chil¬ 
dren  through  such  voluntary  relief  agen¬ 
cies  as  CARE,  Catholic  Relief  Services, 
Lutheran  World  Relief,  the  Mennonite 
Central  Committee,  the  Church  World 
Service,  the  American  Friends  Service 
Committee,  and  other  beneficial  groups. 
American  food  is  being  used  increasingly 
in  school  lunch  programs,  and  greater 
emphasis  is  being  given  to  combating 
malnutrition  through  the  vitaminizing  of 
milk  and  the  enrichment  of  other  foods. 

Any  interruption  of  this  school  lunch 
program,  which  is  reaching  approxi¬ 
mately  40  million  children  throughout 
the  world  every  day,  for  the  purposes  of 
review  or  for  whatever  purposes,  would 
cause  incredible  distress  and  dismay  in 
one  country  after  another. 

A  few  years  ago  it  seemed  likely  that 
we  would  exhaust  our  dry  milk  supply, 
and  the  word  went  out  that  we  had  to 
cut  out  the  school  lunch  program  abroad. 
Many  cablegrams  came  to  Washington 
from  Embassies  all  over  the  world  point¬ 
ing  out  the  serious  consequences  of  that 
fact  within  the  receiving  countries. 

Small  but  important  work  projects  are 
being  financed  in  part  in  many  countries 
to  help  the  economy  of  village  areas  and 
afford  employment  to  people  who  would 
otherwise  be  without  work.  Food  deficits 
in  countries  like  India  and  Pakistan  are 
being  met  in  large  measure  by  conces¬ 
sional  sales  of  food  from  the  United 
States. 

We  no  longer  read  of  massive  famines 
that  used  to  destroy  literally  millions  of 
people  in  such  countries  as  India,  be¬ 
cause  those  famines  have  been  brought 
to  an  end,  due  in  large  part  to  the  ship- 
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ment  of  our  surplus  food  to  such  coun¬ 
tries.  The  proceeds  of  these  sales  for 
such  currencies  as  rupees,  cruzieros,  and 
other  currencies,  are  being  used  to  fi¬ 
nance  some  of  our  operations,  such  as 
expenses  of  Embassies,  the  Voice  of 
America  program,  some  Fulbright  ex¬ 
change  programs,  and  for  economic  de¬ 
velopment  projects  in  various  countries. 

So  the  food-for -peace  program  results 
in  many  additional  benefits  to  the 
United  States.  It  adds  to  farm  income 
of  our  producers.  It  means  reduced 
carrying  charges  on  surpluses  which 
would  otherwise  be  piling  up  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  taxpayers  and  carried  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  It 
means  jobs  for  thousands  of  workers  who 
are  involved  in  processing,  handling,  and 
transporting  the  commodities.  There 
are  earnings  for  many  businesses,  for 
example,  railroads  and  steamship  lines, 
and  various  plants  in  the  marketing  field. 

I  submit  that  our  own  merchant  ma¬ 
rine  would  go  under  without  the  stimulus 
of  the  food-for -peace  program. 

Public  Law  480  also  pays  off  in  the 
promotion  of  strength  and  peaceful  de¬ 
velopment  around  the  world  and  the 
building  of  future  cash  markets  for  ag¬ 
ricultural  commodities. 

This  is  one  portion  of  the  program 
that  is  not  always  recognized.  Some  of 
our  best  cash  customers  were  nations 
which  at  one  time  were  brought  into  the 
use  of  American  food  through  our  food- 
for-peace  effort.  Consider,  for  example, 
Japan.  For  a  few  years  after  World  War 
II  we  made  food  available  to  Japan  on 
either  a  grant  basis  or  for  sale  on  a  con¬ 
cessional  arrangement.  We  literally 
taught  millions  of  young  Japanese  to 
develop  a  liking  for  American  milk, 
wheat,  and  other  products.  Today, 
far  from  giving  Japan  food,  Japan  is 
our  best  single  customer  for  the  products 
raised  on  our  farms. 

We  hope  to  stimulate  other  countries 
in  that  direction  which  are  now  finding 
it  difficult  to  reach  that  stage  of  de¬ 
velopment. 

So  we  have  developed  a  good  plan  in 
the  Public  Law  480  program,  one  that 
balances,  on  the  one  hand,  our  own  self- 
interest,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  satisfies 
a  desire  to  perform  a  humanitarian  act 
in  feeding  hungry  peoples  of  the  world. 

Our  agricultural  abundance  and  our 
agricultural  know-how,  effectively  used, 


can  form  a  firm  basis  for  economic  de¬ 
velopment  and  growth. 

I  hope  we  shall  retain  this  remarkable 
program  and  keep  it  moving  forward. 

Again,  I  urge  that  the  provision  in 
S.  1837  which  affects  Public  Law  480  be 
deleted.  I  do  not  intend  at  the  present 
time  to  press  for  Senate  action  to  delete 
the  objectionable  language  in  the  Senate 
bill,  because  the  House-passed  bill  does 
not  contain  the  language  to  which  I  have 
referred.  It  will  come  up  in  conference. 


Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  floor,  and  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  MONDAY 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  adjournment  until  12  o’clock 
noon  on  Monday  next. 


I  express  the  strong  hope  that  the  House 
position,  which  in  no  way  affects  Public 
Law  480  will  be  sustained  in  conference. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  a  table  headed  “Exports  of  U.S. 
farm  products  under  Public  Law  480  com¬ 
pared  with  total  exports  of  U.S.  farm 
products,  calendar  years  1955-64.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 


\There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
(at\l  o’clock  and  40  minutes  p.m.)  ad¬ 
journed  until  Monday,  June  7,  1965,  at 
12  o’clock  meridian. 


Nominations 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  June  4, 19^5: 

Adm.  David  L.  McDonald,  U.S.  Navy,  for 
appointment  as  the  Cifief  of  Naval  Opera¬ 
tions  for  a  term  of  2  ye^ss,  effective  August 

1,  1965.  \ 


CONFIRMATIONS^ 

Executive  nominations  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  June  4, 1965 : 

General  Services  Administrations^ 
Lawson  B.  Knott,  Jr.,  of  Virginia,  to  »e 
Administrator  of  General  Services. 


Table  II. — Exports  of  U.S.  farm  products  under  Public  Law  4 80  compared  with  total  ex¬ 
ports  of  U.S.  farm  products,  calendar  years  1956-64 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Program 

1955 

through 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1955 

through 

1964 

Public  Law  480: 

Title  I . 

5,042 

708 

1, 010 
143 

1,163 

174 

1, 182 
116 

8,397 
1, 141 

1 1, 745 
1, 613 
187 

Title  U . 

Title  IH: 

Barter _ _ _ _ _ 

1, 416 
1,083 

1 

137 

74 

118 

Donations _ 

178 

169 

183 

Title  IV . . 

42 

51 

93 

Total _ _ _ 

8,250 

1,826 

19,465 

1,510 

35 

1, 631 
11 

1,692 

23 

13,083 

1,895 

31,528 

Mutual  security  (AID) 2 . . . . . . . 

Commercial  sales*  1 _ _ _ 

3,489 

3,942 

4,632 

Total  exports . . . 

29,541 

5,034 

5,584 

6,347 

46,506 

Total  Public  Law  480  exports  as  percent  of  total  exports.. _ 

28 

30 

29 

27 

28 

1  The  addition  of  $22,000,000  shipments  under  the  barter  program  In  July-December  1954  brings  the  total  of  ship¬ 
ments  under  this  program  since  the  beginning  of  Public  Law  480  to  $1,767,000,000.  The  addition  of  $20,000,000  ship¬ 
ments  under  the  donations  program  in  July-December  1956  brings  the  total  of  shipments  under  this  program  since 
the  beginning  of  Public  Law  480  to  $1,633,000,000. 

2  Sales  for  foreign  currency,  economic  aid,  and  expenditures  under  development  loans  (1964).  Public  Laws  87-195, 
87-665,  and  87-165. 

8  Commercial  sales  for  dollars  include,  in  addition  to  unassisted  commercial  transactions,  shipments  of  some  com¬ 
modities  with  governmental  assistance  in  the  form  of  export  payments,  short-  and  medium-term  credit,  and  sales  of 
Government-owned  commodities  at  less  than  domestic  market  nrie.es. 
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16.  FOREIGN  AID.  Continued  debate  on  S.  1837,  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill 
(pp.  1226Jt-87).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Fulbright,  by  a  vote  of  42  to 
26,  to  authorize $89  million  authorizations  for  expanded  social  and  economic 
development  in  Southeast  Asia  (p.  12286).  Rejected  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Morse, 
by  a  vote  of  22  to  45,  earmarking  $9  million  additional  authorizations  for 
fiscal  year  1966  for  funds  available  for  technical  cooperation  and  development 
grants  and  $80  million  for  support  assistance  (p.  12279). 


Q .  TRANSPORTATION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the 
full  committee  S.  1727,  to  provide  for  strengthening  and  improving  the  national 
^transportation  system,  p.  D486 

18.  PATENTS.  The  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  rej 
H.  R\4185,  to  fix  the  fees  payable  to  the  Patent  Office,  p.  D487 


19.  WHEAT.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  submitted  a  favorable  report 
protocol  mq  extend  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  1962.  p.  122J 


a 


.) 


0.  PROPERTY.  Pas'hed  without  amendment  S.  1516,  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  so  as  to  authorize  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  to  enter  into  contracts  f6r  the  inspection, 
maintenance,  and  repair  of  fixed  equipment  in  federally  prone  d  buildings  for 
periods  not  to  exceeds  five  years,  pp.  12229-30 

Passed  as  reported  1004,  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  to\make  title  III  thereof  directly  applicable  to  procure¬ 
ment  of  property  and  nonpersonal  services  by  executive  agencies,  p.  12230-1 

21.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Sen.  Holland  inserted  his  speech  before  the  N.  Y.  State  Waterways 
Association,  uThe  Lasting  Value\of  the  Puj>iic  Works  Program  to  the  People  of 
the  United  States."  pp.  12237-9 


ITEMS  INXPPENDIX 


22.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of  remarks  jot  Rep.^loybal  stating  that  since  the  termina- 
)  tion  of  the  bracero  program  "thousands  of  Americans. .. have  been  able  to  find 

gainful  employment  in  Americans  fields  and  orchards."  pp.  A2901-2,  A2907 

Extension  of  remarks  of /Rep.  Derwinski  criticizing  the  farm  labor  situation, 
p.  A2916 

23.  PEANUTS.  Sen.  Sparkmag,  Ala.,  inserted  an  address,  X^he  Peanut  Farmers'  Role 

In  State's  Expanding  Agriculture."  pp.  A2903-4 

24.  ECONOMICS.  Rep. /Ellsworth  inserted  an  article,  "The  New  ^qpnomics  and  Its  New 

High  Priest. "/pp.  A2904-5 

25.  FARM  PROGR^tf.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Hosmer  criticizing  \tarious  adminis- 

tratiotypro  grams,  and  the  fact  that  "Mountains  of  surplus  crops  axe  stored 
arournr  the  country  while  the  Agriculture  Department  spends  million^  of  dollars 
a  year  learning  how  to  produce  more  of  the  same."  pp.  A2919-20 


26.  FARM  PRICES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Nelsen  inserting  a  GTA  radio 
"looking  at  the  dismal  farm  price  situation."  pp.  A2924-5 


mndup 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


27.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  S.  2089  by  Sen.  Morse,  H.  R.  Johnson,  Calif.,  Rep.  Clausen, 

R.  8820  by  Rep.  Ullman,  and  Rep.  Wyatt,  to  provide  assistance  to  the  Spates 
of  California,  Oregon,  Washington,  Nevada,  and  Idaho  for  the  reconstruction  of 
areas  damaged  by  recent  floods  and  high  waters;  to  Public  Works  Committee. 
Remarks  of  Sen.  Morse  pp.  11217-8 


28. 


32. 


PERSONNEL H.  R.  8804  by  Rep.  Broyhill,  Va. ,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  so  as  to  provide  for  inclusion  of  certain  periods ,of  reemploy¬ 
ment  of  annuitants  for  the  purpose  of  computing  annuities  of  th^dr  surviving 
spouses;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 

H.  R.  8813  hy  Rep.  Keogh,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  to 
liberalize  certain  provisions  thereof  pertaining  to  qualifications  for  retire¬ 
ment  and  computation  of  annuities;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 

H.  R.  8814  by  Rep.  Kunkel,  to  amend  the  Administrative:  Expenses  Act  of  1946, 
as  amended,  to  provid^  for  reimbursement  of  certain  moving  expenses  of 
employees,  and  to  authorize  payment  of  expenses  for  storage  of  household  goods 
and  personal  effects  of\employees  assigned  to  isolated  duty  stations  within  , 
the  continental  United  Scutes;  to  Government  Operations  Committee.  Remarks 
of  author  pp.  12192-4 


i 


29.  FARM  LABOR.  S.  2090  by  Sen.  Tbwer,  and  H.  R.  88l0  by  Rep.  Herlong,  to  provide 
for  the  establishment  of  a  program  under  which  foreign  agricultural  workers 
can  be  recruited  for  temporary  ehmloyment  ip  the  continental  United  States;  to 
Agriculture  Committee.  Remarks  ofvSen.  To^er  pp.  12220-2 


30.  AIR  POLLUTION.  H.  R.  8800  by  Rep.  As l 


to  amend  the  Clean  Air  Act  to  require 


standards  for  controlling  the  emission>(of  pollutants  from  gasoline-  or  diesel- 
powered  vehicles,  to  establish  a  Federalx  Air  Pollution  Control  Laboratory;  to 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committed 


31.  WILDLIFE.  H.  R.  8807  by  Rep.  Dingell,  to  amdnd  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation 
Act  to  provide  that  no  land  contained  in  the  national  wildlife  refuge  system 
shall  be  sold,  transferred  foir  any  other  use,  o^  otherwise  disposed  of  without^ 
the  approval  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Commission;  to.  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
Committee. 


URBAN  AFFAIRS.  H.  R.  882^  by  Rep.  Dwyer,  to  establishxin  the  Executive  Office 
of  the  President  an  Office  of  Urban  Affairs  and  Community  Development;  to 
Government  Operations/Committee. 


33.  MARKETING  ORDERS.  2092  by  Sen.  Holland,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  /1937  to  permit  marketing  orders  applicable  to  celery,  sweet 
corn,  limes,  or /avocados  to  provide  for  paid  advertising;  to  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  Committee. 


34.  EDUCATION, 
constitute 
Committe* 


2097  by  Sen.  Morse,  to  provide  for  judical  review  of\tbe 
inality  of  grants  or  loans  under  certain  acts;  to  Judicial 
Remarks  of  author  p.  12222 


BILLS  APPROVED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 


35. 


PERSONNEL;  ACCOUNTING.  H.  R.  6691,  to  validate  certain  over  payments  made 
the  Forest  Service  to  Southwestern  Indian  firefighter  crews  from  N.  Mex.  anc 
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ie  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  'MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it\s  so  ordered. 


FLIGHT  OF  “GUCMINI  IV”— RECESS 
TO  1:3\  O’CLOCK 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr\President,  I  have  a 
happy  suggestion  to  'make  to  my  ma¬ 
jority  leader,  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Mansfield],  and  to  the  floor 
manager  of  the  foreign  ^d  bill  at  the 
moment,  the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Sparkman]  .  History  is  being  made  at 
this  very  moment.  The  eyes  of  the 
world  are  on  two  great  patriots  in  a 
space  ship  who  are  in  the  process  of 
coming  down  to  earth.  My  suggestion  is 
that  no  Senator  should  feel  the  slightest 
dereliction  in  his  Senate  duties  because 
he  is  in  front  of  a  television  set  somed 
where  in  the  precincts  of  the  Senate.  I ' 
respectfully  suggest  that  the  Senate  take 
a  recess  until  those  two  great  patriots  are 
safely  landed  and  all  of  us  have  had  an 
opportunity  to  be  participants  as  ob¬ 
servers  in  that  great  chapter  of  Ameri¬ 
can  history.  I  make  that  suggestion. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  to 
recognize  the  achievement,  and  as  a 
mark  of  respect  and  admiration  for  as¬ 
tronauts  James  A.  McDivitt  and  Edward 
H.  White,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  stand  in  recess  until  1:30 
p.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate, 
(at  12  o’clock  and  57  minutes  p.m.)  took 
a  recess  until  1 : 30  o’clock  the  same  day. 

On  the  expiration  of  the  recess  the 
Senate  reassembled  and  was  called  to 
order  by  the  Presiding  Officer  (Mr. 
Mansfield  in  the  chair) . 


RECESS  UNTIL  2  P.M. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  As  a 
further  mark  of  respect  and  admiration 
for  Astronauts  James  A.  McDivitt  and, 
Edward  H.  White,  the  Senate  will  stanj; 
in  recess  until  2  o’clock. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Sevfate 
took  a  recess  until  2  p.m.  the  sam/ day. 

On  the  expiration  of  the  recess  the 
Senate  reassembled  and  was  called  to 
order  by  the  Presiding  Officer  jMr,  Mon¬ 
toya  in  the  chair) . 


RECESS  UNTIL  /:30  P.M. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD,  2Wr.  President,  for 
the  same  reasons  previously  stated,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess  un¬ 
til  the  hour  of  2: 3ff  p.m. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on /agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  m)m  Montana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  tofik  a  recess  until  2:30  p.m. 

On  the  expiration  of  the  recess  the 
Senato4eassembled,  when  called  to  order 
by  the  Presiding  Officer  (Mr.  Harris  in 
thq/chair) . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  What 
the  will  of  the  Senate? 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

TRIBUTES  TO  ASTRONAUTS  JAMES 

A.  McDIVITT  AND  EDWARD  H. 

WHITE 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  if 
I  maye  be  recognized  briefly,  I  should 
like  to  take  this  means  to  commend  the 
astronauts,  Mr.  James  A.  McDivitt  and 
Mr.  Edward  H.  White,  who  have  just 
completed  a  4-day  successful  space 
flight.  They  carried  much  in  the  way 
of  hopes  as  far  as  our  own  country  is 
concerned.  They  comported  themselves 
.with  valor,  with  dignity,  and  with 
>urage. 

Je  are  just  as  happy  as  they  are, 
their  wives  are,  as  their  families  are,  th&t 
they 'have  been  able  to  successfully  cc 
plete  tins  flight  and  add  additional  bister 
to  the  struggle  that  is  going  on  in -man’s 
attemptsNto  conquer  outer  space.  The 
Senate  extends  to  them  its  heist  wishes 
and  congratulations. 

Mr.  DIRKS^CN.  Mr.  President,  the 
successful  flight  of  the  astronauts, 
through  orbit,  is\  first  pi  all,  testimony 
to  their  personal  courage.  I  doubt 
whether  anybody  c&h  quite  appreciate 
the  courage  that  fladto  be  summoned 
up  for  a  man  to  offer  himself  for  a  flight 
in  space.  It  is  a;  testimony  also  to  their 
fidelity  to  their  country  \nd  the  con¬ 
tribution  they'  can  make  ta  ^cience  and 
to  the  wellbeing  and  defence  of  their 
country. 

In  addition,  it  is  testimony  th  man’s 
unendjhg  curiosity  about  space,  and  his 
consent  devotion  to  the  endeavor  of 
conquering  space  and  distance. 

presume  we  can  set  apart  perhaps  tf 
test  100  years  as  that  period  in  whicl 
we  conquered  time,  space,  distance,  and 
temperature,  by  means  of  the  telephone, 
the  telegraph,  the  radio,  television,  air 
conditioning,  the  airplane,  and  the  heli¬ 
copter.  All  of  these  are  nothing  more 
than  man’s  conquest  of  natural  forces. 

Again  two  great  interpid  souls  have 
offered  themselves,  along  with  others,  for 
the  purpose  of  conquering  space;  I  say, 
All  hail  to  their  courage  and  to  their  de¬ 
votion  to  their  country. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  our  distinguished  leaders  in  the  re¬ 
marks  they  have  made  commending  the 
astronauts  and  all  those  who  have  been 
associated  with  them  in  making  this  ac¬ 
complishment  possible.  It  has  been  a 
great  undertaking.  It  has  called  for 
adventure  of  the  highest  order.  Even 
though  the  accomplishments  thus  far  at¬ 
tained  have  been  spectacular,  and  will 
continue  to  be  so  through  the  years  in 
the  impact  they  will  have,  it  is  difficult 
to  envisage  the  extent  to  which  this  ef¬ 
fort  can  and  will  be  carried  out. 

I  heard  over  the  radio  this  morning, 
as  I  was  driving  to  work,  the  voice  of  Dr. 


Wehrner  von  Braun,  speaking  at  a  col-/ 
lege  commencement  at  which  he  wq^ 
given  an  honorary  doctor’s  degree,  make 
this  rather  simple  statement,  but  one  of 
great  implication — that  man  woul (^con¬ 
tinue  to  explore  space  as  long  as  there 
was  yet  space  unexplored. 

When  we  think  back  to  the  times  of 
exploration  by  water,  that/same  spirit 
was  in  being.  Even  to  this'  day,  if  there 
is  any  unexplored  area  anywhere  on 
earth,  man  seeks  to  explore  it.  It  is  an 
easy  prediction  to  reflect  that  that  will 
continue.  The  flight  which  has  just 
been  made  has  d/e  much  toward  for¬ 
warding  us  to  t£at  day. 

Dr.  von  Braun,  in  the  same  statement, 
laid  down  a  kind  of  calendar  of  events 
as  they  may-fiappen  in  the  future.  It  is 
freely  predicted  that  we  shall  land  a  man 
on  the  moon  by  1970,  within  5  years  of 
this  tirfle. 

I  heard  Dr.  von  Braun  make  a  speech 
at  one  time  in  which  he  said : 

/e  shall  not  stop  at  the  moon.  We  shall 
to  Mars.  We  shall  go  to  Venus — yea,  we 
/shall  go  to  the  outermost  of  galaxies. 

It  shows  the  dreams  that  motivate 
those  people  as  they  search  the  outer 
reaches  of  space. 

It  has  been  my  good  fortune  to  watch 
those  developments  at  rather  close  hand. 
Fifteen  years  ago  Dr.  Von  Braun  and  his 
team  of  German  scientists  were  moved  to 
my  hometown.  There  they  did  work  on 
missiles.  In  1955  they  constructed  the 
first  moderate-range  missile,  a  range  of 
probably  a  hundred  miles.  I  remember 
how  they  were  able  to  stretch  that  dis¬ 
tance  until  they  attained  a  range  of 
some  1,500  miles. 

I  remind  Senators  that  it  was  a  missile 
that  was  produced  at  Redstone  Arsenal 
in  my  hometown,  the  souped-up  Red¬ 
stone  that  became  Jupiter-C,  that  put  up 
the  first  satellite  for  the  free  world.  It 
was  the  Redstone  that  carried  Alan 
Shepard. 

There  in  my  hometown  I  have  watched 
through  the  years  the  development  of 
the  mightiest  space  machine  in  the 
world.  The  Saturn  has  an  initial  thrust 
kof  IV2  million  foot-pounds.  Saturn  5, 
fhich  is  the  ultimate  in  that  develop- 
ent,  will  have  five  times  that  thrust; 
and  it  will  be  that  mechanism  which  will 
be  used  to  put  a  man  on  the  moon  within 
the  nekt  5  years. 

We  sftpuld  feel  good  that  this  mission 
has  been\o  well  completed.  We  should 
feel  happy*.  We  should  feel  humbled, 
and  at  the  same  time  we  should  look  to 
the  future  wrfch  a  great  deal  of  confi¬ 
dence  as  to  what  man  can  do  and  will  do. 

Mr.  MORSE.  'Mr.  President,  at  10 
minutes  to  1  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
suggested  to  the  majority  leader  that,  in 
view  of  the  fact  thalNwe  were  living  in 
a  great  hour  of  history\t  would  be  most 
appropriate  if  the  Senate  took  a  recess 
so  that  Senators  could  join  in  the  ex¬ 
perience  of  the  writing  of  tjiat  history. 
The  majority  leader  [Mr.  Mai^field]  ,  in 
his  characteristic  way,  immediately 
joined  me  in  that  suggestion,  and'!  thank 
him.  I  know  I  thank  him  in  befralf  of 
the  entire  membership  of  the  Senate  for 
declaring  the  recess  that  permitted\us 
in  the  last  hour  and  a  half  to  see  tl 
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gk-eat  chapter  of  American  history 
■written. 

Two  great  patriots,  the  primary  per¬ 
sonages  involved  in  the  writing  of  the 
chapter,  were  among  others  who  also 
helped  write  this  chapter. 

(AtXthis  point  Mr.  Harris  took  the 
chair  ak Presiding  Officer.) 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  Chris 
Craft,  all  the  scientists,  all  the  astro¬ 
nauts,  including  McDivitt  and  White, 
and  hundreds  of  patriotic  Americans, 
made  it  possible  for  these  two  dedicated 
patriots  to  i^rite  this  glorious  chapter. 

I  believe  that  each  of  us  is  a  better 
human  being  because  of  the  observations 
we  have  made  Vnd  the  participation  in 
which  we  wereXinvolved  as  Americans 
during  the  past  nour  and  a  half,  as  we 
anxiously  followed  the  return  of 
McDivitt  and  White  to  the  aircraft  car¬ 
rier  Wasp.  \ 

Mr.  President,  thik  is  a  great  hour  in 
which  to  be  alive.  I\hope  that  each  of 
us  will  rededicate  himkelf  to  the  respon¬ 
sibilities  which  are  ours  as  free  Ameri¬ 
cans,  and  will  do  what  we  can  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  our  sights  ana  our  reason,  as 
a  result  of  the  exciting  chapter  of  history 
which  has  just  been  written,  to  make 
this  country  an  ever  better  place  in  which 
to  live.  \ 

The  Senator  from  AlabamaVMr.  Hill] 
just  referred  to  our  being  more  humble. 
Certainly,  we  are  more  humblte.  But  I 
hope  each  of  us  feels  more  dedicated  to 
the  spiritual  values  which  are  such  an 
inseparable  part  of  our  conditioning  as 
human  beings,  and  will  make  hik  own 
interpretation  of  an  event  such  as\this. 
I  do  not  see  how  anyone  can  see  Vnd 
hear  what  we  have  just  witnessed  in  \he 
past  horn-  and  a  half  without  recogniz¬ 
ing  that  there  is  a  Creator  who  directss 
the  universe.  \ 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT 
OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
make  a  few  preliminary  remarks  involv¬ 
ing  discussion  of  procedure  and  the  pro¬ 
gram,  so  far  as  opposition  to  the  foreign 
aid  bill  now  before  the  Senate  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

We  are  now  in  the  second  day  of  de¬ 
bate  on  this  bill.  The  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright], 
made  the  opening  statement  for  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  the  foreign  aid  bill. 

This  afternoon  it  falls  to  my  responsi¬ 
bility  to  make  the  opening  statement  on 
behalf  of  the  opposition  to  the  foreign 
aid  bill. 

It  is  really  not  accurate  to  talk  about 
proponents  and  opponents,  because 
there  is  no  difference  between  us  as  to 
the  ultimate  objective.  We  have  a  com¬ 
mon  objective,  irrespective  of  differences 
in  position  on  the  bill  as  between  affirm¬ 
ative  support  and  negative  opposition. 

Our  objective  as  U.S.  Senators  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  foreign  aid  bill  is  to 
follow  a  course  of  action  which  we  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
United  States. 


There  is  no  difference  between  us,  I 
am  sure,  so  far  as  that  objective  is  con¬ 
cerned.  Our  differences,  really,  are 
differences  in  the  evaluation  of  objec¬ 
tives,  differences  in  interpretation  of 
the  facts  are,  differences  as  to  the  best 
procedures  to  be  followed  to  promote 
the  common  objective:  The  best  welfare 
of  the  United  States  of  America. 

As  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations,  this  is  not  a  new 
position  for  me,  so  far  as  my  attitude  to¬ 
ward  the  foreign  aid  program  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

I  believe  that  the  foreign  aid  program 
of  the  United  States,  at  the  present 
time,  over  all,  is  not  in  the  best  interests 
of  future  generations  of  Americans,  nor 
is  it  in  the  best  interests  of  the  present 
generation  of  Americans. 

As  debate  progresses,  I  shall  ad¬ 
vance — as  I  have  in  many  years  past,  by 
bringing  up  to  date  the  evidence  which 
has  been  adduced  since  I  last  discussed 
those  premises — my  deep  conviction  that 
everywhere  that  foreign  aid  is  being 
operated  on  the  basis  of  its  present  for¬ 
mat,  American  foreign  aid  is  making 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  Communists 
around  the  world. 

I  shall  advance  the  premise,  and  de¬ 
fend  it,  that  American  military  aid,  as 
it  is  being  administered  at  present, 
jeopardizes  peace,  and  that  if  it  is  peace 
which  America  seeks,  drastic  changes  in 
American  military  aid  should  be  enacted 
into  law  this  year.  They  should  have 
been  enacted  .last  year.  They  should 
have  been  enacted  the  year  before  that. 
They  should  have  been  enacted  many 
years  past,  because  I  am  satisfied  that 
when  the  history  of  American  military 
aid  is  written — after  those  of  us  in  the 
Senate  who  will  be  voting  on  this  bill  are 
gone  from  the  scene — future  generations 
of  Americans  will  be  condemned  with  the 
course  of  action  which  we  have  followed 
in  respect  to  American  military  aid. 

Mr.  President,  before  I  enter  into  a 
discussion  of  the  substance  of  some  of 
the  premises  I  have  in  mind,  let  me  speak 
for  a  few  moments  about  some  proce¬ 
dures  to  be  followed  in  connection  with 
the  debate.  I  particularly  invite  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening]  with  whom  I  have  worked  for 
many  years  to  make  foreign  aid  worth 
while. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Does  the  Senator 
believe  there  is  understanding  on  the 
part  of  the  administration  and  others 
that  our  efforts  through  the  years  have 
been  designed  to  improve  and  strength¬ 
ened  the  administration  of  foreign  aid, 
and  that  if  some  of  the  amendments 
that  we  propose  were  adopted,  it  would 
mean  not  only  the  saving  of  funds  to  the 
Treasury,  but  also  the  far  more  effective 
use  of  foreign  aid,  by  which  it  would 
tend  to  achieve  the  objectives  that  are 
alleged  for  it,  but  which  are  being 
thwarted  by  its  maladministration? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  I  could  reply  by 
saying  that  I  believe  the  administration 
has  that  understanding,  but  the  admin¬ 
istration  has  not  shown  the  slightest 
evidence  that  it  comprehends  the  point 
of  view  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska  and 
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the  Senator  from  Oregon  and  others  of 
us  who  have  been  trying  to  change  the 
foreign  aid  program  for  some  time. 

So  far  as  I  can  see,  this  administration 
does  not  even  show  that  it  has  any  under¬ 
standing  of  what  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States  has  been  point¬ 
ing  out  for  years  as  being  involved  in 
our  foreign  aid  program — inefficiency, 
waste,  corruption,  and  threats  to  the 
peace.  With  evidence  so  clear,  I  am  at 
a  loss  to  understand  why  this  adminis¬ 
tration  and  previous  administrations 
have  not  tried  to  put  into  effect  the  nec¬ 
essary  reforms  based  upon  the  reports  of 
our  own  Comptroller  General.  When 
Congress  has  acted  to  write  changes  into 
law  over  administration  objections,  those 
changes  are  subsequently  advertised  as 
great  improvements  by  the  administra¬ 
tion.  Of  course,  there  are  many  more 
changes  that  any  administration  would 
find  useful  if  it  could  bring  itself  to 
recognize  that  in  the  past  Congress  has 
shown  good  judgment  in  amending  the 
program. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mi-.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  know  the  Senator 
appreciates  it,  but  I  wonder  how  many 
others  appreciate,  that  our  foreign  mili¬ 
tary  aid  program,  which  is  ostensibly 
designed  to  check  communism  and  the 
military  advances  of  the  Soviet  Union 
and  others — China  among  others-^has 
resulted  in  our  giving  money  for  that 
purpose  to  countries  which  use  the  arms 
to  fight  each  other.  I  refer  to  the  case 
of  India  and  Pakistan;  Greece  and  Tur¬ 
key,  which  fight  each  other  over  Cyprus ; 
and  the  latest  development,  our  offering 
arms  to  Jordan,  to  be  used  by  them  to 
raid  Israel  and  to  kill  people. 

It  is  fantastic  that  the  administration 
does  not  appreciate  that  fact  and  serve 
notice  on  those  countries  that  no  more 
military  aid  will  be  provided  unless  it  is 
used  for  the  purposes  originally  indi¬ 
cated,  some  of  which  are  no  longer  valid. 

Mr.  MORSE.  As  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  knows,  he  is  unanswerably  right. 
In  past  years,  I  have  supported  his 
amendments  dealing  with  these  matters, 
and  shall  again  do  so  this  year. 

This  afternoon  I  shall  speak  only  in 
terms  of  rather  broad  generalities,  and 
shall  outline  the  case  which  I  propose  to 
make  against  the  administration  with 
respect  to  foreign  aid;  then  we  shall  go 
into  depth  which  respect  to  the  serious 
mistakes  which  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
has  outlined.  For  example,  he  has  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  military  aid  program  of  the 
United  States  in  the  Middle  East. 

I  could  not  believe  my  eyes  when  I 
picked  up  the  newspaper  the  other  morn¬ 
ing  and  read  that  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  Mr.  McNamara,  made  a  formal 
official  proposal  that  we  would  supply 
Saudi  Arabia  with  $100  million  worth  of 
military  aid.  It  is  unbelievable. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  what  he  said  in 
that  speech.  That  is  what  he  proposed 
in  the  speech  he  made.  He  proposed,  for¬ 
mally,  to  huild  up  in  the  Middle  East 
military  aid  to  Saudi  Arabia  to  the  tune 
of  $100  million. 
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Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  believe  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Namara  spoke  about  selling  military 
equipment.  I  do  not  believe  he  called  it 
aid.  If  the  Senator  is  referring  to  the 
same  article  that  I  read,  it  was  not  aid, 
as  we  use  the  word ;  rather,  he  was  speak¬ 
ing  about  authorizing  the  sale  of  the 
equipment  for  cash  to  Saudi  Arabia. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  sale  of  $100  million  worth 
of  military  equipment  to  Saudi  Arabia 
is  not  aid? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  not  aid  in  the 
usual  sense  in  which  we  use  that  word. 
In  the  Senator’s  sense,  of  course,  all  of 
it  is  aid. 

Mr.  MORSE.  What  does  the  Senator 
think  I  have  been  protesting  all  these 
years? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  believe  the  Rec¬ 
ord  could  leave  the  impression  that  we 
were  giving  aid.  I  did  not  know  that  the 
Senator  was  using  the  word  in  that 
fashion. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  what  I  have 
been  protesting;  namely,  our  Govern¬ 
ment’s  giving  or  selling  weapons  of  war 
to  endanger  the  peace  of  the  world,  to 
kill  thousands  of  human  beings,  and  then 
ringing  church  bells  on  Sundays.  What 
national  hyprocrisy. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  How  does  the  ad¬ 
ministration  reconcile  its  oft  reiterated 
pleas  for  peace  on  earth,  and  the  peace¬ 
keeping  objective  as  being  the  prime  ob¬ 
jective  of  the  United  States  in  the  world, 
with  going  into  the  arms  business  on  this 
tremendous  scale? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  never  look  to  this  ad¬ 
ministration  to  reconcile  its  inconsist¬ 
encies  or  its  malfeasances. 

Mr.  President,  going  back  to  my  thesis, 
imagine  building  up  the  military  power 
of  dictatorships  in  the  Middle  East, 
which  at  the  very  moment  that  I  speak 
are  talking  about  making  war.  Does 
anyone  believe  that  the  McNamara  pro¬ 
gram  for  $100  million  worth  of  military 
equipment  for  Saudi  Arabia  will  be  used 
for  the  sheiks  to  play  tiddly-winks  or 
hopscotch  or  hide-and-seek  or  ring- 
around-the-rosy?  We  are  dealing  with 
dangerous  men.  The  proposal  is  to 
equip  them.  A  great  deal  of  it  will  find 
its  way  to  the  royalist  Yemenis,  who  are 
fighting  the  Egyptians  whose  war  ma¬ 
chine  we  feed  with  surplus  food.  The 
administration  has  the  audacity  to  try 
to  tell  the  American  people,  through  this 
misleading  propaganda,  that  we  are  a 
nation  of  peace. 

We  are  a  threat  to  the  peace  of  the 
world.  It  is  about  time  that  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  faced  the  fact  that  if  they 
follow  this  administration  in  its  war 
plans,  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Amer¬ 
ican  boys  will  die  in  battle  in  the  months 
not  too  far  ahead — but  not  with  the  vote 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

We  will  either  practice  our  ideals,  or 
we  will  have  no  ideals.  Imagine  the 
great  sums  of  money,  taken  from  the 
taxpayers  of  the  United  States,  being 
used  to  build  up  competing  military  ma¬ 


chines  in  India  and  Pakistan,  which 
would  be  of  no  value  to  the  United  States 
in  case  of  war  with  Russia.  The  Amer¬ 
ican  people  do  not  know,  because  they 
have  been  taken  so  far  down  the  road  to 
government  by  concealment  that  they  do 
not  have  the  facts  as  to  what  their  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  up  to,  about  the  high  secrecy 
on  which  American  foreign  policy  is  con¬ 
ducted.  The  American  people  do  not 
have  the  facts  about  the  police  state  in¬ 
stitution  that  has  been  built  into  this 
so-called  democracy,  known  as  the  CIA, 
whose  activities,  I  may  say  as  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Latin  American 
Affairs,  in  Latin  America  have  been  a 
source  of  threat  to  the  peace,  time  and 
time  again. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  intend  to  sup¬ 
port  that  kind  of  foreign  policy,  because 
I  believe  that  we  have  a  sacred  obliga¬ 
tion  to  future  generations  of  American 
boys  and  girls.  For  example,  we  should 
return  to  the  type  of  foreign  policy  that 
Franklin  Roosevelt  envisioned  when,  20 
years  ago,  he  tried  to  obtain  support  for 
following  a  course  of  action  in  Indochina 
directly  opposite  to  the  course  of  action 
that  the  present  administration  is  fol¬ 
lowing  and  preceding  administrations 
have  followed  in  Indochina.  Had  we  fol¬ 
lowed  the  Franklin  Roosevelt  program, 
American  boys  would  not  be  dying  in 
southeast  Asia  today. 

There  are  many  who  do  not  wish  to 
listen  to  tough  talk.  There  are  many 
who  do  not  wish  to  face  up  to  the  ugly 
realities.  They  would  much  prefer  to 
take  the  flag  behind  the  chair  of  the 
Presiding  Officer  and  wave  it  into  tatters 
with  their  so-called  superpatriotism. 

Let  me  say  to  those  who  are  so  anxious 
to  have  American  boys  die  in  southeast 
Asia,  “Come  on.  The  line  forms  at  the 
right.  Offer  yourselves  as  a  substitute 
for  an  American  boy  whom  you  are 
drafting  and  sending  over  there.  You 
come  back  in  a  coffin,  since  you  are  so 
anxious  that  there  be  killing  of  God’s 
children,  whatever  their  race  or  color,  in 
an  unnecessary,  unjustifiable,  illegal,  and 
unconscionable  war  in  southeast  Asia.” 
It  is  a  war  that  the  President  cannot 
justify  under  his  oath  as  Commander  in 
Chief  under  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  because  the  President  does 
not  have  the  slightest  right  under  the 
Constitution  to  send  a  single  boy  to  his 
death  in  southeast  Asia  without  a  decla¬ 
ration  of  war. 

Where  is  the  declaration  of  war?  I 
will  tell  the  Senate  why  a  proposed  dec¬ 
laration  of  war  is  not  before  the  Con¬ 
gress.  The  American  people  would  not 
accept  it,  for  a  proposal  really  to  make 
the  present  war  legal  under  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  would  then  bring  forth  a  demand 
from  coast  to  coast  across  this  country 
for  a  consideration  of  all  facets  of  the 
international  law  implications  of  such  a 
war. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Has  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon  any  ex¬ 
planation  as  to  why  neither  the  present 
administration  nor  any  preceding  ad¬ 
ministration  has  ever  invoked  articles  1, 
2,  33,  and  37  of  the  United  Nations  Char¬ 


ter,  to  which  we  are  signatories,  and 
which  we  helped  to  create? 

Mr.  MORSE.  They  do  not  have  any 
good  reason.  But  I  will  tell  the  Senator 
what  some  of  their  alibis  are.  There  has 
never  come  from  the  State  Department  a 
single  justification  that  has  any  inter¬ 
national  law  standing  for  the  United 
States  violating  its  signature  to  the 
United  Nations  Charter.  We  stand  in 
open  violation  of  the  United  Nations 
Charter,  and  the  Secretary  of  State 
knows  it.  All  he  can  do  is  go  around  in¬ 
sulting  those  who  have  forgotten  more 
about  international  law  and  more  about 
Asia  than  he  will  ever  know.  His  attacks 
upon  the  academic  world,  the  colleges 
and  the  universities  of  this  country,  are 
inexcusable. 

I  renew  this  afternoon  my  challenge 
to  the  Secretary  of  State  to  meet  me  on 
any  campus  or  campuses  that  he  wishes 
to  name  for  a  discussion  of  American 
foreign  policy  in  respect  to  the  war  in 
Asia.  I  also  warn  him  that  he  will  not 
be  protected  in  the  debate  by  executive 
privilege.  We  shall  tell  the  American 
people  all  the  facts  that  have  been  made 
available  to  us,  which  is  a  small  percent¬ 
age  of  what  ought  to  be  made  available, 
because  not  even  in  the  Senate  are  we 
protected  from  Government  by  conceal¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  As  the  Senator  well 
knows,  articles  1  and  2  of  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  Charter  prescribe  and  make  man¬ 
datory  peaceful  approaches  in  interna¬ 
tional  difficulties.  Article  33  outlines 
eight  different  steps  which,  if  we  ad¬ 
hered  to  the  charter  to  which  we  are  a 
signatory,  are  prescribed  and  to  be  used 
first  of  all  before  any  other  methods  are 
used.  If  all  of  those  have  been  used  and 
failed,  article  37  makes  it  mandatory 
that  we  shall,  not  may,  then  lay  the  is¬ 
sue  before  the  Security  Council.  Is  there 
any  understandable  explanation  why 
that  course  has  never  been  tried? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from 
Alaska  has  brought  out  the  fact  time  and 
time  again  for  the  past  2  years.  So  has 
the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon.  So 
have  the  great  scholars  of  the  univer¬ 
sities  of  this  country — time  and  time 
again.  But  such  a  procedure  would  in¬ 
terfere  with  the  propaganda  of  this  ad¬ 
ministration  and  with  its  concealed  pur¬ 
poses  in  Asia. 

I  told  the  Senator  that  I  would  call  his 
attention  to  some  of  the  rationalizations 
and  alibis  of  the  spokesmen  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  When  I  have  pleaded  in 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  for  the 
submission  of  these  great  issues  to  the 
United  Nations,  the  answer  of  the  State 
Department  is,  “Senator,  do  you  not 
think  Russia  would  veto  that  course  in 
the  Security  Council?” 

My  reply  is,  “Perhaps.  I  cannot  be 
sure,  and  neither  can  you.  We  shall 
never  know  until  we  try.  But  I  believe 
Red  Russia  would  veto  it.” 

That  is  why  I  desire  to  put  Red  Russia 
on  the  spot.  That  is  why  I  wish  to  show 
who  it  is  that  has  refused  to  resort  to 
the  rule  of  law  for  the  settlement  of 
threats  to  the  peace.  That  is  why  I  want 
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to  get  my  country  out  of  the  position  of 
international  outlawry  and  make  it  a 
law-abiding  nation  again.  That  is  why  I 
wish  my  country  to  get  back  within  its 
treaty  obligations.  I  wish  to  prove  that 
it  is  not  the  United  Sates,  but  a  Commu¬ 
nist  nation,  that  is  seeking  to  resort  to 
outlawry  in  order  to  cause  threats  to  the 
peace  of  the  world. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Is  there  not  a  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  United  Nations  Charter  that 
if  we  fail  in  the  Security  Council,  we  still 
have  the  opportunity  to  lay  the  issue 
before  the  General  Assembly? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  the  point.  I 
have  said  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  “Why 
are  you  stopping  with  the  Security  Coun¬ 
cil  section  of  the  United  Nations  Charter? 
Read  on.  Read  on  and  see  what  can  be 
done  by  laying  the  matter  before  an  ex¬ 
traordinary  session  of  the  General  As¬ 
sembly  of  the  United  Nations.”  It  is  our 
obligation  to  do  so.  After  we  put  Russia 
on  the  spot,  if  she  does  veto  the  pro¬ 
posal — and  she  might  surprise  us,  but 
let  us  assume  that  she  vetoes  it — what  do 
we  suppose  would  happen? 

We  would  then  have  lined  up  80,  85, 
90,  95,  or  100  nations  of  the  world  in 
favor  of  setting  up  what  Franklin  Roose¬ 
velt  proposed  20  years  ago  before  the 
United  Nations  even  came  into  being, 
when  he  pleaded  for  an  international 
trusteeship  in  Indochina,  earned  out  by 
the  peace-loving  nations  of  the  world. 
What  do  we  suppose  would  be  Russia’s 
reaction  and  Red  China’s  reaction  if  we 
had  that  kind  of  alinement?  I  think  we 
would  have  no  trouble  getting  it,  but  the 
plan  requires  leadership. 

We  have  not  been  leading;  we  have 
been  running  out  on  our  obligations  un¬ 
der  the  United  Nations  Charter.  Several 
things  flashed  through  my  mind  as  I 
surveyed  over  the  weekend  the  pro¬ 
nouncements  of  the  President  and  his 
official  spokesmen — the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  the  Secretary  of  State,  McGeorge 
Bundy,  and  others — who  have  been  try¬ 
ing  to  sell  the  propaganda  line  for  a  war 
in  Asia  at  the  same  time  they  have  talked 
about  peace. 

Mr.  President,  do  you  know  what  I 
think  worries  them?  They  are  not  so 
sure  as  they  thought  they  had  reason 
to  be  30  days  ago  that  Russia  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  stand  on  the  sidelines.  It  is 
perfectly  clear  that  30  days  ago  the  ad¬ 
ministration  thought  that  the  hatred 
that  Russia  has  for  China,  and  the  fear 
that  Russia  has  for  China,  would  cause 
Russia  not  to  move.  But  there  is  clearly 
embedded  and  implied  in  some  of  the 
pronouncements  over  the  weekend  a 
growing  concern  as  to  what  Russia  may 
be  up  to.  There  are  reports  about  anti¬ 
missile  weapons  in  North  Vietnam — from 
Russia.  There  are  reports  of  some  effec¬ 
tive  fighter-bombers  in  North  Vietnam — 
from  Russia.  There  are  reports  out  of 
Russia  itself  that  Russia  does  not  intend 
to  walk  out  on  its  obligations  to  North 
Vietnam.  There  is  concern  about  some 
worrisome  reports  being  received  about 
movements  within  Red  China. 

The  bombing  of  North  Vietnam  has 
not  worked.  The  bombing  of  North 


Vietnam  has  not  driven  the  North  Viet¬ 
namese  to  the  conference  table.  The 
bombing  of  North  Vietnam  has  not  yet 
moved  a  single  division  of  the  North 
Vietnamese  Army  of  more  than  350,000 
troops.  Of  course  we  are  concerned.  We 
have  every  right  to  be  concerned.  The 
bombing  that  we  have  been  doing  has 
not  yet  even  stirred  up  a  major  overt 
military  response;  it  has  not  resulted  in 
the  slightest  inclination  on  the  part  of 
North  Vietnam  or  the  Vietcong  to  go  to 
the  conference  table.  It  is  not  surpris¬ 
ing  that  our  leaders  should  start  to  show 
some  signs  of  concern  as  to  whether  or 
not  they  have  been  on  the  right  course. 
They  have  been  on  the  wrong  course  from 
the  beginning.  Of  course,  the  situation 
will  become  worse,  not  better. 

Not  so  many  days  ago  I  sat  in  the 
Chamber  and  listened  to  the  reserva- 
tionists  at  the  time  the  so-called  $700 
million  military  bill  for  South  Vietnam 
was  before  the  Senate.  Reservationist 
after  reservationist  in  this  body  rose  and 
pointed  out  and  wanted  it  understood 
that  when  he  voted  for  that  bill,  he  was 
not  voting  a  blank  check.  All  of  them 
wanted  it  understood  that  when  they 
voted  for  the  $700  million,  they  expected 
to  be  consulted  by  the  President  if  there 
was  any  plan  to  send  additional  troops 
to  South  Vietnam.  They  made  good 
statements  for  home  consumption,  I  sup¬ 
pose,  if  one  believes  in  that  kind  of  poli¬ 
tics.  But  it  was  too  much  for  me.  The 
record  will  show  that  I  replied  to  the 
reservationists. 

I  said,  “You  are  being  consulted  right 
now.  If  any  of  you  reservationists  think 
you  will  be  consulted,  after  you  use  this 
vehicle  this  afternoon  in  which  the  Pres¬ 
ident  has  asked  you  to  ride  by  way  of  a 
vote  of  confidence  in  him  for  supporting 
what  he  is  doing  in  southeast  Asia,  you 
could  not  be  more  mistaken.” 

I  wonder  what  those  reservationists 
have  to  say  today.  Were  the  reserva¬ 
tionists  consulted  before  more  troops 
were  sent  to  Vietnam?  Thousands  more 
troops  have  been  sent  to  South  Vietnam  f 
and  the  Senate  was  not  consulted. 

When  we  get  through  with  certain 
amendments  to  the  bill  that  I  understand 
will  be  offered  with  the  approval  of  the 
administration,  including  an  amendment 
for  the  $89  million  proposal  that  I  shall 
discuss  before  I  finish  my  speech  this 
afternoon,  we  shall  have  another  maneu¬ 
ver  on  the  part  of  the  administration 
to  have  us  hogtied  and  handcuffed  even 
more,  because  those  votes  will  be  inter¬ 
preted  as  further  votes  of  confidence  for 
making  war  in  southeast  Asia. 

Mr.  President,  we  must  make  up  our 
minds  whether  or  not  we  shall  try  to 
carry  out  the  most  important  inter¬ 
national  commitment  the  United  States 
has;  namely,  the  commitment  to  honor 
our  signature  on  existing  treaties;  or 
whether  we  shall  follow  a  course  of  ac¬ 
tion  in  foreign  policy  of  tearing  up  those 
treaties,  so  far  as  our  responsibility  to¬ 
ward  them  is  concerned. 

I  fully  realize,  as  I  shall  say  in  Madi¬ 
son  Square  Garden  tomorrow  night,  that 
we  cannot  expect  to  follow  the  course  of 
action  that  the  senior  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  and  the  junior  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening]  have  been  following. 


June  7,  1965 

and  win  any  popularity  contests.  But  I 
have  never  been  interested  in  popularity 
contests.  I  have  been  interested  only  in 
carrying  out  my  trust  under  my  oath 
that  I  have  taken  four  times  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  No  partisan  consideration  will  ever 
deter  me  from  voting  on  the  basis  of  the 
facts  as  I  find  them  to  be. 

I  had  a  fascinating  experience  this 
morning  in  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations.  I  am  not  privileged  with 
propriety  to  say  more  than  this:  In  my 
judgment,  a  considerable  number  of  my 
colleagues  on  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  wish  that  our  Government 
were  following  a  different  course  of  ac¬ 
tion  than  it  is  following  in  respect  to 
the  war  in  Asia.  I  know  the  argument — 
“But  we  are  in  the  war.  What  can  we 
do  now?  We  are  in  it;  we  must  go  along. 
We  will  make  a  bad  image  around  the 
world  if  we  do  not  continue  the  pro¬ 
gram.”  Is  not  that  some  argument? 
Mr.  President,  what  do  you  suppose 
would  happen  to  a  poor  freshman  stu¬ 
dent  who  was  taking  a  course  in  logic 
in  any  university  in  this  country  if  he 
so  argued?  His  professor  would  call  him 
in  and  advise  with  him  as  to  whether  or 
not  he  really  had  the  capacity  to  con¬ 
tinue  his  college  work. 

I  say  respectfully  that  if  any  Senator 
thinks  there  should  be  a  change  in  our 
foreign  policy,  he  should  work,  fight,  and 
vote;  not  go  along  out  of  partisan  con¬ 
sideration  or  because  it  might  show  that 
he  differs  with  the  President.  I  believe 
that  the  best  friends  the  President  has 
at  any  time  are  those  who  are  willing 
to  differ  with  him  when  they  think  he 
is  wrong. 

I  shall  return  to  a  discussion  of  some 
matters  of  procedure  in  connection  with 
this  debate.  It  is  not  the  intention  of 
the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  to  engage 
in  a  debate  that  could  be  described  as  a 
debate  in  extenso.  I  know  the  Senate 
rather  well.  I  doubt  if  very  much  could 
be  said  in  the  Senate  to  change  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  very  many  Senators  on  issues  as 
they  arise.  Of  course,  that  should  not 
be  the  case.  However,  I  think  that 
crystallization  or  atrophy  has  set  in — I  do 
not  care  which  word  is  used.  So,  I  believe 
that  those  in  opposition  to  the  bill  have 
the  responsibility  of  making  an  adequate 
record. 

I  have  no  intention,  may  I  say  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  as  I  have  al¬ 
ready  said  to  the  majority  leader,  of  pro¬ 
longing  the  debate  to  any  great  length. 
I  shall  speak  at  too  great  length  for  most 
of  my  colleagues,  no  matter  how  brief  I 
may  be.  However,  I  intend  to  make  a 
respectful,  adequate  case  for  the  record, 
and  for  future  reference,  on  these  issues 
as  they  arise. 

I  announce  this  afternoon,  as  I  have 
announced  to  the  majority  and  minority 
leaders,  that  I  will  not,  as  of  now,  enter 
into  any  agreements  for  time  limitations, 
or  any  amendments,  or  any  time  certain 
to  vote.  However-,  that  will  not  preclude, 
if  my  colleagues  on  the  opposite  side 
agree,  my  entering  into  such  arrange¬ 
ments  after  we  feel  that  an  adequate 
record  has  been  made  in  opposition  to 
the  bill  and  in  support  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  that  we  shall  offer. 
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I  hope  that  will  put  to  rest  the  con¬ 
cern  that  some  Senators  seem  to  have 
that  we  may  be  in  for  a  long  summer 
on  this  bill.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
spirit  of  cooperation  on  the  part  of  the 
opposition  should,  and  I  am  sure  that  it 
will,  receive  reciprocity  from  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  the  bill.  We  shall  expect  and 
ask  for  understandings  from  time  to  time 
in  regard  to  the  order  of  taking  up 
amendments,  the  accommodation  in  re¬ 
spect  to  the  length  of  the  daily  sessions, 
and  the  postponement  of  certain  mat¬ 
ters  to  meet  reasonable  and  legitimate 
needs  of  Senators.  However,  I  want  the 
record  to  be  perfectly  clear  that  we  will 
not  engage  in  what  might  be  called  a 
lengthy  debate,  although  we  will  not  be 
deterred  from  making  whatever  record 
we  believe  needs  to  be  made  on  a  given 
issue,  to  help  our  positions  so  far  as  any 
participation  in  the  debate  is  concerned, 
the  offering  of  amendments,  debate  on 
the  amendments,  and  pressing  for  a  vote 
thereon. 

I  shall  start  this  afternoon  with  an 
amendment.  However,  before  I  offer 
that  amendment  and  ask  to  have  it  made 
the  pending  business,  I  wish  to  discuss 
two  or  three  procedural  matters  in  con¬ 
nection  with  it.  I  shall  need  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  acting  Parliamentarian  in 
connection  with  certain  questions  that  I 
shall  raise  in  respect  to  this  amendment. 

I  believe  that  courtesy,  fair  play,  and 
proper  respect  are  due  to  the  President 
of  the  United  States  on  the  part  of  each 
of  us.  That  belief  justifies  my  calling 
up  as  my  first  amendment  one  which 
deals  with  his  proposal  to  add  $89  million 
to  the  foreign  aid  bill  for  what  he  refers 
to  as  an  amount  of  money  needed  to 
start  an  economic  program  in  southeast 
Asia,  not  limited  to  South  Vietnam,  but 
to  the  countries  in  southeast  Asia. 

This  bill  was  before  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  this  morning.  I  of¬ 
fered  two  amendments.  I  offered  one 
amendment  which  proposed  that  the  $89 
million  for  economic  assistance  in 
southeast  Asia  be  granted,  but  that  the 
military  aid  program  be  reduced  by  a 
similar  amount — that  is  the  military  pro¬ 
gram  anywhere  in  the  world — and  that 
decision  be  left  with  the  administration 
as  to  where  the  $89  million  of  military 
aid  should  be  eliminated. 

Mr.  President,  the  administration 
could  cut  out  many  times  $89  million 
from  our  military  aid  program  and  still 
have  somewhere  near  a  legitimate  mili¬ 
tary  aid  program.  I  am  for  certain 
types  of  military  aid. 

As  I  expected  my  amendment  was  de¬ 
feated,  although  there  were  four  votes 
for  it,  and  much  language  from  Senators 
who  voted  against  the  amendment.  I  am 
so  accustomed  to  receiving  the  words  and 
not  the  votes.  I  am  accustomed  to  re¬ 
ceiving  pats  on  the  back  out  in  the  cloak¬ 
room,  but  not  the  votes. 

As  one  of  my  colleagues  said  to  Mrs. 
Morse  in  the  dining  room  after  the  vote 
on  the  $700  millon  vote  of  confidence, 
“Midge,  I  hope  you  noticed  that  yester¬ 
day  my  vote  was  very  weak.” 

Her  reply  was,  “But  I  heard  you.” 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Is  it  not  correct 
that  four  votes  in  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  are  a  distinct  improve¬ 
ment  over  the  lone  fight  that  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  been  carrying 
on  for  so  many  years? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  not  been  alone. 
The  Senator  from  Alaska  has  been  with 
me  from  the  beginning.  He  has  been  my 
teacher. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  But  not  on  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  voted  alone  in 
the  committee  many  times.  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  the  finest,  most  courteous,  and 
considerate  treatment  in  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations.  However,  I  do  not 
have  the  votes. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  The  Senator  prob¬ 
ably  observed  that  in  the  vote  of  con¬ 
fidence,  there  was  an  increase  of  50  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  MORSE.  And  more  words,  too. 
We  received  more  verbal  support  on  the 
issue  of  the  so-called  vote  of  confidence 
than  we  every  received  before.  I  predict 
to  the  Senator  from  Alaska  that  we  shall 
have  even  more  support  a  year  from  now. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  am  informed  that 
that  will  be  true  in  the  House.  In  the 
Senate,  the  gain  was  50  percent,  with  the 
accession  of  one  additional  supporter. 
However,  in  the  House,  support  for  our 
position  was  increased  from  0  to  7,  which 
mathematicians  would  consider  to  be  in¬ 
finity. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
there  were  some  way  the  President  could 
be  apprised  of  what  I  am  satisfied  are 
the  deep  feelings  at  the  grassroots  in 
this  Republic.  One  cannot  go  across  the 
country,  as  I  have  done,  without  recog¬ 
nizing  the  great  uneasiness  and  concern 
on  the  part  of  the  average  American 
citizen  about  what  we  are  doing  in  Asia, 
and  the  bewilderment  of  the  average 
citizen,  who  says,  “How  does  it  happen 
that  we  seem  to  be  doing  this  all  alone? 
How  does  it  happen  that,  for  the  most 
part,  all  we  are  getting  from  our  alleged 
allies  is  words,  but  no  real  support?” 

The  President  is  going  to  have  a  sad 
awakening  about  the  true  feeling  of  the 
American  people.  I  should  like  to  save 
him  from  it.  As  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  knows,  the  President  and  I  have 
stood  shoulder  to  shoulder  on  so  many 
issues,  for  so  many  years,  that  I  am  any¬ 
thing  but  happy  in  finding  myself  in  such 
complete  disagreement  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent  in  regard  to  so  many  phases  of 
American  foreign  policy.  I  blame  his 
advisers  more  than  I  blame  him.  Never¬ 
theless,  he  has  to  analyze  the  advice  he 
gets;  that  is  his  responsibility. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Does  not  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  consider  it  a  great  pity, 
when  the  President  has  such  a  magnifi¬ 
cent  domestic  program,  with  so  many 
parts  of  it  that  we  can  applaud  enthusi¬ 
astically,  for  example,  the  civil  rights 
program;  the  educational  program,  in 
connection  with  which  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  played  so  important  a  part;  the 
war  on  poverty;  the  campaign  to  beautify 


America;  the  antipollution  program;  the 
coming  enactment  of  a  hospital-care 
program;  and  many  other  things  that 
all  of  us  can  wholeheartedly  applaud — 
to  find  the  domestic  program  so  greatly 
diminished  by  the  program  which  looms 
up  in  southeast  Asia,  where  our  policy, 
which  I  believe  is  so  mistakenly  pur¬ 
sued,  will  wreck  all  our  domestic  pro¬ 
grams,  because  the  Moloch  of  war  will 
consume  all  of  them? 

Mr.  MORSE.  If  we  get  into  a  massive 
war,  or  even  a  minor  one,  we  shall  have 
to  forget  all  about  domestic  programs, 
and  we  shall  also  have  to  forget  all  about 
many  other  things  that  will  rise  to 
plague  Americans  in  respect  to  their  very 
basic  freedoms  and  liberties,  because  if 
we  get  into  a  massive  war,  this  time  it 
will  be  a  total  war.  A  moment  ago  I 
said  the  military  aid  we  make  available 
to  Pakistan,  Greece,  Turkey,  and  India 
will  be  of  no  value  to  the  United  States 
in  case  of  a  war  in  Asia.  However,  our 
military-aid  program  is  sold  to  the 
American  people  on  the  claimed  basis 
that  it  will  be  of  aid  in  that  connection. 

Many  Senators  have  been  heard  to  say, 
for  example,  on  political  platforms,  “Ah, 
but  it  is  cheaper  to  keep  a  Pakistani  boy 
or  a  Turkish  boy  or  an  Indian  boy  or  a 
Greek  boy  in  uniform  than  it  is  to  keep 
an  American  boy  in  uniform.”  What 
tommyrot.  Certainly  it  is  tornmyrot,  be¬ 
cause  those  Pakistani  or  Turkish  or 
Greek,  or  Indian  boys  would  be  of  no 
value  in  case  of  a  war  with  Russia,  for 
that  would  be  a  fast  nuclear  war.  The 
interesting  thing  is  that  Greece,  India, 
Turkey,  and  Pakistan  are  dependent  for 
their  protection  upon  the  canopy  of 
American  nuclear  power.  That  is  what 
protects  them — not  the  military  aid  we 
send  them.  Pakistani  leaders  have 
said — as  I  have  said  many  times  in  de¬ 
bate  in  the  Senate — that  they  have  no 
intention  of  sending  their  troops  into 
southeast  Asia.  Their  foreign  minister 
says  that  is  the  problem  of  the  United 
States.  He  says,  “Our  problem  is  India.” 
What  a  position  of  morality  that  puts  us 
in.  We  equip  India  and  Pakistan  mili¬ 
tarily,  so  they  can  make  war  on  each 
other;  yet  we  talk  about  being  a  moral 
nation.  Instead,  we  are  a  thoroughly 
hypocritical  Nation,  as  regards  our  mili¬ 
tary  foreign  aid  and  assistance  program, 
for  we  are  doing  the  very  things  that 
cannot  be  reconciled  with  Christian 
morality. 

Mr,  GRUENING.  If  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  will  yield  further,  let  me  say  that, 
speaking  of  morality,  there  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Saturday  newspapers  an 
Associated  Press  story  written  by  Mal¬ 
colm  Brown,  a  Pulitzer  Prize  winner,  who 
has  been  in  southeast  Asia  for  many 
years,  and  who  is  the  author  of  the  recent 
very  excellent  book  entitled  “The  New 
Face  of  War.”  In  the  article  he  pointed 
out  that  no  prisoners  are  now  being  taken 
by  either  side.  He  wrote  that  as  soon  as 
either  a  South  Vietnamese  or  North  Viet¬ 
namese  is  caught  off  base,  he  is  promptly 
killed,  and  sometimes  first  is  tortured, 
and  that  is  being  done  not  only  by  “the 
wicked  opposition”  at  which  we  point  the 
finger  of  scorn,  but  also  by  our  South 
Vietnamese  ally,  whom  we  are  supposed 
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to  control.  Under  those  circumstances, 
what  has  become  of  our  morality? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  one  of  the  most 
disturbing  things  about  this  situation. 

Last  Friday  night,  I  was  one  of  the 
speakers  at  the  baccalaureate  ceremony 
at  Salem  College,  in  West  Virginia. 
While  there,  I  talked  with  a  great  clergy¬ 
man  who  recently  returned  from  South 
Vietnam.  Even  though  I  had  already 
known  of  the  events  to  which  he  testi¬ 
fied,  nevertheless  it  was  very  shocking  to 
hear  of  them  from  one  who  was  there 
and  saw  them.  We  talk  about  our  moral 
values,  about  our  keeping  spiritual  faith, 
and  about  practicing  our  professings 
about  peace;  but,  in  spite  of  all  that,  we 
find  that  we  are  charged  with  being 
subversive. 

On  the  floor  of  the  Senate  I  said,  “It 
is  not  going  to  be  long” — and,  in  fact,  it 
has  already  begun  to  develop — “until 
some  will  claim  that  God  Almighty  is  on 
our  side  in  this  war.” 

That  is  always  a  part  of  war  propa¬ 
ganda;  the  proponents  always  claim  that 
God  is  on  their  side.  In  effect,  they  en¬ 
list  God — without  any  word  from  Him 
about  the  enlistment. 

Last  week,  I  read  in  a  religious  peri¬ 
odical  an  editorial  in  which  the  writer 
paid  his  disrespects  to  me.  The  editorial 
was  written  by  a  clergyman.  It  was 
rather  sad  to  find  that  apparently  he  had 
stopped  reading  the  Bible,  for  if  he  had 
not  stopped  reading  it,  he  could  not  have 
written  the  editorial.  However,  appar¬ 
ently  he  is  going  to  try  to  associate  God 
with  our  participation  in  this  war;  ap¬ 
parently  he  thinks  that  only  Americans 
are  the  children  of  God. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  again  to 
me? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  will  recall  that  2  weeks  ago 
there  appeared  in  the  New  York  Times 
an  impressive  advertisement,  which  at 
that  time  was  signed  by  2,500  clergy¬ 
men  of  all  faiths — Catholic,  Protestant, 
and  Jewish;  and  later  the  number  of 
signers  was  increased  to  over  16,000.  One 
of  the  points  made  in  the  advertise¬ 
ment  was  that  the  signatories  felt  they 
were  properly  qualified  to  interpret  what 
we  are  doing  in  carrying  out  the  will  of 
God;  and  they  felt  that  what  we  were 
doing  was  not  the  will  of  God,  but,  in¬ 
stead,  was  in  violation  of  the  will  of 
God. 

Therefore,  I  do  not  know  that  anyone 
is  entitled  to  speak  authoritatively  on 
what  divine  providence  believes,  but  cer¬ 
tainly  the  clergy  of  this  Nation,  of  all 
denominations,  presumably  because  of 
their  profession  are  in  a  better  position 
to  be  able  to  interpret  the  divine  will. 
They  all  felt  definitely — certainly  the 
16,000  clergymen  felt  definitely,  and  so 
expressed  themselves — that  what  we 
were  doing  in  Vietnam  was  not  the  will 
of  God  but  a  violation  of  God’s  will  and 
as  was  stated  by  them  in  the  advertise¬ 
ments,  would  bring  down  the  wrath  of 
God  upon  our  Nation  if  it  persisted. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  read  that  advertise¬ 
ment.  Of  course,  as  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  knows,  I  have  always  held  the 
position  that  I  have  no  right  to  seek 


to  impose  my  religious  convictions  upon 
others  in  connection  with  debate  on  con¬ 
troversial  issues,  but  I  have  a  duty  to  be 
true  to  my  religious  convictions.  The 
Senator  knows  I  hold  the  point  of  view 
that  the  Holy  of  Holies,  the  sanctum  of 
sanctums,  the  inner  temple,  does  not 
happen  to  be  my  Congregational  Church, 
or  the  material  church  of  any  other 
Member  of  this  body  of  any  faith.  Those 
material  structures  are  but  symbols  of 
the  Holy  of  Holies. 

It  happens  to  be  a  deep  faith  of  mine 
that  the  Holy  of  Holies  resides  in  each 
of  us,  and  takes  the  form  of  our  con¬ 
science;  and  that  when  we  sit  in  that 
temple,  we  never  sit  alone,  but  with  our 
God. 

Let  me  say  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
that  I  have  been  approaching  the  moral 
issues  connected  with  the  foreign  policy 
controversy  from  the  standpoint  of  com¬ 
munion  in  that  temple. 

I  do  not  intend  to  walk  out  on  my 
spiritual  obligations  because  of  the  argu¬ 
ments  of  political  expediency  which  I 
heard  this  morning — which  I  have  heard 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and  which  I 
hear  in  the  cloakrooms — that  merely 
because  we  happen  to  occupy  a  seat  in  the 
U.S.  Senate,  apparently  Senators  must 
not  express  any  public  disagreement  with 
the  President  or  show  any  disunity  be¬ 
cause  it  might  be  misinterpreted  around 
the  world. 

We  are  not  going  to  stop  or  change  a 
course  of  action  which  is  headed  straight 
toward  war  by  following  political  ex¬ 
pediency.  If  we  are  going  to  stop  war,  if 
we  are  going  to  remove  the  growing 
danger  of  a  holocaust,  we  must  speak  out, 
no  matter  how  much  criticism  it  may 
stir  up  within  the  administration,  within 
the  Senate,  or  within  the  country.  If 
that  is  not  the  responsibility  of  every 
Senator,  I  do  not  know  what  is  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  being  a  Senator. 

I  can  be  counted  out  if  I  am  expected 
to  participate  in  any  “cover  up”  job  or 
“snow”  job  for  the  administration  while 
it  finds  its  bearings. 

Mr.  President,  returning  to  my  amend¬ 
ment,  it  was  offered  this  morning  in  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  was 
voted  down,  although  four  members 
voted  for  it. 

The  amendment  would  have  granted 
the  President  $89  million  for  economic 
use  in  southeast  Asia,  but  would  have 
reduced  military  aid  in  the  bill  in  various 
part  of  the'  world — to  be  decided  by  the 
President — by  an  equal  amount  of  $89 
million. 

Subsequent  to  the  meeting,  an  able 
member  of  the  staff — and  I  have  sup¬ 
plemented  by  further  inquiry  and  verified 
to  my  satisfaction  his  doubt — pointed  out 
to  me  that  there  was  a  possibility,  if  my 
amendment  were  to  be  adopted  that,  later 
on  in  debate,  I  might  be  forestalling  the 
offering  of  amendments  for  an  additional 
cut  in  military  aid. 

I  am  going  to  offer  amendments  for 
additional  cuts  in  military  aid,  as  well 
as  amendments  for  additional  cuts  in 
many  other  sections  of  the  bill. 

This  afternoon,  in  sending  my  first 
amendment  to  the  desk,  I  have  changed 
it  from  the  way  it  was  offered  this  morn¬ 
ing  in  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 


tions.  I  send  a  copy  to  the  Parliamen¬ 
tarian  as  well  as  a  copy  to  the  Presiding 
Officer  before  I  ask  some  questions  on  it. 

The  amendment  reads  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  section  504(a)  add  the 
following : 

“Of  the  funds  made  available  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  1966  pursuant  to  this  section,  $9,- 
000,000  shall  be  transferred  to  and  consoli¬ 
dated  with  funds  otherwise  made  available 
pursuant'  to  section  212,  which  relates  to 
authorization  for  technical  cooperation  and 
development  grants,  and  $80,000,000  shaU  be 
transferred  to  and  consolidated  with  funds 
otherwise  made  available  pursuant  to  section 
402,  which  relates  to  authorization  for  sup¬ 
porting  assistance.  The  funds  so  transferred 
shall  remain  available  until  expended  solely 
for  use  in  southeast  Asia  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  212  and  section 
402  respectively.” 

Please  note  that  under  the  amend¬ 
ment,  $9  million  would  be  transferred  to 
and  consolidated  with  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  pursuant  to  section  212,  which  deals 
with  technical  cooperation  and  develop¬ 
ment  grants,  and  $80  million  would  be 
transferred  and  consolidated  with  sec¬ 
tions  dealing  with  supporting  assistance. 

We  all  know  what  supporting  assist¬ 
ance  is.  Supporting  assistance  is  money 
given  to  a  country  such  as  India,  Turkey, 
Pakistan,  or  Thailand,  or  to  any  other 
country  which  maintains  a  military  es¬ 
tablishment  far  beyond  its  economic  ca¬ 
pacity  to  support. 

Therefore,  under  the  carefully  titled 
“supporting  assistance,”  we  would  be 
really  granting,  in  a  sense,  additional 
military  aid,  and  additional  economic 
aid,  as  a  sort  of  subsidy  to  one  of  those 
countries  to  maintain  a  higher  military 
program  than  it  could  otherwise  support. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Parliamentarian,  counsel  for  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  just  advised  me  that  the  legis¬ 
lative  counsel  for  the  Senate  suggests 
that  I  add  an  additional  sentence  to  my 
amendment — inasmuch  as  we  have  been 
working  out  the  wording  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  only  during  the  past  few  hours — 
as  follows : 

Amounts  transferred  pursuant  to  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  not  be  taken  Into  account  In 
determining  amounts  authorized  to  be 
transferred  pursuant  to  section  610. 

I  have  been  advised  that  this  language 
is  necessary  to  take  care  of  certain  tech¬ 
nical  problems  which  otherwise  would 
arise. 

I  do  not  wish  to  offer  the  amendment 
in  this  form  unless  I  can  be  sure  of  a  fa¬ 
vorable  answer,  from  a  parliamentary 
standpoint,  to  the  following  question, 
which  I  raise. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  his  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

Mr.  MORSE.  If  I  offer  the  amendment 
and  ask  to  have  it  made  the  pending  bus¬ 
iness  of  the  Senate,  will  the  transfer  of 
$9  million,  to  be  consolidated  with  funds 
otherwise  made  available  pursuant  to 
section  212,  which  relates  to  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  technical  cooperation  and  de¬ 
velopment  grants,  in  any  way  preclude 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  or  any  other 
Senator  from  subsequently,  at  some  point 
during  the  course  of  the  debate,  from 
offering  an  amendment  which  would  seek 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  money  in  the 
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foreign  aid  bill  for  authorization  for 
technical  cooperation  and  development 
grants? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
that  it  is  not  within  the  province  of  the 
Chair  to  construe  or  interpret  amend¬ 
ments  or  the  effect  thereof.  However,  if 
the  amendment  were  adopted,  any  other 
portion  of  the  bill  would  still  be  amend¬ 
able,  perhaps  in  such  a  way  that  it  might 
have  an  effect  on  the  provisions  of  this 
amendment,  or  the  effect  of  this  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  believe  I  understand 
the  Chair’s  statement.  However,  I  hope 
the  Chair  will  bear  with  me.  Assume 
that  my  amendment  were  adopted,  and 
that  it  would  transfer  $9  million  to  the 
section  that  deals  with  the  authorization 
for  technical  cooperation  and  develop¬ 
ment  grants.  To  make  it  easy  to  follow, 
let  us  assume  that  the  next  amendment 
to  be  offered  by  a  Senator  would  decrease 
the  authorization  in  the  bill  for  technical 
cooperation  and  development  grants  by 
50  percent.  Would  the  adoption  of  my 
amendment  preclude  another  Senator  or 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  from  subse¬ 
quently  offering  an  amendment  to  reduce 
the  authorization  for  technical  coopera¬ 
tion  and  development  grants  by  50  per¬ 
cent  or  any  other  percentage? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  In  fur¬ 
ther  answer  to  the  question  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon,  the  Chair  advises  the 
Senator  that  so  long  as  the  subsequent 
amendment  did  not  change  the  language 
which  had  been  adopted  in  this  amend¬ 
ment,  the  subsequent  amendment  would 
be  in  order,  and  there  would  be  no  re¬ 
striction  on  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  A  further  parliamen¬ 
tary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  An  amendment  that 
sought  to  reduce  by  a  given  percentage 
the  amount  of  money  in  the  bill  proposed 
to  be  authorized  for  technical  assistance 
and  development  grants  would  be  in  or¬ 
der  even  though  this  amendment  had 
been  adopted,  which  added  to  the  section 
dealing  with  technical  assistance  and  de¬ 
velopment  grants  the  sum  of  $9  million. 
Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  sorry  that  I  seem 
to  be  so  technical,  but  I  have  learned 
from  experience  that  now  is  the  time  to 
close  the  gates. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator’s  inquiries  are  perfectly  in  order. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  one  more  ques¬ 
tion  to  address  to  the  Chair.  Let  me 
now  go  to  the  next  part  of  my  amend¬ 
ment,  dealing  with  $80  million  which 
would  be  transferred  and  consolidated 
with  funds  otherwise  made  available 
pursuant  to  section  402,  which  relates  to 
authorizations  for  supporting  assistance. 
I  have  the  same  question.  If  that  amend¬ 
ment  were  adopted,  and  I  or  any  other 
Senator  should  subsequently  decide  to 
offer  an  amendment  to  reduce  the  sup¬ 
porting  assistance  in  the  bill  by  any  given 
percentage  or  any  given  amount,  would 
such  amendment  be  in  order? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct;  so  long  as  it  did  not 
attempt  to  amend  the  language  of  an 
amendment  agreed  to  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Chair.  As 
usual,  I  thank  the  Parliamentarian.  I 
yield  now  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  whether  the  $89  million  re¬ 
fers  to  the  proposed  development  of  the 
Mekong  Delta. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  mean 
the  President’s  proposal  for  $89  million? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Yes;  does  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  amendment  deal  with  that  proposal? 

Mr.  MORSE.  It  deals  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  proposal  to  increase  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  bill  by  $89  million.  The  amend¬ 
ment  I  would  offer  merely  provides  that 
the  $89  million  shall  not  be  granted  over 
and  above  the  authorization  of  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  bill,  but  will  have  to  be  in¬ 
cluded  within  the  foreign  aid  bill;  and 
to  do  that  we  would  transfer  $9  million 
of  the  present  foreign  aid  bill  to  the 
technical  cooperation  development  grants 
and  $80  million  to  supporting  assistance. 

In  other  words,  if  my  amendment 
were  adopted,  the  President  would  not 
get  an  additional  $89  million,  but  would 
get  the  $89  million  within  the  present  au¬ 
thorization  amount  for  expenditure  in 
accordance  with  whatever  blueprint 
plans  he  had  for  assistance  in  the  Me¬ 
kong  Delta,  Laos,  Thailand,  or  any  other 
place  in  southeast  Asia. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  whether  he  does  not  believe 
there  are  sufficient  funds  in  the  foreign 
aid  program,  as  requested  by  the  White 
House,  to  take  care  of  the  situation,  with¬ 
out  providing  an  additional  $89  million. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes;  that  is  why  the 
amendment  would  be  offered.  It  would 
not  add  $89  million.  It  would  hold  the 
President  to  the  ceiling  of  thp  present 
bill.  Of  course,  I  shall  try  to  lower  that 
ceiling. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  believe  that  if  the  amen- 
ment  or  some  variation  thereof  were 
adopted,  it  would  not  be  in  effect  an  au¬ 
thorization  or  commitment  to  spend  a 
billion  dollars  in  further  developments, 
and  would  be  so  taken? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  will  be  developed 
in  the  debate.  The  President  has  been 
honest  and  frank  with  us  and  with  the 
Senate  and  the  whole  country.  He  has 
made  it  clear  that  this  is  only  the  be¬ 
ginning.  He  made  very  clear  that  the 
$89  million  is  a  starter.  If  we  can 
change  our  military  status  in  southeast 
Asia,  no  Member  of  this  body  will  be  more 
strenuous  than  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  in  urging  our  effort  to  develop 
the  economic  freedom  of  southeast  Asia, 
so  that  the  people  there  can  become  polit¬ 
ically  free. 

However,  I  am  a  little  disturbed  about 
the  President’s  wish  to  spend  $89  million 
in  a  so-called  crash  economic  program 
in  this  part  of  the  world,  while  at  the 
same  time  he  is  destroying  many  times 
$89  million  worth  of  property  by  our 
course  of  bombings  in  North  Vietnam 
and  South  Vietnam. 

This  is  not  the  first  time  that  a  foreign 
aid  program  has  been  sent  to  Congress, 
followed  by  a  later  request  for  more 


money  for  Vietnam  alone.  That  is  get¬ 
ting  to  be  a  timeworn  device  for  increas¬ 
ing  foreign  aid,  because  Congress  is 
faced  with  a  foreign  aid  program  under 
which  sums  have  been  allocated  to  vari¬ 
ous  countries,  and  we  are  solemnly  as¬ 
sured  that  any  reduction  in  them  would 
be  a  breach  of  faith. 

But  the  needs  of  a  real  hotspot  like 
Vietnam  are  not  included.  Then  we  are 
asked  to  spend  more  just  for  Vietnam. 
That  was  done  once  in  connection  with 
military  aid.  This  year  it  is  being  done 
to  increase  supporting  assistance  by  $80 
million  and  technical  aid  by  $9  million. 
And  we  will  all  be  assured  that  a  “no” 
vote  will  cause  a  great  collapse  in  con¬ 
fidence  in  us. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  In  view  of  the  likeli¬ 
hood  that  the  program  will  be  a  $1  billion 
program — a  very  extensive  and  major 
program — as  a  member  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  can  the  Senator 
tell  me  whether,  there  have  been  exten¬ 
sive  hearings  as  to  the  feasibility,  eco¬ 
nomic,  engineering,  and  otherwise,  which 
would  justify  the  Congress  in  committing 
itself  essentially  to  the  proposed  program 
without  further  investigation? 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  have  been  exten¬ 
sive  hearings  which  would  justify  me  in 
saying  that  the  record  has  been  made  in 
hearing  in  support  of  the  proposed  $89 
million  program.  In  all  fairness  I  should 
say  also  that  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  has  conducted  voluminous  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  entire  program  of  foreign  aid. 
I  believe  the  situation  is  pretty  well  un¬ 
derstood  by  members  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee. 

Again,  as  the  Senator  knows,  I  am  a 
stickler  for  making  a  specific  record  on 
a  specific  proposal  to  which  we  can  turn 
and  show  that  the  amount  of  money  that 
is  being  proposed  for  various  items  is  be¬ 
ing  wisely  proposed. 

I  shall  make  the  following  statement 
to  the  Senator  because  he  can  get  the 
document.  I  cannot  use  it  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  because  when  it  was 
handed  to  us  in  the  committee  this 
morning,  it  was  made  perfectly.clear  that 
it  was  to  be  used  for  confidential  use 
within  the  committee. 

This  morning  we  had  a  memorandum 
that  I  understood  to  be  one  that  indi¬ 
cated  the  items  in  the  program  for  which 
it  was  contemplated  the  $89  million 
would  be  spent.  I  do  not  wish  to  leave 
the  impression  that  there  has  been  any 
finality  of  judgment.  I  wish  I  had  the 
memorandum  before  me  so  that  I  could 
refresh  my  memory  as  to  its  caption. 
There  was  not  much  discussion  of  it  in 
the  committee.  I  believe  it  was  in  the 
recommendation  and  illustrative  stage. 
It  was  to  indicate  by  illustration  what 
the  administration  has  in  mind  in  the 
expenditure  of  the  $89  million. 

Very  interestingly,  what  little  discus¬ 
sion  there  was  included  the  raising  of 
doubting  questions  immediately:  “Why 
here?  Why  there?  Why  for  this?  Why 
for  that?” 

It  was  pointed  out  that  our  discussion 
this  morning  was  not  intended  for  the 
purpose  of  passing  judgment  on  those 
questions. 
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But  what  occurred  bears  out  what  the 
Senator  has  said.  We  certainly  ought  to 
have  hearings  to  determine  whether  or 
not  we  believe  the  President’s  program 
is  a  wise  one  in  regard  to  the  particular 
expenditure. 

I  am  glad  that  the  Senator  has  raised 
the  question,  for  it  shows  the  problem 
which  is  confronting  us.  We  do  not  get 
requests  for  hearings  in  depth  in  regard 
to  a  program  that  the  President  wishes 
to  put  in  operation.  To  the  contrary, 
we  are  in  a  state  in  which  the  President 
makes  a  blanket  request,  and  then  we  are 
supposed  to  act  on  it  peremptorily.  I 
believe  that  is  the  worst  possible  way  to 
develop  foreign  policy.  No  matter  how 
they  wish  to  clothe  it  and  no  matter  how 
they  desire  to  deny  it,  the  fact  is  that 
that  is  a  rubberstamp  approach  to  our 
job  in  the  Senate.  I  believe  we  serve  the 
interests  of  the  public  by  not  rubber- 
stamping  the  President. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  In  the  Senator’s 
experience  on  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  have  there  been  many — or, 
indeed,  have  there  been  any — specific 
requests  for  a  specific  project  as  distin¬ 
guished  from  the  general  policy  of  asking 
for  a  lump  sum  of  money,  and  then  al¬ 
lowing  the  AID  agency  to  use  that  money 
as  it  sees  fit?  Is  that  procedure  not  set¬ 
ting  a  substantial  precedent  which  would 
seem  to  commit  the  Senate  specifically 
to  a  program? 

Mr.  MORSE.  In  all  fairness,  I  would 
have  to  say  that  there  have  been  a  good 
many  instances  in  which  we  have  been 
asked  to  pass  upon  specific  projects  in 
this  sense.  The  workbooks  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State  and  the  AID  people 
send  up  to  us  at  the  beginning  of  our 
hearings  on  the  annual  foreign  aid  bill 
and  for  discussion  during  our  executive 
sessions  on  it  contain  detailed  break¬ 
downs  of  money  as  it  has  been  spent  in 
the  past  and  as  it  is  proposed  to  be  spent 
projectwise  in  the  future.  Yet  I  would 
also  have  to  say  that  we  do  not  spend  any 
considerable  amount  of  time  on  those  in¬ 
dividual  projects.  They  are  sort  of  used 
as  examples. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Illustrative. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Illustrative  material. 
One  of  my  criticisms  of  the  foreign  aid 
bills  of  the  past  several  years  has  been 
the  delegation  of  decisionmaking  power 
to  the  members  of  the  AID  organization 
and  the  State  Department  rather  than  to 
have  the  committee  itself  exercise  a 
greater  check  on  individual  expenditures. 
I  shall  go  into  that  subject  at  some 
length  in  a  few  days  when  we  reach  a 
discussion  of  my  amendment  which  the 
committee  has  recommended,  although 
it  was  changed  somewhat,  but  I  believe 
it  still  is  a  good  amendment.  That 
amendment  would  restore  to  some  extent 
the  checking  power  of  the  Congress  upon 
the  foreign  aid  program  and  bring  the 
whole  present  program  to  an  end  in  1967 
and  start  all  over  again.  That  is  a  pretty 
important  check.  I  do  not  wish  to  go 
into  that  question  today.  I  wish  to  try  to 
limit  myself  to  the  present  amendment. 
But  these  questions  are  pertinent.  I  be¬ 
lieve  I  would  have  to  say,  in  reply  to  the 


Senator  from  Alaska,  that  what  we  have 
here  is  a  repetition  of  the  tendency  of  the 
present  administration  to  ask  for  blanket 
approval,  and  the  fewer  questions  asked, 
the  greater  pleasure  will  be  the  response. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Does  not  the  Sena¬ 
tor  understand  that  in  the  President’s 
Johns  Hopkins  address,  when  he  was  ex¬ 
plaining  the  need  for  bombing  North 
Vietnam,  he  was  offering  $1  billion  as  a 
kind  of  carrot  to  accompany  the  stick, 
and  therefore  make  the  people  of  south¬ 
east  Asia  feel  that  there  was  another 
no  less  important  aspect  other  than  mili¬ 
tary  to  our  policy,  namely,  to  give  them 
economic  aid  as  well  as  to  apply  military 
pressure,  which  hitherto  we  have  so 
much  emphasized? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  believe  at  the  time  the 
Senator  from  Alaska,  as  I  recall,  de¬ 
scribed  it  as  a  sort  of  bribe  proposal — a 
statement  in  which  I  joined.  I  thought 
it  was  a  little  unfortunate  for  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  offer  them  a  great  deal  of  money 
and  at  the  same  time  try  to  defend 
bombing  North  Vietnam. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Has  the  Senator 
given  sufficient  attention  to  the  program 
to  know  whether  the  program  would  con¬ 
vey  any  material  benefits  to  North  Viet¬ 
nam?  I  ask  that  question  because  it 
seems  to  me  that  if  that  were  the  “car¬ 
rot”  going  along  with  the  “stick”  of 
bombing  designed  to  induce  the  North 
Vietnamese  to  cry  “uncle”  and  to  quit, 
an  offer  of  economic  aid  which  would 
largely  benefit  South  Vietnam  would  not 
be  very  persuasive. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Nothing  would  stop  the 
President  from  spending  any  of  the 
money  in  the  proposed  program  in  North 
Vietnam  in  the  due  course  of  time.  I 
have  heard  no  specific  proposal  to  do  so. 
It  would  be  extremely  difficult  to  inter¬ 
pret  the  President’s  speeches  over  the 
weekend  in  any  other  light  than  to  say 
that  they  indicate  that  the  President 
would  not  be  adverse  to  spending  money 
in  North  Vietnam  if  a  negotiated  settle¬ 
ment  were  reached. 

But  I  shall  tell  the  Senator  what  we 
can  do.  We  can  take  judicial  notice  now 
that  the  American  taxpayer  will  even¬ 
tually  rebuild  all  the  devastation  that 
we  have  caused  in  North  Vietnam. 

When  we  are  through  bombing 
China — and  I  believe  we  are  on  our  way 
to  bombing  China  in  the  not  very  distant 
future — we  shall  rebuild  it  all.  But  we 
shall  be  just  plain  goofy.  What  we 
ought  to  be  doing  is  avoiding  all  that 
devastation,  all  that  waste.  What  those 
people  have  developed  has  been  devel¬ 
oped  at  great  sacrifice  over  the  years. 
I  do  not  know  why  we  must  destroy  first 
and  then  pay  for  the  rebuilding.  If  we 
get  into  a  war  with  China  and  North 
Vietnam,  we  shall  be  engaged  in  it  for  a 
minimum  of  25  years.  We  shall  have 
perpetual  war,  not  on  a  major  scale  after 
we  have  laid  waste;  but  they  will  keep 
sniping  at  us.  They  will  hate  us  for  hun¬ 
dreds  of  years.  Eventually,  they  will 
kick  us  out.  The  Senator  from  Alaska 
and  I  will  not  be  here ;  but  no  matter  how 
many  centuries  it  takes,  we  shall  be 
driven  out.  We  shall  never  be  able  to 
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buy  good  will  with  American  dollars.  So 
I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  the  goofy 
performance  in  which  we  are  engaged. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  We  are  not  going 
to  buy  good  will  when  we  are  bombing 
North  Vietnam,  when  we  are  raining 
napalm  and  other  bombs  on  North  Viet¬ 
nam.  We  cannot  be  considered  ambas¬ 
sadors  of  good  will  at  the  same  time  we 
are  bombing. 

Mr.  MORSE.  One  who  listens  to  the 
President,  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and 
the  Secretary  of  State  would  think  we 
were  killing  no  one  in  North  Vietnam.  I 
have  tried  for  weeks  to  have  the  admin¬ 
istration  tell  the  American  people  the 
number  of  casualties  we  have  caused  in 
North  Vietnam  and  in  South  Vietnam. 
The  American  people  are  entitled  to 
know.  If  anyone  says  we  can  bomb  mu¬ 
nition  centers,  bridges,  transportation 
centers,  terminal  centers,  and  railroad 
yards,  and  not  kill  human  beings,  he  is 
misleading  the  American  people.  That 
needs  to  be  said  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  Of  course  we  are  killing  North  Viet¬ 
namese.  We  are  killing  thousands  in 
South  Vietnam.  I  hope  it  is  true  that  we 
are  not  killing  them  in  massive  numbers. 
But  this  is  a  killing  war.  The  Defense 
Department  keeps  and  publishes  all  the 
figures  of  killings  and  casualties  in  the 
south  committeed  by  the  Vietcong.  But 
they  tell  nothing  of  the  South  Vietnam¬ 
ese  civilians  we  are  killing  and  maiming 
with  our  napalm  and  strafing  and  artil¬ 
lery. 

A  few  minutes  ago,  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  spoke  about  the  shocking  atroc¬ 
ities  that  are  being  committed  by  the 
South  Vietnamese,  by  the  North  Viet¬ 
namese,  and  by  the  Vietcong.  I  am  ad¬ 
vised  by  reliable  persons,  who  know  what 
is  taking  place  over  there,  that  this  war 
has  made  a  scrap  of  paper  of  the  Geneva 
treaty,  which  bears  the  signature  of  the 
United  States,  in  respect  to  the  treat¬ 
ment  of  war  prisoners.  The  only  argu¬ 
ment  I  have  heard  is  the  weak  one:  “It 
really  does  not  apply,  because  we  have 
not  declared  war.”  Imagine  that.  I  am 
not  saying  that  U.S.  forces  are  guilty  of 
atrocities,  but  I  am  saying  that  Ameri¬ 
can  military  personnel  have  stood  by 
while  atrocities  have  been  committed  by 
the  South  Vietnamese;  and  we  have  yet 
to  file  our  first  complaint  in  the  United 
Nations  against  North  Vietnam,  South 
Vietnam,  and  the  Vietcong  for  violations 
of  the  articles  of  war. 

The  period  of  this  war  will  not  be  a 
proud  chapter  in  their  country’s  history, 
for  future  American  boys  and  girls  to 
read  about.  I  know  that  war  is  dirty  and 
brutal;  but  there  are  articles  of  war 
aimed  at  making  it  less  dirty  and  less 
brutal. 

It  is  not  often  that  one  sees  published 
in  the  American  press  what  appears  in 
the  foreign  press,  because  the  American 
people  are  being  treated,  by  and  large, 
to  a  “kept”  press,  so  far  as  war  news 
from  South  Vietnam  is  concerned.  One 
of  the  reasons  is  that  the  Pentagon  and 
the  State  Department  will  not  let  Ameri¬ 
can  correspondents  send  home  the  truth. 
But  it  can  be  obtained  in  many  European 
newspapers.  If  the  American  people 
could  only  read  what  is  written  about  us 
in  the  European  press  by  European  cor- 
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respondents,  they  would  be  much  sur¬ 
prised.  The  European  correspondents 
report  the  news  some  way,  somehow.  It 
is  interesting  to  see,  from  a  comparison 
of  the  photographs  that  appear  in  the 
American  press  with  those  that  appear 
in  the  European  press,  what  is  taking 
place  in  southeast  Asia. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  From  the  Senator’s 
knowledge  of  the  state  of  the  war  in 
South  Vietnam,  does  he  believe  that  the 
construction  of  Mekong  Delta  dams  and 
other  facilities  can  occur  while  a  war  is 
raging  and  the  Vietcong  is,  supposedly, 
holding  a  large  section  of  that  country? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  one  of  the  great 
difficulties  I  have  with  this  bit  of 
propaganda  that  the  administration  is 
handing  out. 

I  agree  that  we  ought  to  be  of  economic 
assistance  to  the  people  of  South  Viet¬ 
nam,  as  does  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 
I  want  to  be  of  assistance  to  them.  I 
wish  to  do  something  to  improve  their 
health.  I  want  to  do  something  to  in¬ 
crease  their  longevity,  which  now  is  from 
30  to  35  years.  I  want  to  do  something 
to  improve  their  education.  I  want  to 
do  something  to  overcome  their  lack  of 
electricity.  I  want  to  provide  electric 
power  for  them.  But  I  do  not  see  how 
there  is  any  hope  of  doing  that  while  the 
war  is  going  on,  because  the  proposal  is 
to  supply  this  aid  in  the  very  area  that  is 
controlled  by  the  Vietcong.  The  Viet¬ 
cong  control  about  75  percent  of  the  land 
area  of  South  Vietnam. 

Apparently,  a  complex  has  been  de¬ 
veloped  in  this  country  that  the  dollar 
speaks;  and  that  if  we  will  only  say  to  the 
ignorant,  illiterate  masses  of  South  Viet¬ 
nam,  “If  you  will  stop  your  fighting,  we 
will  give  you  a  large  sum  of  money  and 
a  large  amount  of  economic  assistance,” 
they  will  stop  their  fighting.  But  we  re¬ 
ceive  too  many  reports  that  they  hate  us, 
suspect  us,  do  not  believe  us.  They  are 
suspicious  that  we  are  laying  a  trap  for 
them. 

I  do  not  believe  we  can  build  such  dams 
now.  We  shall  have  to  cooperate  in  an 
economic  program  for  the  South  Viet¬ 
namese;  but  we  shall  have  to  bring  in 
many  other  people  to  help  us.  That  is 
why  we  ought  to  be  stressing  efforts  to 
obtain  an  honorable  negotiated  settle¬ 
ment  which  will  come  as  nearly  as  pos¬ 
sible  to  adopting  Franklin  Roosevelt’s 
notion  of  an  international  trusteeship. 
For  many  years  I  have  pleaded  for  the 
economic  freedom  of  those  people.  Only 
then  will  they  be  able  to  develop  their 
political  freedom.  That  is  my  formula. 
People  do  not  dispute  my  formula;  they 
merely  think  it  is  too  idealistic. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  well  knows  that  whenever  a  ma- 
j  or  hydro  development  has  been  proposed 
in  this  country,  such  as  TVA,  Boulder 
Dam,  Bonneville,  or  Grand  Coulee,  hear¬ 
ings  have  been  held  before  the  appro¬ 
priate  committees  of  Congress  to  con¬ 
sider  the  engineering  feasibility.  Has 
anything  similar  been  proposed  concern¬ 
ing  the  Mekong  Delta  program? 


Mr.  MORSE.  The  answer  is  “No.” 

Mr.  GRUENING.  How  can  the  Senate 
justify  giving  a  blank  check  for  $89  mil¬ 
lion?  It  will  be  a  commitment.  It  is  so 
considered.  We  will  have  embarked  on 
it  by  making  the  first  downpayment. 

Mr.  MORSE.-  It  would  be  more  than 
$89  million,  as  the  Senator  pointed  out. 
There  would  be  a  commitment  for  more 
money. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  $1  billion. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  know  how  much 
it  would  be.  However,  it  would  be  a  huge 
sum  of  money. 

I  am  opposed  to  starting  the  program 
now.  I  am  for  ending  the  war. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  share  that  view. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  major  problem  that 
confronts  us  is  getting  the  killing 
stopped. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  share  that  view 
emphatically.  I  suggest  that  the 
fighting  be  stopped  before  we  start  an 
economic  reconstruction.  As  of  now, 
both  sides  are  in  the  constant  process  of 
destruction.  However,  it  is  proposed  that 
we  embark  on  a  program  which  would 
involve  the  expenditure  of  more  than  $1 
billion  while  the  destruction  is  contin¬ 
uing. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  so  far  as 
South  Vietnam  is  concerned,  we  have 
no  guarantee  that  any  construction  that 
we  would  initiate  would  continue  to 
stand  as  long  as  the  fighting  continues. 

I  think  it  is  proper  for  me  to  say  this, 
although  I  should  like  to  have  coun¬ 
sel  for  the  committee  pay  close  heed. 
I  shall  not  go  very  far.  I  do  not  propose 
to  discuss  the  specific  contents  of  the 
memorandum  that  was  given  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  this 
morning.  However,  I  believe  that  it  is 
appropriate  to  say  that  it  is  not  con¬ 
templated  that  the  $89  million  would  all 
be  spent  in  South  Vietnam.  In  fact,  it 
is  not  contemplated  that  a  very  large 
share  of  the  money  would  be  spent  in 
South  Vietnam. 

A  large  share  of  it,  so  far  as  tentative 
plans  are  concerned,  would  be  spent  in 
southeast  Asia,  but  not  in  South  Viet¬ 
nam. 

Counsel  for  the  committee  has  pointed 
out  to  me  that  the  President’s  message 
itself  bears  out  what  I  have  just  said. 
The  message  spells  out  some  of  this  rec¬ 
ommendations.  The  part  that  I  shall 
refer  to  is  found  on  page  2. 

This,  in  a  substantial  way,  is  a  good 
substitute  for  my  discussion  of  the 
memorandum  that  was  handed  to  us  this 
morning  which  contained  the  caveat 
that,  in  effect,  it  was  not  to  be  used  out¬ 
side  the  committee.  I  read  from  the 
Presidential  message : 

To  support  our  own  effort,  I  ask  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  authorize  and  appropriate  for  fiscal 
year  1966  an  additional  $89  million  for  the 
Agency  for  International  Development  for 
expanded  programs  of  economic  and  social 
development  in  southeast  Asia. 

This  money  will  serve  many  purposes: 

First.  Approximately  $19  million  will  pro¬ 
vide  the  first  installment  of  our  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  accelerated  development  of  the 
Mekong  River  Basin. 

I  read  further  from  page  2  of  the 
President’s  message: 

Second.  Five  million  dollars  will  be  used 
to  support  electrification  cooperatives  near 


three  provincial  towns — Long  Xuyen,  Dalat, 
and  Nha  Thang — in  South  Vietnam. 

Reading  further: 

Third.  Seven  million  dollars  will  help  pro¬ 
vide  improved  medical  and  surgical  services, 
especially  in  the  more  remote  areas  of  Viet¬ 
nam,  Laos,  and  Thailand. 

This  money  would  be  spent  outside 
South  Vietnam. 

I  read  further  from  the  Presidential 
message : 

Fourth.  Approximately  $6  million  will  be 
used  to  train  people  for  the  construction  of 
roads,  dams,  and  other  small-scale  village 
projects  in  Thailand  and  Laos. 

Reading  further: 

Fifth.  Approximately  $45  million  will  be 
used  to  finance  increasing  imports  of  iron 
and  steel,  cement,  chemicals  and  pesticides, 
drugs,  trucks,  and  other  essential  goods  nec¬ 
essary  for  a  growing  civilian  economy.  This 
money  will  allow  factories  not  only  to  con¬ 
tinue  but  through  investment,  to  expand 
production  of  both  capital  and  consumer 
goods.  It  will  provide  materials  for  urgently 
needed  low-cost  housing.  And  it  will  main¬ 
tain  production  incentives  and  avoid  infla¬ 
tion.  It  is  not  easy  for  a  small  country,  with 
a  low  income,  to  fight  a  war  on  its  own  soil 
and  at  the  same  time  persist  in  the  business 
of  nation  building.  The  additional  import 
support  which  I  propose  will  help  Vietnam 
to  persevere  in  this  difficult  task. 

Sixth.  An  additional  $7  million  will  supple¬ 
ment  the  present  program  of  agricultural 
development  and  support  additional  govern¬ 
ment  services  in  all  three  countries,  and  will 
help  in  the  planning  of  further  industrial 
expansion  in  the  secure  areas  of  Vietnam. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  That  would  be 
South  Vietnam. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  would  be  South 
Vietnam. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  There  is  no  provi¬ 
sion  contained  in  the  proposal  for  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  that  would  do  anything  that 
would  induce  the  North  Vietnamese  to 
feel  that  they  would  be  a  part  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  thus  induce  them  to  stop  their 
fighting.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MORSE.  It  is  not  spelled  out. 
However,  the  President  has  made  it  very 
clear  in  his  public  statements  that  if  they 
stopped  their  fighting,  he  would  give 
them  some  money. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Does  the  Senator 
believe  that  this  is  an  argument  that 
would  be  listened  to  by  the  people  who 
are  being  bombed  daily? 

Mr.  MORSE.  It  would  make  them 
very  suspicious.  I  believe  that  it  is  too 
bad  that  we  are  supplying  the  Commu¬ 
nists  with  the  kind  of  propaganda  they 
use.  What  propaganda  is  Red  China 
putting  out?  What  propaganda  is 
North  Vietnam  putting  out?  I  believe 
that  they  are  very  unfair.  This  is  not 
the  President’s  motivation.  However, 
I  do  not  know  why  he  opens  himself  up 
to  this  kind  of  propaganda  attack. 

The  Communists  charge  him  with  try¬ 
ing  to  buy  an  end  to  this  war  with  Amer¬ 
ican  dollars.  As  they  put  it,  “They  will 
not  fall  for  it.” 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  President,  on  the  basis  of  the  par¬ 
liamentary  rulings  that  I  have  received, 
I  now  offer  my  corrected  amendment, 
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and  ask  that  it  be  read  and  made  the 
pending  business  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  11, 
line  14,  insert  the  following: 

At  the  end  of  section  504(a)  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

“Of  the  funds  made  available  for  the  fiscal 
year  1966  pursuant  to  this  section,  $9,000,000 
shall  be  transferred  to  and  consolidated  with 
funds  otherwise  made  available  pursuant  to 
section  212,  which  relates  to  authorization. 
for  technical  cooperation  and  development 
grants,  and  $80,000,000  shall  be  transferred 
to  and  consolidated  with  funds  otherwise 
made  available  pursuant  to  section  402, 
which  relates  to  authorization  for  support¬ 
ing  assistance.  The  funds  so  transferred 
shall  remain  available  until  expended  solely 
for  use  in  southeast  Asia  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  212  and  section  402 
respectively.  Amounts  transferred  pursu¬ 
ant  to  this  subsection  shall  not  be  taken 
into  account  in  determining  amounts  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  transferred  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  610.” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
about  finished  my  discussion  of  the 
amendment.  I  shall  have  no  objection 
to  voting  on  the  amendment  if  the  Sen¬ 
ate  remains  in  session  tonight.  How¬ 
ever,  that  is  entirely  up  to  the  opponents 
of  the  amendment  and  to  the  leadership 
of  the  Senate. 

I  believed  that  we  owed  the  President 
the  courtesy,  out  of  respect  to  him,  of 
starting  with  this  amendment,  because 
this  is  what  the  country  is  talking  about 
at  the  present  time.  This  is  the  latest 
request  that  the  President  has  made  of 
Congress. 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
took  action  on  the  matter  this  morn¬ 
ing — unfortunate  action  in  my  judg¬ 
ment.  However,  I  shall  not  speak  at 
any  greater  length  on  this  amendment. 

I  say  to  the  majority  leader  that  I 
made  an  open,  general  statement  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  bill.  I  prefer,  after  we 
dispose  of  the  amendment,  to  make  one 
more  general  statement  in  opposition  to 
the  bill,  based  upon  my  minority  views. 
Then,  I  intend  to  proceed  with  offering 
amendments  which  I  shall  discuss 
briefly,  and  then  proceed  with  the  busi¬ 
ness  of  disposing  of  the  bill.  I  shall 
not  enter  into  an  agreement  on  this 
amendment,  because,  as  the  Senator 
from  Montana  knows,  if  we  cannot  vote 
on  this  amendment  tonight,  I  prefer  not 
to  have  a  vote  on  it  before  Wednesday. 
I  might  even  give  some  consideration — 
after  the  case  pro  and  the  case  con  are 
made — to  withdrawing  the  amendment 
temporarily;  but  I  have  no  objection  to 
having  the  Senate  vote  on  this  amend¬ 
ment  tonight. 

I  shall  summarize  the  amendment  as 
follows:  It  would  give  the  President,  out 
of  military  aid  funds,  the  $89  million, 
earmarked  for  southeast  Asia;  the 
amendment  would  not  give  him  an  addi¬ 
tional  $89  million  for  the  foreign  aid 
bill.  The  bill  already  includes  millions 
of  dollars  more  than  should  be  in  it. 
The  President  can  transfer  funds  in  the 
way  this  amendment  proposes,  so  that 
he  can  spend  $89  million  for  the  specific 
purpose  he  wants  to  spend  it  for; 
namely,  for  economic  assistance  in 


southeast  Asia.  However,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  there  is  any  justification  for  the 
President’s  using  the  Vietnam  war  as  the 
vehicle  for  having  the  bill  include  an 
additional  $89  million. 

At  this  stage,  I  believe  that  the  trans¬ 
fer  procedure  provided  by  my  amend¬ 
ment  is  preferable.  It  shows  our  good 
faith  insofar  as  the  President  is  con¬ 
cerned.  It  gives  him  an  opportunity  to 
see  what  he  can  do  with  the  economic 
approach. 

However,  the  Senator  from  Alaska  has 
said  that  we  have  not  had  hearings  on 
it  or  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  see 
whether  it  is  feasible  to  spend  any  of  it 
in  the  midst  of  a  war  in  South  Vietnam, 
in  respect  to  seeing  what  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  with  it. 

But  I  shall  offer  this  amendment  first. 
I  make  perfectly  clear  that  my  offering 
of  the  amendment  does  not  mean  I  do 
not  think  the  bill  should  be  cut.  Later, 
I  shall  offer  my  major  amendment  to  cut 
the  entire  bill  by  $500  million.  There  is 
nothing  inconsistent  between  this 
amendment  and  my  announced  plan  to 
offer  an  amendment  to  cut  the  bill  by 
$500  million. 

However,  for  the  time  being,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
what  did  the  Senator  from  Oregon  have 
in  mind  with  respect  to  a  vote  on  his 
amendment? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Montana  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  should  be  a 
quorum  call.  The  majority  leader  should 
then  announce  to  the  Senate  that  the 
amendment  is  pending  and  that  I  have 
made  my  case  in  chief  on  it. 

The  only  comments  I  shall  make  now 
will  be  in  reply  to  the  remarks  of  any 
Senators  who  may  oppose  my  amend¬ 
ment;  and  then  I  shall  be  ready  to  have 
the  vote  taken. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  ask  the  question 
because  I  have  been  requested  by  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright],  to  offer  an  amendment  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  proposed 
by  the  Senator  from  Oregon.  The  rea¬ 
son  why  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  is 
not  in  the  Chamber  at  this  time,  so  as  to 
be  able  to  offer,  himself,  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
is  temporarily  detained  in  Dr.  Calver’s 
office. 

Would  the  same  forecast  of  a  vote  by 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  be  applicable 
to  the  substitute  being  offered? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  would  not  “buy  that 
pig  in  a  poke”  until  I  hear  what  the  sub¬ 
stitute  is. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  substitute  is 
the  committee  action,  which,  in  effect  is 
based  on  the  special  message,  and  would 
add  an  additional  $89  million,  as  re¬ 
quested  by  the  President. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Then  I  shall  oppose 
that  amendment;  but  I  shall  not  speak 
at  any  great  length  against  it. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  understand 
that;  and  I  appreciate  the  suggestion 
made.  I  was  wondering  whether,  on  the 
basis  of  his  original  suggestion,  it  would 
be  possible,  after  allowing  a  certain 
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length  of  time  for  explanation,  to  take 
the  vote  this  evening. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  hope  so,  for  I  favor 
getting  on  with  our  work. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Would  the  Senator 
suggest  how  much  time  he  thinks  he 
would  require  before  reaching  the  yea- 
and-nay  vote. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  would  favor  letting 
Senators  discuss  the  amendment,  and 
then  vote. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Very  well. 

Mr.  President,  on  behalf  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  I 
offer  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  a  substitute  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  will  be  read. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed 
to  strike  out,  on  page  4,  lines  15  through 
17,  and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

(2)  Strike  out  “$215,000,000  which”,  and 
substitute  “$219,000,000  for  use  beginning 
in  the  fiscal  year  1966  and  $210,000,000  for 
use  beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  1967,  which 
sums”. 

On  page  10,  strike  out  lines  14  through 
19,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

(a)  In  the  first  sentence,  strike  out  “for 
use  beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  1965”. 

(b)  In  the  first  sentence,  strike  out  “$405,- 
000,000  which”  and  substitute  “430,000,000 
for  use  beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  1966  and 
$350,000,000  for  use  beginning  in  the  fiscal 
year  1967  which  sums”. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  a  statement 
made  by  Hon.  Dean  Rusk,  the  Secretary 
of  State,  before  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  on  June  3,  1965. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  of  the  Honorable  Dean  Rusk, 

Secretary  of  State,  Before  the  Senate 

Foreign  Relations  Committee,  June  3, 

1965 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  appreciate  this  commit¬ 
tee’s  prompt  consideration  of  the  President’s 
request  for  increased  economic  assistance 
funds  for  southeast  Asia.  I  regret  that  it 
was  not  possible  to  quantify  these  additional 
fiscal  year  1966  requirements  during  the 
committee’s  regular  consideration  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act. 

The  President,  in  his  message  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  on  Tuesday,  put  the  purpose  of  our 
presence  in  Vietnam  succinctly  when  he  said : 

“We  are  defending  the  right  of  the  people 
of  South  Vietnam  to  decide  their  own  des¬ 
tiny.  Where  this  right  is  attacked  by  force, 
we  have  no  alternative  but  to  reply  with 
strength.  But  military  action  is  not  a  final 
solution  in  this  area;  it  is  only  a  partial 
means  to  a  much  larger  goal.  Freedom  and 
progress  will  be  possible  in  Vietnam  only  as 
the  people  are  assured  that  history  is  on  their 
side — that  it  will  give  them  a  chance  to  make 
a  living  in  peace,  to  educate  their  children, 
to  escape  the  ravages  of  disease  and,  above 
all,  to  be  free  of  the  oppressors  who  for  so 
long  have  fed  on  their  labors. 

“Our  effort  on  behalf  of  the  people  of 
southeast  Asia  should  unite,  not  divide,  the 
people  of  that  region.  Our  policy  is  not  to 
spread  conflict  but  to  heal  conflict.” 

The  President’s  current  request  is  for 
funds  required  to  serve  this  purpose,  at  this 
juncture,  in  South  Vietnam,  Laos,  and  Thai¬ 
land. 
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In  the  President’s  statement  on  Vietnam 
on  March  25,  and  again  in  his  historic  ad¬ 
dress  at  Johns  Hopkins  University,  on  April  7, 
the  President  invited  Asia  to  respond  to  his 
offer  of  a  U.S.  role  in  meeting  the  basic  hu¬ 
man  needs  of  the  peoples  of  southeast  Asia. 
The  Secretary  General  of  the  United  Nations 
and  his  colleagues  in  New  York,  Bangkok, 
and  elsewhere  have  taken  up  his  invitation 
to  explore  institutional  and  program  possi¬ 
bilities.  We  are  gratified  that  the  Asian  gov¬ 
ernments,  and  notably  the  Government  of 
Japan,  have  commenced  the  study  of  means 
to  improve  the  welfare  of  the  peoples  of 
southeast  Asia.  The  greatest  contribution 
to  this  goal  would  be,  of  course,  to  end  vio¬ 
lence  and  to  relieve  peoples  of  the  burdens 
they  bear  today  for  support  of  military  or¬ 
ganizations  and  operations.  But  we  cannot 
await  tranquillity  in  the  area  to  begin  needed 
expanded  processes  of  social  and  economic 
development.  And  so  we  must  begin  and 
chart  a  course  which  permits  those  whose 
ideas  and  political  systems  may  differ 
amongst  themselves  all  to  participate  either 
as  beneficiaries  or  as  donors.  Happily  the 
Economic  Commission  for  Asia  and  the  Par 
East  is  an  institution  which  benefits  from 
the  leadership  of  the  United  Nations  Secre¬ 
tariat  in  New  York  and  is  currently  led  by  a 
dedicated  group  of  international  servants. 
To  it  already  belong  most  of  the  countries 
of  Asia  and  the  Par  East,  and  adherence  of 
others  should  not  present  great  difficulties. 

We  would  like  to  hold  open  the  possibility 
that  a  peaceful  North  Vietnam  might  share 
in  the  benefits  that  would  come  from  peace 
itself  and  also  from  participation  in  such 
multilateral  institutions  and  programs  as 
appear  to  meet  the  common  need  for  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  development. 

The  magnificent  successes  of  the  Marshall 
plan  in  Europe  grew  from  a  simple  unelab¬ 
orated  idea  which  took  account  of  poltical, 
economic,  and  security  realities.  The  Mar¬ 
shall  plan  was  not  imposed  upon  Europe. 
We  do  not  intend  to  impose  a  U.S.  plan  on 
Asia.  However,  the  President  has  given  us 
the  concept.  Both  within  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  and  within  governments 
and  multilateral  institutions  elsewhere 
plans  and  possibilities  are  being  explored  for 
fulfilling  a  noble  goal. 

The  President  has  requested  an  increase 
of  $80  million  in  the  authorization  for  sup¬ 
porting  assistance  and  $9  million  for  tech¬ 
nical  cooperation,  all  for  expanded  programs 
of  economic  assistance  in  southeast  Asia. 
Two  basic  and  urgent  purposes  would  be 
served : 

1.  These  funds  would  permit  the  first  con¬ 
crete  action  in  carrying  out  the  President’s 
April  7  proposal  to  launch  an  intensified, 
international  campaign  to  stimulate  south¬ 
east  Asian  economic  and  social  progress  and 
promote  closer  regional  economic  coopera¬ 
tion.  This  request  and  the  congressional 
response  to  it  should,  we  believe,  demon¬ 
strate  to  other  prosperous  nations  and  the 
southeast  Asian  countries  that  we  are  ready 
to  do  our  part  if  they  do  theirs.  As  Asian 
institutions  and  plans  are  developed,  we  will 
prepare  for  submission  to  Congress  next 
January,  a  more  complete  presentation  of 
requirements  for  this  special  effort.  When 
the  necessary  steps  have  been  taken  with 
respect  to  the  projected  Asian  Development 
Bank,  we  plan  to  ask  for  funds  to  make  a 
U.S.  contribution  through  appropriate  leg¬ 
islative  channels. 

2.  These  funds  also  would  enable  South 
Vietnam  to  undertake  expansion  of  indus¬ 
trial  production  and  investment,  increased 
low-cost  housing  construction,  transporta¬ 
tion  and  other  public  works  improvements 
while  carrying  out  an  expanded  defense  ef¬ 
fort. 

The  expanded  development  program  from 
southeast  Asia  will  require  larger  contribu¬ 
tions  through  multilateral  arrangements, 
both  existing  and  newly  established,  as  well 


as  increased  bilateral  assistance.  The  for¬ 
mer  will  include  funds  fully  administered  by 
international  bodies — such  as  the  expected 
U.N.-sponsored  consortium  for  the  Nam 
Ngum  Dam  in  Laos  and  the  proposed  Asian 
Development  Bank — as  well  as  funds  for 
projects  planned  and  coordinated  by  regional 
agencies  but  implemented  as  national  proj¬ 
ects.  Excluded  from  what  we  describe  as  the 
expanded  development  effort  are  our  police 
assistance  programs  and  the  large  commodity 
import  programs  required  to  sustain  the 
military  efforts  of  weak  economies. 

In  this  message  to  the  Congress  submit¬ 
ting  the  foreign  assistance  proposals  last 
January,  the  President  pointed  out  that  the 
minimum  budget  proposed  did  not  allow  for 
major  increases  which  might  be  required 
during  the  year.  “If  they  should  arise,  he 
said,  “I  shall  not  hestiate  to  inform  the 
Congress  and  request  additional  funds.” 
Anticipating  increases  in  South  Vietnam’s 
requirements  for  economic  or  military  assist¬ 
ance,  he  asked  for  a  special  standby  author¬ 
ization  for  additional  appropirations  for  our 
assistance  to  Vietnam  only. 

The  House  of  Representatives  decided  to 
broaden  the  proposed  standby  authorization 
to  cover  all  southeast  Asia.  This  committee 
preferred  to  reserve  any  further  authoriza¬ 
tion  pending  specific  requests  and  hearings. 

In  the  past  2  weeks,  the  size  of  the  addi¬ 
tional  bilateral  U.S.  economic  aid  require¬ 
ments  in  Vietnam,  Thailand,  and  Laos  has 
become  clearer. 

At  the  same  time,  it  has  become  evident 
that  our  broader  purpose  of  stimulating 
regional  economic  cooperation  requires 
prompt  action  on  available  multinational 
projects,  without  waiting  for  a  complete  set 
of  regional  institutions  to  emerge.  We  pro¬ 
pose,  therefore,  to  commit  approximately  $19 
million  to  Mekong  Basin  projects  early  in 
fiscal  year  1966  if  feasibility  reviews  now 
under  way  prove  favorable  and  other  condi¬ 
tions  are  met. 

The  Mekong  water  resource  projects 
include: 

The  Nam  Ngum  Dam  in  Laos,  serving  both 
Laos  and  northern  Thailand:  $13.5  million. 
The  first  stage  of  this  20,000  kilowatt  power 
project  on  a  Mekong  tributary  is  estimated 
to  cost  about  $27  million.  The  Mekong 
Committee  has  asked  the  World  Bank  to 
managed  construction,  using  funds  granted 
by  the  United  States  and  other  advanced 
countries.  Subject  to  a  finding  of  economic 
and  financial  feasibility,  we  propose  to  com¬ 
mit  the  United  States  to  a  grant  of  half  of 
the  total  cost,  provided  other  countries  con¬ 
tribute  the  balance  in  grant  funds. 

A  power  transmission  line  linking  Vien¬ 
tiane,  Laos,  and  Nongkhai,  Thailand,  across 
the  Mekong  River.  Ancillary  to  this  would 
be  an  expansion  of  distribution  lines  in  the 
Vientiane  area.  Cost  estimate:  $500,000. 

Phase  n  engineering  studies  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  Pa  Mong  Dam,  a  very  large  Mekong 
main  stream  project  between  Laos  and  North¬ 
east  Thailand:  $4.5  million  in  fiscal  year  1966 
technical  cooperation  funds.  Continuation 
of  a  long-term  study  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  of  this  major  project  of  the 
basin  development  scheme  was  dropped  from 
the  Initial  fiscal  year  1966  AID  presentation 
because  of  uncertainty  as  to  the  findings  of 
the  first  phase  study  on  irrigation  demand. 
We  are  now  informed  that  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  team  will  recommend  going 
ahead  with  the  engineering  reconnaissance, 
including  aerial  mapping,  site  testing,  and 
canal  alinement. 

Feasibility  studies  of  irrigation  dam  proj¬ 
ects  on  the  Mun  and  Chi  Rivers  in  north¬ 
east  Thailand.  Acceleration  of  this  work, 
also  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  will  re¬ 
quire  an  increase  of  at  least  $500,000  in  tech¬ 
nical  cooperation  funds  above  previous 
estimates. 

Nothing  1s  more  fundamental  to  progress 
in  southeast  Asia  than  improved  health  serv¬ 
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ices.  The  severe  shortage  of  doctors  and 
other  health  services  in  the  rural  areas  of 
Vietnam,  Laos,  and  Thailand  has  long  been 
a  major  concern  of  their  Governments,  and 
of  AID.  We  propose  to  intensify  our  assist¬ 
ance  by:  Providing  additional  medical  and 
surgical  teams,  both  military  and  civilian, 
to  serve  sick  and  injured  civilians  in  pro¬ 
vincial  and  other  rural  towns  of  South  Viet¬ 
nam;  broadening  our  assistance  to  rural  pub¬ 
lic  health  programs  in  Thailand,  particularly 
in  provision  of  equipment  to  provincial  hos¬ 
pitals,  health  centers,  and  drug  distribution 
agents;  and  rehabilitating  or  better  equip¬ 
ping  rural  dispensaries  in  Laos,  supplement¬ 
ing  our  present  extensive  health  and  sanita¬ 
tion  program  which  now  provides  phar¬ 
maceuticals  and  more  than  100  Philippine 
doctors  and  nurses  who  train  Lao  medics 
and  care  for  the  sick  throughout  the  country. 

These  additional  efforts  will  require  addi¬ 
tional  supporting  assistance,  largely  in  Viet¬ 
nam,  and  additional  technical  cooperation 
funds,  largely  in  Thailand. 

The  third  field  of  expanded  assistance  to 
the  people  of  southeast  Asia  is  the  training 
and  equipping  of  local  engineering  and  pub¬ 
lic  works  agencies  for  rural  development 
work — simple  roads,  water  wells,  irrigation 
ponds,  schools,  etc. 

We  propose  expansion  of  previously 
plan:  ed  projects  of  this  sort  in  northeast 
Thailand  and,  for  the  first  time,  in  the  south¬ 
ernmost  provinces  of  Thailand.  In  Laos, 
we  propose  to  expand  the  existing  program 
of  training  and  equipping  the  highway  de¬ 
partment  staff  by  applying  an  on-the-job 
training  approach  to  the  rehabilitation  of 
the  road  from  Vientiane  to  Luang  Prabang. 

Rural  electrification  cooperatives  have 
played  an  important  role  in  the  development 
of  the  United  States  and  other  countries. 
In  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  National  Rural 
Electric  Cooperative  Association,  we  propose 
to  help  the  people  of  three  selected  areas  of 
South  Vietnam  establish  electric  coops.  We 
hope  these  pilot  projects  will  become  models 
for  bringing  light  and  power  for  the  homes 
and  small  industries  of  southeast  Asia 
within  reach  of  their  incomes.  This  repre¬ 
sents  $5.5  million  of  the  supporting  assist¬ 
ance  increase  requested. 

Expanded  technical  assistance  to  Lao 
agricultural  development,  particularly  agri¬ 
cultural  credit  and  marketing,  and  the  in¬ 
troduction  on  a  wider  scale  of  improved 
livestock  and  seeds  are  proposed. 

Industrial  expansion  in  Vietnam,  both 
now  and  immediately  after  the  cessation  of 
hostilities,  will  be  essential  to  the  country’s 
rehabilitation  and  progress  toward  self- 
support.  Without  waiting  for  peace,  we 
propose  to  contract  with  potential  private 
American  investors  and  other  expert  groups 
to  conduct  feasibility  studies  looking  to  the 
establishment  of  new  plants,  in  such  lines 
of  production  as  fertilizer,  cement  and  kraft 
paper.  Related  public  works,  particularly 
port  development,  also  will  require  addi¬ 
tional  funds  for  feasibility  studies. 

The  largest  element  of  the  supplemental 
request  is  for  $45  million  in  additional  sup¬ 
porting  assistance  to  finance  Vietnam’s  com¬ 
mercial  imports.  In  testimony  before  the 
congressional  committees  this  spring,  we 
have  pointed  to  the  necessity  of  using  a 
then  undetermined  amount  of  the  proposed 
standby  authorization  for  this  purpose.  In 
the  past  2  weeks,  we  have  been  able  to  refine 
somewhat  our  calculations  of  the  impact  of 
increased  defense  and  police  budgets  and 
expanded  public  works  and  Investment  pro¬ 
grams  on  the  demand  for  imported  goods. 
We  now  estimate  that  in  addition  to  the 
commodity  import  support  previously  pro¬ 
gramed  for  basic  support  of  the  economy, 
about  $45  million  will  be  required  to  main¬ 
tain  economic  growth  and  avoid  destructive 
inflation. 

This  increased  dependence  on  our  aid  re¬ 
sults  partly  from  Vietcong  Interdiction  of 
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rice  shipments,  rail  and  road  sabotage  and 
terrorism — all  combining  to  prevent  any 
rice  export  earnings  in  1965. 

In  the  eight  northern  coastal  provinces  of 
Vietnam  alone,  some  215,000  refugees  have 
fled  their  homes  because  of  Vietcong  terror, 
9,000  in  just  the  past  week.  This  mass 
movement  of  people  requires  more  construc¬ 
tion  materials,  medicines,  and  food,  not  to 
mention  the  other  economic  and  social  con¬ 
sequences  of  such  mass  uprootings. 

In  addition  to  these  war-connected  re¬ 
quirements,  there  is  a  growing  need  for 
investment  in  urban  and  rural  areas  as  a 
demonstration  of  the  government’s  deter¬ 
mination  to  emerge  from  this  conflict  a 
viable  country,  dedicated  to  the  long-run 
task  of  nation  building.  ♦ 

At  the  same  time,  further  expansion  of  the 
Vietnamese  armed  forces  and  police  and  of 
security  forces  construction  has  expanded 
the  demand  for  goods  in  the  marketplace. 

To  meet  these  requirements  for  basic  eco¬ 
nomic  support,  we  proposed  last  January  in 
the  fiscal  1966  budget  now  before  the  Con¬ 
gress,  supporting  assistance  plus  such  addi¬ 
tional  amounts  later  found  to  be  required  to 
support  a  higher  but  then  undetermined 
level  of  Vietnamese  military  and  civil  oper¬ 
ations.  After  taking  into  account  currently 
available  estimates  of  Vietnamese  foreign 
exchange  requirements  and  earnings,  in¬ 
cluding  receipts  from  U.S.  military  forces  in 
Vietnam,  we  now  see  a  probable  shortfall  of 
$40  to  $50  million.  This  request  would  cover 
a  midpoint  in  that  range  of  estimates. 
These  funds  would  finance  imports  of  a  va¬ 
riety  of  goods  such  as  construction  mate¬ 
rials,  pharmaceuticals,  fertilizers,  pesticides, 
tires  and  tubes,  and  trucks. 

We  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  these  pro¬ 
grams  will  meet  the  approval  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  that  you  will  add  the  request  to 
the  pending  authorization  bill. 

Mr.  ’MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  an 
explanation  has  been  made  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  of  the  proposed  additional  $89 
million.  The  Senator  from  Oregon 
made  that  explanation  in  explaining  his 
position  on  the  Presidential  request.  I 
do  not  feel  that  I  should  go  into  greater 
detail  than  he  has  gone,  because  he  has 
covered  the  situation  succincly  and  to 
the  point,  and  the  issue  is  clear. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  substitute 
amendment  offered  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  on  this 
question,  I  wish  to  have  the  yeas  and 
nays  ordered. 

The  issue  is  clearly  drawn.  My 
amendment  would  authorize  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  spend  the  $89  million  out  of  the 
military  aid  authorization  of  the  bill  he 
sent  here,  which  the  committee  voted  to 
place  before  the  Senate.  The  substitute 
amendment  would  add  another  $89  mil¬ 
lion  to  the  President’s  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram.  The  President  uses  the  Vietnam 
issuer— which  has  a  great  emotional  ap¬ 
peal — as  the  springboard  for  firing  that 
missile.  However,  he  does  not  need  it; 
he  does  not  need  to  have  Congress  add 
$89  million  to  the  bill.  It  is  one  thing 
to  authorize  him  to  spend  it  for  this 
purpose — which  I  am  glad  to  vote  to  do; 
but  it  is  quite  another  thing  for  Con¬ 
gress  to  say  to  him,  “You  can  have  $89 
million  more,”  when  we  know  we  have 
ahead  of  us  a  long  debate  in  connection 
with  the  elimination  of  the  unconscion¬ 
able  amounts  of  waste  embedded  in  the 
President’s  $3,380  million  proposal. 


So  all  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
has  done  is  to  propose  that  Congress  say, 
“Mr.  President,  we  will  give  you  $89  mil¬ 
lion  more.”  I  am  opposed  to  that.  I 
suggest  that  the  sensible  thing  for  us  to 
do  at  this  stage  is  to  say  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  “If  you  want  to  spend  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  $89  million  of  the  amount  of  money 
you  have  asked  for  in  the  bill,  which  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  recom¬ 
mends  authorizing  you  to  do,  we  are  not 
going  to  oppose  your  spending  it  for  that 
purpose;  but  in  order  to  do  it,  you  will 
have  to  transfer  $89  million  from  mili¬ 
tary  funds  into  your  technical  assistance 
and  supporting  assistance  program.” 

That  is  the  issue. 

If  the  majority  leader  does  not  object, 
I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  in 
order  to  obtain  a  yea  and  nay  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bur¬ 
dick  in  the  chair).  The  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
withdraw  the  proposed  amendment  to 
the  Morse  amendment.  I  am  advised 
that  it  is  not  in  order  as  a  substitute  for 
the  Morse  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  withdrawn. 


S.  2089— DISASTER  RELIEF  FOR  CAL¬ 
IFORNIA,  OREGON,  WASHINGTON, 
NEVADA,  AND  IDAHO 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  pending 
business  be  temporarily  laid  aside  and 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  S.  2089,  which  has  just  been 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
2089) ,  to  provide  assistance  to  the  States 
of  California,  Oregon,  Washington,  Ne¬ 
vada,  and  Idaho,  for  the  reconstruction 
of  areas  damaged  by  recent  floods  and 
high  waters. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

The  bill  is  open  to  amendment.  If 
there  be  no  amendments  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  as  follows : 

S.  2089 

An  Act  to  provide  assistance  to  the  States  of 
California,  Oregon,  Washington,  Nevada, 
and  Idaho  for  the  reconstruction  of  areas 
damaged  by  recent  floods  and  high  waters 
Be  it  enacted,  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  Con¬ 
gress  hereby  recognizes  (1)  that  the  States 
of  California,  Oregon,  Washington,  Nevada., 
and  Idaho  have  experienced  extensive  prop- 
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erty  loss  and  damage  as  the  result  of  floods 
and  high  waters  during  December  1964,  and 
January  and  February  1965,  (2)  that  much 
of  the  affected  area  is  federally  owned  and 
administered,  and  (3)  that  the  livelihood  of 
the  people  in  the  area  is  dependent  on 
prompt  restoration  of  transportation  facili¬ 
ties  and,  therefore,  Congress  declares  the 
need  for  special  measures  designed  to  aid 
and  accelerate  those  States  in  their  efforts 
to  provide  for  the  reconstruction  of  devas¬ 
tated  areas. 

Sec.  2.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not 
otherwise  appropriated,  in  addition  to  the 
amounts  authorized  in  section  125  of  title 
23  of  the  United  States  Code,  not  to  exceed 
$50,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1965,  and  not  to  exceed  $20,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966.  Such  sums 
shall  be  obligated  and  expended  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  in  accordance  with  such 
section  125,  and  related  provisions  of  title 
23  of  the  United  States  Code  for  the  repair 
and  reconstruction  of  highways,  roads,  and 
trails,  damaged  as  the  result  of  a  disaster. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Notwithstanding  provisions  of 
existing  contracts,  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  sep¬ 
arately,  and  as  part  of  the  regular  road  and 
trail  construction  program,  shall  reimburse 
timber  sale  contractors  or  otherwise  arrange 
to  bear  road  and  trail  construction  and  res¬ 
toration  costs  either  directly  or  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  timber  purchasers  to  the  extent  of 
costs  determined  by  the  respective  Secretary 
as  incurred  or  to  be  incurred  for  restoring 
roads  in  any  stage  of  construction  author¬ 
ized  by  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  timber 
from  lands  under  his  jurisdiction  to  sub¬ 
stantially  the  same  condition  as  existed 
prior  to  the  damage  resulting  from  the  floods 
of  December  1964,  and  January  and  Febru¬ 
ary  of  1965  in  California,  Oregon,  Washing¬ 
ton,  Nevada,  and  Idaho,  and  to  the  extent 
costs  determined  by  the  respective  Secre¬ 
tary  as  incurred  or  to  be  incurred  for  com¬ 
pleting  road  construction  not  performed 
under  any  such  contract  prior  to  the  floods 
but  which,  because  of  changed  conditions 
resulting  from  the  floods,  exceed  road  con¬ 
struction  costs  as  originally  determined  by 
the  respective  Secretary.  The  costs  for  such 
road  restoration,  reconstruction,  and  con¬ 
struction  under  any  single  timber  purchase 
contract  on  roads  not  accepted  prior  to  the 
floods,  whether  construction  was  complete, 
partial,  or  not  yet  begun,  shall  be  borne  as 
follows:  15  per  centum  of  all  amounts  shall 
be  borne  by  the  timber  purchaser,  except 
that  such  purchaser  shall  not  be  required  to 
bear  costs  of  more  than  $4,500,  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  bear  the  remaining  portion  of 
such  costs.  This  subsection  shall  not  apply 
(1)  in  the  case  of  any  road  restoration  or  re¬ 
construction  if  the  cost  of  such  restoration 
or  reconstruction  is  less  than  $500,  and  (2) 
in  the  case  of  any  road  construction  if  the 
increase  in  the  cost  of  such  construction  as 
the  result  of  the  floods  is  less  than  $500  more 
than  the  construction  costs  as  originally  de¬ 
termined  by  the  respective  Secretary. 

(b)  Where  the  Secretary  determines  that 
damages  are  so  great  that  restoration,  re¬ 
construction,  or  construction  is  not  practical 
under  the  cost-sharing  arrangement  author¬ 
ized  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the 
Secretary  may  allow  cancellation  of  the  con¬ 
tract  notwithstanding  provisions  therein. 

(c)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  2  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1964  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and 
trails,  $123,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1966,  of  which  not  to  exceed  $38,- 
000,000  shall  be  used  solely  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  repair,  and  reconstruction  of  forest 
development  roads  and  trails  in  the  States  of 
California,  Oregon,  Washington,  Nevada,  and 
Idaho,  necessary  because  of  the  floods  and 
high  waters  in  such  States  during  December 
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1964,  and  January  and  February  1965,  and 
$85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1967.” 

(d)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  reduce  to  seven  days  the  mini¬ 
mum  period  of  advance  public  notice  re¬ 
quired  by  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of 
June  4,  1897  (16  U.S.C.  476),  in  connection 
with  the  sale  of  timber  from  national  for¬ 
ests,  whenever  the  Secretary  determines  that 
the  sale  of  such  timber  will  assist  in  the  re¬ 
construction  of  any  area  of  California,  Ore¬ 
gon,  Washington,  Nevada,  and  Idaho  dam¬ 
aged  by  floods  or  high  waters  during 
December  1964,  and  January  and  February 

1965. 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is 
authorized  to  give  any  public  land  entryman 
such  additional  time  in  which  to  comply 
with  any  requirement  of  law  in  connection 
with  any  public  land  entry  for  lands  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Oregon,  Washington,  Nevada,  and 
Idaho,  as  the  Secretary  finds  appropriate 
because  of  interference  with  the  entryman’s 
ability  to  comply  with  such  requirement 
resulting  from  floods  and  high  waters  during 
December  1964,  and  January  and  February 
1965. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  President,  acting  through 
the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning,  shall  make 
a  survey  to  determine  what  protective  works 
would  be  necessary  to  prevent  the  recurrence 
of  damage  by  floods  or  high  waters  to  those 
banks  of  the  Eel  River,  California,  which  are 
adjacent  to  the  trackage  of  any  common  car¬ 
rier  by  railroad  and  shall  report  to  Congress 
the  results  of  such  survey  together  with  the 
cost  of  any  recommended  work  within  sixty 
days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
The  President,  acting  through  the  Office  of 
Emergency  Planning,  is  authorized  to  per¬ 
form  all  or  any  part  of  the  recommended 
work  determined  to  be  in  the  public  interest 
and  to  reimburse  any  common  carrier  for 
any  of  such  recommended  work  performed  by 
such  carrier.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the 
United  States  Army  shall  be  used  to  make 
the  survey  authorized  by  this  section,  shall 
recommend  necessary  work  that  has  been  de¬ 
termined  by  the  President  acting  through  the 
Office  of  Emergency  Planning  to  be  in  the 
public  interest,  and  shall  be  used  to  super¬ 
vise  any  work  authorized  to  be  performed 
under  this  section. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
not  to  exceed  $3,875,000  to  carry  out  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

Sec.  6.  Loans  made  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(1)  of  section  7(b)  of  the  Small  Business 
Act  (15  U.S.C.  636(b) )  for  the  purpose  of  re¬ 
placing,  reconstructing,  or  repairing  dwell¬ 
ings  in  California,  Oregon,  Washington,  Ne¬ 
vada,  and  Idaho,  damaged  or  destroyed  by  the 
floods  and  high  waters  of  December  1964, 
and  January  and  February  1965,  may  have  a 
maturity  of  up  to  thirty  years,  except  that 
section  7(c)  of  such  Act  shall  not  apply  to 
such  loans. 

Sec.  7.  This  Act,  other  than  section  5  and 
the  amendment  made  by  section  3(c),  shall 
not  be  in  effect  after  June  30,  1966,  except 
with  respect  to  payment  of  expenditures  for 
obligations  and  commitments  entered  into 
under  this  Act  on  or  before  such  date. 

Sec.  8.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest  Disaster  Relief  Act  of  1965.’’ 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  on 
the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  in  behalf  of  all  the  cosponsors  of 
the  bill  which  I  introduced,  and  on  be¬ 


half  of  the  people  of  our  States,  that  we 
appreciate  very  much  the  dispatch  with 
which  the  Senate,  the  committee,  and 
the  leadership  has  moved  this  afternoon. 

Also,  the  committee  staffs,  majority 
and  minority,  deserve  the  heartfelt 
thanks  of  all  the  people  of  the  States 
involved.  I  am  sure  I  am  at  liberty  to 
express  my  appreciation — and  I  do.  I 
am  delighted  that  the  Senate  has  taken 
this  course  of  action. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  know 
that  all  of  us  were  saddened  and  shocked 
by  the  tragic  floods  which  ravaged  the 
Pacific  coast  in  California,  Oregon, 
Washington,  and  Idaho.  When  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  sponsored  the  bill,  to¬ 
gether  with  his  colleague  [Mrs.  Neu- 
berger],  and  all  the  other  Senators  in¬ 
terested  in  speedily  rehabilitating  their 
States,  the  bill  was  quickly  brought  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
under  the  leadership  of  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara], 

As  usual,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
brought  before  the  committee  precise  in¬ 
formation  regarding  the  consequences 
of  the  floods  which  he  proposed  to 
remedy,  information  which  was  adequate 
yet  reasonable,  and  enabled  the  entire 
committee  to  support  the  recommenda¬ 
tions. 

Senators  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
were  happy  to  do  what  they  could  to  as¬ 
sist  the  States  whose  people  had  suffered 
such  terrible  damage. 

I  am  glad  to  have  been  able  to  work 
with  the  chairman,  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara]  ;  and  I  hope 
that  this  measure  will  be  of  assistance 
to  all  the  States  concerned. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky,  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  and  all  others  who  worked  so  hard 
for  quick  passage  of  the  bill. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  S.  1837  to  amend  further  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1981,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  Morse 
amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  in  order 
to  bring  Senators  into  the  Chamber,  and 
then  I  shall  be  ready  to  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
have  the  yeas  and  nays  been  ordered? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  .  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator - 


Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
about  to  help  the  minority  leader  by  tell¬ 
ing  him  what  my  amendment  would  do. 
The  amendment  would  authorize  the 
President  to  spend  $89  million  for  the 
v  economic  program  which  he  sets  out  in 
his  message  to  Congress.  The  amend¬ 
ment  would  not  add  $89  million  to  the 
$3,380  million  that  he  has  recommended 
be  authorized.  It  would  not  allow  him 
to  increase  his  aid  program.  We  say  to 
him,  “You  may  spend  the  money  for  this 
purpose,  but  you  must  transfer  funds  for 
that  purpose  from  military  aid  to  the 
extent  of  $89  million.” 

The  thesis  of  my  argument  is  that 
there  is  no  question  that  he  can  take  the 
$89  million  without  in  any  way  jeopard¬ 
izing  the  aid  program,  by  saving  in 
many  other  places  and  spending  it  for 
this  purpose.  The  program  is  already 
far  larger  than  it  ought  to  be.  I  would 
authorize  the  program,  but  I  would  not 
give  the  President  more  money. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  the 
President  of  the  United  States  has  made 
an  earnest  request  for  an  extra  $89  mil¬ 
lion,  as  did  the  Secretary  of  State  when 
he  appeared  before  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee.  That  money  is  to  be  devoted 
to  a  variety  of  economic  and  social  pur¬ 
poses,  including  the  addition  of  health 
teams,  particularly  in  Vietnam,  but  I 
would  assume  also  in  Laos  and  Thailand. 

When  I  was  in  Vietnam  the  first  time, 
Dienbienphu  had  not  fallen.  The  French 
were  making  preparations  to  withdraw. 

When  I  went  back  to  Vietnam  the  sec¬ 
ond  time,  I  found  what  a  problem  con¬ 
fronted  this  small,  unsophisticated  coun¬ 
try  in  trying  to  reorient  its  economy.  We 
sent  people  from  the  Federal  Reserve 
Bank  of  New  York  to  reconstitute  their 
monetary  system.  We  sent  doctors  and 
economic  experts  to  keep  the  economy 
afloat.  We  siphoned  many  thousands  of 
young  men  out  of  Vietnam  and  put  them 
into  training  courses  under  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  “Iron  Mike”  O’Daniel,  to  whip 
the  Vietnamese  Army  of  125,000  into 
shape. 

During  that  second  visit  I  saw  the 
French  merchants  withdraw  from  Saigon 
and  elsewhere  and  leave  the  economy  on 
its  uppers. 

How  much  worse  it  must  be,  in  view 
of  the  decimation  that  is  taking  place  at 
the  present  time  in  Vietnam. 

The  newspapers  in  this  country  do  not 
disclose  the  casualty  lists  of  the  Viet¬ 
namese  Army.  If  I  had  to  make  a  guess, 
I  would  say  at  least  30,000  and  perhaps 
more  have  been  killed  in  battle. 

That  is  really  something  to  withdraw 
from  the  economic  bloodstream  of  ■  the 
country,  which  is  teetering  between  sol¬ 
vency  and  bankruptcy. 

As  I  think  of  the  decimation  of  the 
industries  and  farms  and  places  of  work, 
I  can  readily  imagine  the  situation  out 
there  at  present  to  be  infinitely  worse 
than  when  the  French  finally  withdrew. 

All  this  will  require  some  transfusion. 
What  is  the  use  of  saving  a  shell,  if  it 
is  not  a  vital,  going  economy,  and  if  it 
is  on  its  uppers? 

The  President  makes  a  request  for  $89 
million  for  that  purpose.  Among  other 
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things,  he  is  including  the  question  of 
health.  What  a  tremendous  incidence 
of  elephantiasis  and  other  tropical  dis¬ 
eases  must  be  there,  particularly  among 
the  civilian  population.  When  we  equate 
$89  million  against  the  fact  that  we  are 
spending  between  one  and  a  half  million 
dollars  and  $2  million  a  day  now,  and 
when,  according  to  last  reports,  we  have 
61,000  advisers  in  Vietnam,  it  would  seem 
to  me  that  it  is  cheese  paring  to  deny  the 
$89  million  by  consolidating  it  within  the 
total  of  the  foreign  aid  bill. 

I  am  as  anxious  as  anyone  to  save  on 
foreign  aid.  I  shall  go  quite  a  long  way, 
but  I  believe  that  our  friend  from  Oregon 
picked  out  the  wrong  area  in  which  to 
effectuate  an  economy.  I  shall  not  do  it 
at  the  expense  of  a  poor  beleaguered 
people  where  the  guns  are  shattering 
the  instrumentalities  of  existence  and 
where  planes  and  helicopters  are  bomb¬ 
ing  the  country  and  making  it  increas¬ 
ingly  difficult  to  carry  on  what  little  in¬ 
dustry  they  have  and  what  little  service 
industry  they  have.  So  the  amendment 
would  appear  to  me  to  be  terribly  short¬ 
sighted,  and  I  therefore  earnestly  hope 
that  the  amendment  will  not  prevail. 
That  is  all  I  have  to  say. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
been  confronted  with  something  of  a 
problem  on  the  proposal.  Our  minority 
leader  has  stated  that  in  recent  months 
we  have  been  successful  in  killing  30,000 
Vietcong.  I  do  not  know  who  has 
counted  them.  I  do  not  know  how  suc¬ 
cessfully  the  Vietcong  have  been  in  kill¬ 
ing  Vietnamese.  I  do  not  know  that 
anyone  has  counted  them  either.  I  do 
know  that  had  the  President  made  his 
proposal  6  months  ago,  it  would  prob¬ 
ably  have  been  an  effective  suggestion. 
I  do  not  know  how  many  people  we  have 
killed  in  North  Vietnam  in  the  past  3  or 
4  months.  I  do  not  know  that  we  shall 
ever  know.  It  seems  that  we  have 
started  on  a  course  that  can  lead  to  all- 
out  nuclear  war;  and  if  that  is  anything 
to  be  proud  of,  let  those  who  feel  that 
way  make  the  most  of  it. 

So  far  as  concerns  the  request  for  $89 
million,  that  is  the  initial  request  for  a 
program  which  it  is  estimated  will  cost 
something  like  $1  billion.  That  would 
be  a  very  small  percentage  of  the  cost 
of  allout  war  in  dollars,  even  if  we  did 
not  consider  the  cost  of  life  at  all — and 
I  do  not  know  how  much  that  would  be. 

About  a  month  ago,  when  the  Presi¬ 
dent  requested  the  restoration  of  $115 
million  to  the  foreign  aid  bill,  I  made 
the  motion  in  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  that  the  President  be  author¬ 
ized  to  spend  $115  million  for  either 
peace  or  war.  This  would  have  given 
him  some  bargaining  power  if  negotia¬ 
tion  could  be  arranged. 

My  suggestion  was  rejected  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  which  wanted  the  money 
for  war  and  defeated  in  committee.  No 
mention  was  made  of  peace. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  now  in  a  mood 
to  be  very  obliging  when  the  adminis¬ 
tration  asks  for  $89  million  which  it  does 
not  need  at  the  present  time.  The  ad¬ 
ministration  does  not  need  it  now  any 
more  than  it  will  need  the  money  on  the 
1st  of  July.  It  can  get  it  on  the  1st 
of  July.  What  it  now  desires  is  to  prop¬ 


agandize  the  world  into  believing  that 
the  Congress  is  unanimously  behind  any 
move  which  the  administration  chooses 
to  make.  For  that  reason  I  am  voting  for 
the  amendment  and  against  the  sub¬ 
stitute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  my  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  for  $89  million  is 
not  similar  to  the  objection  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Vermont.  In¬ 
volved  as  we  are  in  Vietnam,  having  ad¬ 
vanced  to  the  place  to  which  we  have 
now  advanced,  if  the  President  of  the 
United  States  should  request  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  money  necessary  to  pursue  the 
course  which  in  his  opinion  we  should 
pursue  in  this  emergency,  I  would  vote 
for  the  amount  requested — if  it  came 
separate  from  the  foreign  aid  bill,  pin¬ 
pointed  for  southeast  Asia.  But  the 
thing  which  I  resent — is  that  the  appro¬ 
priation  is  tied  to  the  foreign  aid  bill. 
This  which  is  entirely  consistent  with 
certain  strategies  I  have  observed,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  other  administration 
measures.  It  is  designed  to  write  into  the 
foreign  aid  bundle  an  appropriation  that 
has  all  the  appeal  of  standing  behind  the 
President  and  our  boys  in  Vietnam.  This 
proponent  is  tied  to  the  foreign  aid  bill, 
so  that  when  we  come  to  the  final  vote  on 
foreign  aid,  every  Senator  who  votes 
against  the  entire  bundle  can  be  labeled 
with  the  charge  that  he  did  not  vote  for 
an  appropriation  needed  by  our  President 
and  our  troops  who  are  desperately  fight¬ 
ing  in  Vietnam. 

If  the  administration  requires  money 
for  the  emergency — and,  unlike  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont,  I  am  not  questioning 
the  need  of  standing  by  the  President  on 
the  proposal — I  wish  the  request  would 
come  separately,  because  I  cannot  resist 
the  suspicion  that  the  proposal  is  buried 
in  the  bill  as  a  whip  to  make  us  vote  for 
the  whole  package. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  is  not  questioning  in  any  sense  of 
the  word  the  need  for  standing  by  the 
President  if  the  security  of  the  United 
States  is  really  threatened  and  we  be¬ 
come  engaged  in  an  all-out  war — and  we 
are  close  to  it  now.  But  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  that  we 
should  not  conduct  a  war  under  the  guise 
of  the  foreign  aid  program. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
If  I  misinterpreted  his  statement,  I 
apologize.  I  now  clearly  understand 
what  he  meant,  and  I  agree  with  him 
100  percent.  This  is  an  emergency  in 
which,  in  my  opinion,  we  must  support 
the  President,  and  we  must  support  the 
war  effort.  But  to  put  the  proposal  in 
the  present  bill,  instead  of  calling  for 
separate  legislation,  is  to  me  a  very 
transparent  effort  to  put  us  in  a  position 
in  which  we  must  swallow  the  whole 
package  or  else  we  shall  be  charged  with 
doing  something  to  endanger  the  safety 
of  this  country,  and  are  failing  to  show 
the  world  that  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  is  behind  the  President  in  this 
time  of  need. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  First, 
I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  that  Congress  has  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  providing  the  necessary 
funds  to  wage  war  in  Vietnam,  and  as 
one  Member  of  the  Senate,  I  Shall  vote 
whatever  is  necessary  without  any 
strings  attached.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  as  long  as  we  have  men  dy¬ 
ing  on  the  battlefront,  we  must  pro¬ 
vide  the  funds,  for  the  arms,  and  what¬ 
ever  is  needed  without  any  limitation. 

However  this  proposal  for  the  expen¬ 
diture  of  an  extra  $89  million  has  noth¬ 
ing  whatever  to  do  with  the  war  effort. 
$5  million  of  that  amount  authorizes  the 
start  of  the  development  of  the  Mekong 
River  Basin  project,  which  eventually 
would  cost  us  $1  billion,  as  yet  this  proj¬ 
ect  has  never  been  approved  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  If  we  now  approve  this  $5  mil¬ 
lion,  it  will  be  thought  that  Congress  is 
committed  to  go  through  with  this  bil¬ 
lion  dollar  project. 

It  is  proposed  that  $19  million  of  the 
amount  would  be  spent  for  electrical  co¬ 
operatives  in  South  Vietnam;  medical 
services,  $7  million;  training  and  small 
scale  village  projects  in  Laos  and  Thai¬ 
land,  $6  million;  commodity  imports,  $45 
million;  agricultural  development  and 
industrial  expansion,  $7  million — a  total 
of  $89  million.  Not  a  dime  in  the  pro¬ 
posal  would  involve  the  war  effort. 
Furthermore  adequate  authority  and 
funds  are  already  in  the  bill  if  the  Presi¬ 
dent  deems  their  expenditures  neces¬ 
sary. 

The  other  day  the  administration 
wanted  $700  million;  for  the  war  effort 
in  Vietnam.  We  voted  that  money  to 
provide  the  necessary  equipment  for  our 
Armed  Forces  in  Vietnam. 

I  would  vote  for  it  again  tomorrow  if 
such  action  is  needed.  However,  I  think 
it  most  unwise  to  include  $89  million 
which  is  not  a  part  of  the  war  effort  and 
with  no  more  study  than  has  been  given 
to  this  proposal.  The  impression  would 
go  out  through  all  this  area  that  Congress 
is  committing  itself  to  these  multi-bil¬ 
lion  dollar  projects,  although  we  never 
considered  their  feasibility. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Delaware.  I  have 
practically  finished  all  I  desired  to  say. 
The  distinguished  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  is,  as  usual,  accurate  and  thorough 
in  his  analysis.  Whether  the  $89  million 
is  designed  for  the  actual  conduct  of  the 
defense  of  South  Vietnam  or  is  to  be  used 
for  internal  developments  of  the  country, 
when  we  pick  up  the  newspapers  after 
the  vote,  on  foreign  aid,  and  when  we 
listen  to  the  orators  in  the  next  cam- 
pain — I  am  not  running  in  the  next  cam¬ 
paign,  so  I  feel  free  to  say  this— when 
we-listen  to  the  administration  orators — 
the  people  will  be  told  that  when  this 
country  was  desperately  fighting  to 
maintain  American  prestige  abroad,  and 
when  our  boys  were  fighting  over  there, 
Senators  who  voted  against  this  foreign 
aid  package  refused  to  back  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  That  is  why  I  resent  this  special 
authorization  being  tucked  into  this  bill. 
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I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  I  would  re¬ 
spond  to  a  request  from  the  President  to 
support  the  Vietnam  struggle  but  if  it  is 
embedded  in  the  foreign  aid  bill  I  shall 
use  my  own  judgment  on  the  whole  bill 
and  not  be  clubbed  into  voting  for  it  be¬ 
cause  of  this  one  item. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  understand  that  that 
will  probably  be  so;  but  when  it  is  said,  it 
probably  will  not  have  that  effect  among 
thousands  of  people,  because  the  people 
will  not  be  that  easily  fooled. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Having  reviewed  the 
past  few  elections,  I  am  not  so  confident 
that  the  people  cannot  be  fooled. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  should  like  to  di¬ 
rect  a  question  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon.  Would  it  be  possible  under  the 
terms  of  the  Senator’s  amendment  for 
the  President  or  whoever  takes  charge 
of  the  program  to  take  $89  million  out 
of  existing  military  funds  and  use  that 
amount  to  finance  the  economic  and 
technical  program  which  the  President 
has  recommended  for  southeast  Asia? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  what  the 
amendment  provides. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  exactly  expressed 
my  reaction  to  the  pending  proposal. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mine,  too. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  was  much  dis¬ 
turbed  by  some  of  the  news  reports  that 
were  published  over  the  weekend  about 
what  has  happened  in  the  South  Viet¬ 
nam  crisis.  From  all  indications  we 
have  left  the  role  of  adviser.  We  are  no 
longer  even  maintaining  any  pretense 
of  being  advisers;  we  are  now  commit¬ 
ting  our  own  forces  in  actual  combat. 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  are  running  the 
war. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  So  far  as  I  know, 
we  have  not  declared  war.  Nevertheless, 
American  military  forces  are  involved  in 
the  actual  fighting.  One  of  the  tragic 
byproducts  is  that  we  are  killing  not  only 
Vietcong  fighters;  we  are  killing  many 
innocent  people,  as  well. 

An  article  entitled  “Drive  by  Vietcong 
Wiping  Out  Gains  of  Saigon  Troops,” 
written  by  Jack  Langguth,  appeared  on 
the  front  page  of  the  New  York  Times 
yesterday.  It  reports  on  one  of  our  bomb¬ 
ing  raids  and  states,  in  part : 

Many  Vietnamese — one  estimate  was  as 
high,  as  500 — were  killed  by  the  strikes.  The 
American  contention  is  that  they  were  Viet¬ 
cong  soldiers.  But  three  out  of  four  patients 
seeking  treatment  in  a  Vietnamese  hospital 
afterward  for  burns  from  napalm,  or  jellied 
gasoline,  were  village  women. 

I  do  not  see  how  we  can  win  any 
friends  among  the  Vietnamese  people  for 
our  side  of  this  conflict  when  three  out 
of  four  victims  of  our  napalm  bombing 
attacks  are  village  women.  That  is 
hardly  calculated  to  win  the  support  of 
the  people  in  the  villages  and  in  the 
countryside. 

It  is  not  surprising,  in  view  of  facts 
of  that  kind,  that  also  published  in  the 
New  York  Times  of  yesterday  was  an 
article  by  E.  W.  Kenworthy,  reporting 


on  growing  apprehension  in  the  Senate, 
much  of  which  has  not  been  publicly 
expressed,  about  the  course  we  are  now 
following  in  this  conflict. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  articles  by  Mr.  Langguth 
and  Mr.  Kenworthy,  and  also  an  article 
entitled  “Active  U.S.  Combat  Role  in 
Vietnam  Acknowledged,”  written  by  John 
W.  Finney,  and  published  in  yesterday’s 
New  York  Times,  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  (N.Y.)  Times, 

June  6,  1965] 

Drive  by  Vietcong  Wiping  Out  Gains  of 
Saigon  Troops^ — Government  Optimism 
Upset  by  the  Week’s  Big  Battles  in  Cen¬ 
tral  Highlands — Casualties  Up  Sharply — 
Reds  Put  Three  Battalions  Out  of  Com¬ 
bat — 800  Men  Are  Dead  or  Missing 
(By  Jack  Langguth) 

Saigon,  South  Vietnam,  June  5. — In  the 
last  8  days  the  Vietcong  guerrillas  have  dis¬ 
pelled  almost  all  the  optimism  that  the 
South  Vietnamese  Government  had  been  pro¬ 
moting  for  3  months. 

The  Communist  forces  appear  to  have 
proved.  If  there  were  doubts,  that  the  South 
Vietnamese  Army  fared  well  all  spring  only 
by  default. 

In  the  central  Province  of  Quangngai  last 
weekend,  the  Communists  began  to  move 
again  after  weeks  of  planning  and  regroup¬ 
ing.  They  followed  their  victory  there  with 
successful  raids  in  Pleiku,  Phubon,  Darlac, 
and  Kontum  Provinces,  the  heart  of  the 
Central  Highlands. 

vietcong  figures  elusive 
The  casualties  of  the  last  week  have  been 
high,  apparently  on  both  sides.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  lost  the  effective  use  of  three 
300-man  battalions — two  at  Quangngai  and 
one  in  the  Phubon  ambushes. 

The  total  of  dead  or  missing  from  Govern¬ 
ment  ranks  runs  close  to  800  men. 

Vietcong  casualty  figures  have  always  been 
difficult  to  pinpoint.  As  the  Communists 
withdrew  from  Quangngai  last  Monday,  U.S. 
jet  bombers  pounded  the  hills  into  which 
they  were  headed. 

Many  Vietnamese — one  estimate  was  as 
high  as  500 — were  killed  by  the  strikes.  The 
American  contention  is  that  they  were  Viet¬ 
cong  soldiers.  But  three  out  of  four  patients 
seeking  treatment  in  a  Vietnamese  hospital 
afterward  for  burns  from  napalm,  or  jellied 
gasoline,  were  village  women. 

tactics  held  unchanged 
Senior  American  military  advisers  in  Sai¬ 
gon,  never  apprehensive  in  their  public  com¬ 
ments,  have  professed  to  take  comfort  from 
the  fact  that  the  Communists  have  so  far 
followed  familiar  tactics. 

“What  we’ve  seen  so  far  is  the  same  pat¬ 
tern  of  attacks,  but  more  of  them,”  a  lead¬ 
ing  U.S.  officer  said  yesterday.  He  meant 
that  the  Communists  were  still  relying  on 
ambushes  rather  than  on  direct  clashes  with 
the  Government  forces. 

In  Phubon,  the  Vietcong  ambush  was  a 
classic  example  of  guerrilla  tactics.  A  sizable 
group  of  Communist  soldiers  attacked  a 
convoy  on  the  road  to  the  province  capital. 

When  the  Government  forces,  as  many  as 
200  men,  began  to  retreat  in  confusion  to  the 
village  they  had  left,  a  larger  Vietcong  unit 
caught  them  at  another  point  on  the  road 
and  ripped  their  ranks  apart. 

U.S.  advisers  assigned  to  military  opera¬ 
tions  watched  with  dismay  the  success  of  10 
similar  ambushes  throughout  the  central 
highlands. 

They  have  stepped  up  their  warnings  to 
Vietnamese  commanders  that  greater  caution 
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must  be  exercised  before  convoys  or  road¬ 
clearing  units  take  to  the  highways. 

Though  the  Communist  have  restricted 
themselves  to  a  strategy  of  surprise  attack, 
the  size  and  scope  of  the  Vietcong  forces 
have  surpassed  U.S.  expectations. 

According  to  official  intelligence  estimates, 
the  Communists  have  15,000  trained  full¬ 
time  soldiers  operating  in  the  swatch  of  land 
from  the  17th  parallel — the  border  of  North 
Vietnam— to  the  point,  50  miles  northeast  of 
Saigon,  where  the  Annamite  Mountains  end. 

TOTAL  MAY  BE  DOUBLED 

But  intelligence  procedures  for  verifying 
the  presence  of  Communist  forces  are  slow 
and  conservative.  With  the  entrance  of  some, 
or  perhaps  all,  of  the  North  Vietnamese 
Army’s  325th  Division  into  the  south,  the 
figure  may  be  double  the  official  estimate  or 
more. 

From  this  large  and  free-roaming  strength, 
American  advisers  expect  two  kinds  of  attack. 

“There  will  be  a  Vietcong  spectacular  in 
the  Saigon  area,”  a  high  intelligence  source 
predicted. 

This  could  mean  major  terrorist  attacks  or 
a  bravado  military  action  within  the  capital, 
he  said,  ’  “We  also  look  for  a  concerted  at¬ 
tempt  to  seize  and  hold  a  district  or  province 
capital,”  the  source  added,  “but  they  can’t 
do  it.” 

One  such  attack  appeared  underway  to¬ 
night  at  Daksut,  an  isolated  district  capital 
in  the  mountains  of  Pleiku  Province, 

Initial  figures  from  the  double  ambushes 
at  Phubon  appeared  by  the  week’s  end  to 
have  been  inflated.  While  military  spokes¬ 
men  first  reported  that  all  300  men  of  the 
battalion  had  been  in  on  the  road-clearing 
operation,  later  information  indicated  that 
only  half  that  number  had  been  attacked. 
Forty  Government  soldiers  are  either  dead 
or  missing. 

U.S.  OFFICERS'  PLIGHT 

With  the  return  of  a  majority  of  the  am¬ 
bushed  unit,  the  behavior  of  the  battalion’s 
senior  American  adviser  came  under  close 
scrutiny  in  Saigon. 

When  it  appeared,  during  the  second  am¬ 
bush,  that  all  hope  was  lost  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  troops,  the  American  officer,  who  was 
slightly  wounded,  ordered  a  helicopter  to 
evacuate  him  and  his  two  American  enlisted 
men. 

His  commanders  here  are  reluctant  to  criti¬ 
cize  his  action.  But  to  some,  in  retrospect, 
his  departure  seems  to  have  been  premature. 

But  U.S.  commanders  have  been  equally 
critical  of  advisers  who  tried  to  continue  an 
attack  with  a  handful  of  men  when  Viet¬ 
namese  troops  would  not  follow  them. 

The  sensitive  position  of  an  American  ad¬ 
viser  was  demonstrated  last  Saturday  by  an 
American  lieutenant  at  Quangngai.  Caught 
in  that  ambush,  he  advised  the  Vietnamese 
commander  to  break  for  the  high  ground  of 
a  neighboring  hill. 

When  the  advice  was  rejected,  the  lieuten¬ 
ant  led  his  two  sergeants  out  on  foot 
through  the  Vietcong  trap.  The  Vietnamese 
Army  battalion  stayed  behind  and  was  anni¬ 
hilated. 

.  Mortar  Raid  at  Pleiku 

Saigon,  June  5. — Communist  guerrillas 
staged  a  mortar  attack  tonight  against  the 
district  headquarters  at  Daksut,  50  miles 
southwest  of  Quangngai,  the  scene  of  a  ma¬ 
jor  battle  earlier  this  week. 

A  U.S.  military  spokesman  said  two  South 
Vietnamese  soldiers  had  been  killed  and 
three  others  injured  as  81 -millimeter  mortar 
shells  blasted  the  headquarters.  The  head¬ 
quarters  building  was  reported  to  be  burning. 

Initial  reports  from  'Pleiku,  an  important 
U.S.  post  50  miles  south  of  Daksut  in  the 
central  highlands,  said  12  Americans  and  300 
Vietnamese  soldiers  were  at  Daksut. 

Intelligence  reports  said  two  Vietcong  bat¬ 
talions  were  in  the  area. 
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Meanwhile,  U.S.  air  strikes  against  North 
Vietnam  continued  with  five  raids  north  of 
the  border. 

Fourteen  F-105  Thunderchief  jet  fighter- 
bombers  destroyed  or  damaged  12  trucks  and 
2  bridges  on  armed  reconnaissance  flights 
over  highway  routes.  They  ranged  from  75 
to  90  miles  north  of  the  border. 

In  another  mission  20  Navy  A— 4  Skyhawks, 
supported  by  8  F-8  Crusader  fighters  from 
the  carrier  Bon  Homme  Richard,  bombed  and 
strafed  port  facilities  at  Benthuy,  near  Vinh, 
about  160  miles  south  of  Hanoi. 

A  U.S.  military  spokesman  said  pilots  had 
reported  having  hit  an  offshore  wharf  with 
missiles  and  having  damaged  a  coalyard  and 
warehouses.  A  direct  bomb  hit  was  scored 
an  an  antiaircraft  site.  In  other  strikes, 
trucks  and  bridges  were  destroyed. 

[From  the  New  York  (N.Y.)  Times,  June  6, 
1965] 

Debate  Over  Vietnam  Policy — and  Views  of 
Key  Senators 
(By  E.  W.  Kenworthy) 

Washington,  June  5.- — In  a  commencement 
address  last  week,  Senator  Mike  Mansfield 
departed  from  his  text — the  opportunities 
open  to  college  women — to  praise  the  report¬ 
ing  of  American  correspondents  from  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic  and  Vietnam.  He  often 
found  it,  he  said,  more  accurate  than  the 
information  he  got  from  official  sources. 

The  Senate  Democratic  leader  was  moved 
to  make  these  remarks  because  he  was  dis¬ 
turbed  by  the  constant  complaints  of  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  and  Secretary  of  State  Rusk 
about  “misreporting”  from  these  two  criti¬ 
cal  areas  and  about  “misjudgments"  and 
“misrepresentations”  of  the  administration’s 
policy  by  some  columnists  and  editorial 
writers.  Even  more,  Mr.  Mansfield  was 
concerned  over  the  frame  of  mind  indicated 
by  such  complaints. 

reservations 

There  must  be  “no  forced  convergence” 
with  official  views  “in  the  name  of  national 
unity,”  the  Senator  told  the  graduates  of 
Clarke  College,  in  Dubuque,  Iowa,  because 
that  kind  of  unity  is  “not  a  source  of 
strength”  but  of  “dangerous  and  delusive 
weakness.” 

A  number  of  Members  of  Congress,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  Senate,  must  have  felt  a 
twinge  of  conscience  on  reading  those  words, 
because  they  are  increasingly  aware,  and  dis¬ 
turbed,  that  they  appear  to  be  yielding  to  a 
forced  convergence  with  official  views  by  re¬ 
maining  silent  on  a  Vietnamese  policy  about 
which  they  have  the  gravest  doubts  and 
fears. 

The  disquiet  in  the  Senate  is  not  to  be 
measured  by  the  almost  daily  Jeremiads  of 
Senators  Wayne  Morse  and  Ernest  Gree¬ 
ning,  nor  by  the  occasional,  considered  and 
temperate  criticisms  of  Senators  Frank 
Church  and  George  McGovern.  The  only 
true  glimpse  of  the  gnawing  concern  came  a 
month  ago  when  several  of  the  most  re¬ 
spected  Senators  in  both  parties  rose  to  say 
they  did  not  regard  their  votes  for  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  $700  million  supplemental  military  re¬ 
quest  as  an  endorsement  of  the  policy  in 
Vietnam  or  as  a  predated  pledge  of  support 
for  further  involvement  of  U.S.  forces  there. 

Aside  from  those  already  named,  the  Sena¬ 
tors  most  critical,  or  at  least  deeply  troubled, 
by  the  Vietnam  policy  are  the  following 
members  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee:  J.  W.  Fulbright,  the  chairman,  Mike 
Mansfield,  George  Aiken,  Albert  Gore,  and 
Joseph  Clark.  To  these  should  be  added 
John  Sherman  Cooper,  Jacob  Javits,  Gay¬ 
lord  Nelson,  and  Robert  Kennedy.  Many 
others  are  known  to  share  their  misgivings. 

Reporters  who  have  talked  privately  to 
these  Senators  are  thoroughly  familiar  with 
their  criticisms  and  reservations.  But  be¬ 
fore  these  are  set  forth,  two  caveats  should 
be  entered. 


First,  all  of  the  critics  believe  that  the 
President  is  a  man  of  peace;  that  his  over¬ 
riding  purpose,  however  they  may  question 
the  methods,  is  “to  seek  peace  and  pursue 
it,”  that  he  earnestly  wants  to  engage  the 
North  Vietnamese  in  negotiations. 

options  are  few 

Second,  they  are  quite  aware  that  the  Pres¬ 
ident  is  confronted  by  a  condition,  most  of 
it  inherited,  and  not  a  theory;  that  his  op¬ 
tions  are  few,  unpleasant  and  risky,  with 
the  choice — in  Lord  Morley’s  phrase — pos¬ 
sibly  “lying  between  two  blunders.” 

Furthermore,  most  of  the  Senate  critics 
feel  it  is  only  fair  to  await  the  event  of  the 
cautiously  hopeful  reading  of  the  situation 
given  to  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
this  week  by  Secretary  Rusk. 

This  reading  may  be  summarized  as 
follows ; 

There  has  not  been  the  slightest  response 
from  Hanoi,  Peiping  or  Moscow  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  offer  of  unconditional  negotiations, 
or  to  the  more  discreet  feelers  put  out 
through  diplomatic  and  private  channels. 
The  Hanoi  Government  and  the  Vietcong  are 
evidently  determined  on  an  offensive  during 
the  monsoon  period;  are  confident  this  will 
succeed,  and  believe  that  when  it  does,  the 
United  States — weary  of  the  fruitless  task 
of  bolstering  up  the  South  Vietnamese  re¬ 
gime  and  under  mounting  criticism  from  its 
allies  and  the  uncommitted  nations — will  ac¬ 
cept  the  inevitable  and  withdraw.  When 
this  strategy  comes  to  naught — and  Mr. 
Rusk  assures  the  committee  it  would  fail — 
then,  the  administration  believes,  Hanoi 
may  be  willing  to  talk. 

ford  proposal 

The  proposal  for  a  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  was  first  made  by  Gerald  Ford  the 
House  Republican  leader,  on  the  night  of 
April  28,  when  the  President  called  in  con¬ 
gressional  leaders  to  inform  them  of  the  dis¬ 
patch  of  marines  to  Santo  Domingo.  The 
President  at  first  said  the  appropriation  was 
not  necessary,  but  he  later  adopted  the  pro¬ 
posal  as  a  way  of  demonstrating  congres¬ 
sional  support.  Some  Senators  believe  that 
if  there  had  been  a  secret  vote,  the  pro¬ 
posal  would  have  been  rejected. 

Criticism  of  the  Vietnam  policy  are  made 
on  military,  psychological,  political  and  his¬ 
toric  grounds. 

The  critics  believe  the  decision  to  bomb 
North  Vietnam  was  a  mistake.  They  fear 
that  it  will  not  seriously  impede  the  North’s 
sending  of  men  and  material  into  South  Viet¬ 
nam;  that  it  will  not  bring  Hanoi  to  the 
conference  table,  but  reinforce  its  determina¬ 
tion  to  install  the  National  Liberation  Front 
as  the  Government  of  South  Vietnam;  that 
it  will  strengthen  popular  support  of  the  Ho 
Chi  Minh  regime;  that  it  will  heal  the  rup¬ 
ture  between  the  Soviet  Union  and  Commu¬ 
nist  China  and  make  it  impossible  for  Moscow 
to  exert  pressure  on  Hanoi  for  negotiations, 
and  that,  finally,  it  will  alienate  public  opin¬ 
ion  in  allied  and  noncommitted  countries. 

Above  all,  these  critics  fear  that  the  bomb¬ 
ing  will  escalate  the  war.  What  will  the 
administration  do,  they  ask,  if  North  Viet¬ 
nam  sends  a  large  infantry  force  to  the  aid 
of  the  Vietcong;  if  the  South  Vietnamese 
Government’s  positions  are  overrun;  if  sizable 
numbers  of  U.S.  Marines  are  killed? 

QUESTIONS  OF  BOMBING 

Will  there  be  a  public  clamor  in  the  United 
States  to  retaliate  by  bombing  Hanoi,  or 
even — as  some  officers  in  the  Pentagon  have 
already  been  urging — the  atomic  installation 
in  Communist  China? 

One  Senator,  in  a  mood  of  deep  gloom  the 
other  day,  said:  “We  are  escalating  every 
day.” 

Some  members  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  men  who  have  spent  years  wres¬ 
tling  with  the  complexities  of  foreign  affairs, 
consulting  with  the  experts  on  the  conflict 
between  Moscow  and  Peiping  and  the  men¬ 


tality  of  underdeveloped  areas  emerging  into 
nationhood,  believe  that  the  President  is  tak¬ 
ing  a  too  simple,  rigid  and  ideological  view  of 
the  situation  in  Vietnam. 

They  argue  that  he  underestimates  the 
danger  if  the  North  Vietnamese  are  continu¬ 
ally  bombed,  of  their  complete  subservience 
to  Peiping  and  overlooks  the  possibility  that 
a  united  Vietnam,  while  Marxist  and  under 
the  influence  of  Communist  China  because  of 
propinquity,  might  develop  into  a  Titoist 
regime. 

These  critics  may  be  right  or  wrong — and 
there  is  some  expert  opinion  arraigned  against 
them  as  well  as  with  them.  But  what  worries 
them  increasingly  is  the  President’s  mental 
and  emotional  attitudes. 

the  consultations 

The  Senators  do  not  complain  that  Mr. 
Johnson  does  not  call  them  in.  He  is  for¬ 
ever  summoning  them  to  the  White  House. 
But,  they  say,  he  does  not  consult,  or  even 
discuss,  with  them,  he  delivers  lectures.  He 
inveighs  against  the  critics  of  his  policy,  and 
any  hesitantly  broached  reservation  sends 
him  off  on  a  repetitious  round  of  self-defense. 

The  President,  one  Senator  said  the  other 
day,  is  suffering  from  “overbriefing  and  un¬ 
derconsultation.”  What  perplexed  and 
alarmed  this  Senator  was  that  the  President, 
who  had  made  a  point  of  consulting  all 
shades  of  opinion  on  domestic  issues,  is  ap¬ 
parently  relying  entirely  on  a  narrow  circle] 
of  advisers  on  Vietnam— chiefly  on  Secretary 
of  Defense  McNamara,  McGeorge  Bundy,  his 
Assistant  for  National  Security  Affairs,  and 
William  Bundy,  Assistant  Secretary  of  State 
for  Far  Eastern  Affairs. 

Many  Senators  who  have  the  most  pro¬ 
found  respect  for  Mr.  McNamara’s  abilities  as 
'an  organizer,  question  his  credentials  in  for¬ 
eign  affairs.  His  preeminent  quality  is  quick 
decisiveness,  they  say,  and  this  is  not  neces¬ 
sarily  a  virtue  when  applied  to  problems  as 
intricate  as  Vietnam. 

REASONS  FOR  SILENCE 

But  ironically,  in  the  opinion  of  some 
Senators,  it  is  this  very  quality  that  has  led 
the  President  to  rely  so  heavily  on  his  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense.  According  to  this  view,  the 
President  is  frustrated  by  foreign  problems 
just  because  they  are  indeterminate,  resistant 
to  both  reason  and  persuasion,  and  incapable 
of  final  settlement.  And  so,  one  Senator  says, 
he  finds  comfort  in  turning  to  Mr.  McNamara 
who  seems  to  believe  a  foreign  policy  can  be 
neatly  tooled  on  a  mental  lathe. 

The  question  remains,  however,  why  do  the 
critics  not  voice  their  doubts  and  fears? 

First,  they  admit,  for  the  very  simple  and 
self-serving  reason  that  a  legislator  thinks 
twice  before  criticizing  a  President  when 
American  soldiers  are  fighting  abroad. 

Second,  there  is  a  genuine  reluctance  to 
exacerbate  the  President’s  irritation  with  his 
critics  at  a  time  when,  as  Senators  all  testify, 
he  is  under  emotional  strain. 

Third,  there  is  a  disinclination  to  criticize 
the  day-to-day  implementation  of  policy  in 
Vietnam.  As  Mr.  Fulbright  himself  said  on 
becoming  committee  chairman  several  years 
ago:  “Aside  from  the  fact  that  the  President 
has  the  primary  constitutional  responsibility, 
the  Senate  as  a  practical  matter  is  very 
poorly  equipped  to  deal  with  day-to-day 
policymaking  or  outguess  the  President  in 
this  field.” 

However,  decisions  to  bomb  North  Vietnam 
or  commit  U.S.  ground  forces  to  combat, 
many  Senators  believe,  are  hardly  operational 
decisions  but  basic  policy  determinations. 
senate’s  role 

In  the  speech  just  quoted,  Mr.  Fulbright 
went  on  to  say  that  the  Senate  is  “very  well 
equipped  to  deal  with  the  longer  range,  more 
basic  questions”  of  foreign  policy. 

All  too  often,  he  said,  the  Senate  and  the 
country  have  found  themselves  in  a  situa¬ 
tion — as  with  the  Taiwan  resolution  of  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  Dulles,  which  was  the  progenitor 
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of  last  summer’s  Tonkin  Gulf  resolution — 
“where  the  Executive,  consulting  itself,  has 
announced  a  policy." 

“Whereupon,”  said  Mr.  Fulbright,  “the  cry 
goes  out  that  it  cannot  be  debated,  since  this 
would  show  the  world  we  are  divided.  What 
we  must  do,  instead,  is  swallow  our  doubts 
about  the  wisdom  of  the  policy.  We  must 
rally  to  the  Executive  in  a  great  show  of  na¬ 
tional  unity.” 

The  chairman  then  declared  it  was  im¬ 
possible  “for  a  democratic  country  to  have  a 
viable,  effective  policy  unless  it  is  founded  on 
the  widest  possible  public  discussion.”  Nor, 
he  added,  did  he  believe  our  allies  feared  such 
healthy  debate. 

“Their  greatest  fears,”  Mr.  Fulbright  said, 
“arise  over  precipitate  announcements  of 
foreign  policy  which  neither  the  Congress 
nor  the  country  has  properly  considered.” 

More  and  more  Members  of  Congress  are 
coming  around  to  the  view  that,  if  the  bomb¬ 
ing  does  not  lead  to  negotiations  and  the  war 
escalates,  there  must  be  a  full-scale  debate 
on  Vietnam  policy. 

Last  Thursday,  28  House  Democrats,  in¬ 
cluding  7  from  the  Foreign  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee,  called  for  public  hearings  on  this 
complex  issue. 


Active  U.S.  Combat  Role  in  Vietnam 
Acknowledged 
(By  John  W.  Finney) 

Washington,  June  5. — The  State  Depart¬ 
ment  acknowledge  publicly  today  for  the 
first  time  that  U.S.  ground  troops  in  South 
Vietnam  were  engaging  in  combat  in  defense 
of  key  installations  against  Communist 
guerrillas. 

The  Department’s  acknowledgement  was 
contained  in  a  statement  redefining  the  mili¬ 
tary  role  of  U.S.  forces  in  South  Vietnam. 

Until  now  the  Department  had  insisted 
that  the  troops  were  there  in  an  advisory 
and  defensive  role  and  only  returned  fire  in 
self-defense.  The  Department  continued  to 
make  this  point  today,  but  it  also  conceded 
that  under  some  circumstances  the  troops 
were  engaging  in  combat  in  protecting  key 
installations. 

The  Department’s  statement  was  prompted 
by  requests  for  an  official  redefinition  of  the 
American  military  role  in  South  Vietnam. 

MORE  THAN  STATIC  DEFENSE 

Although  not  officially  stated,  it  has  be¬ 
come  increasingly  apparent  in  recent  weeks 
that  some  U.S.  troops  have  been  engaged  in 
more  than  static  defense  and  have  been  ac¬ 
tively  seeking  out  the  Vietcong  forces. 

Reports  from  Saigon,  for  example,  have 
described  how  U.S.  marines  near  the  Da  Nang 
Airbase  in  the  northern  part  of  South  Viet¬ 
nam  have  conducted  “search  and  clear” 
patrols  several  miles  from  the  base.  Photo¬ 
graphs  have  shown  members  of  the  173d  Air¬ 
borne  Brigade  conducting  helicopter-sup- 
orted  patrols  north  of  Saigon. 

In  view  of  these  reports,  newsmen  asked 
the  State  Department  yesterday  to  redefine 
the  military  role  of  U.S.  forces  in  South 
Vietnam. 

In  response,  the  Department  spokesman, 
Robert  J.  McCloskey,  -issued  the  following 
statement,  approved  by  the  highest  Depart¬ 
ment  officials : 

“As  you  know,  American  troops  have  been 
sent  to  South  Vietnam  recently  with  the  mis¬ 
sion  of  protecting  key  installations  there.  In 
establishing  and  patrolling  their  defense 
perimeters,  they  come  into  contact  with  the 
Vietcong  and  at  times  are  fired  upon.  Our 
troops  naturally  return  the  fire. 

“It  should  come  as  no  surprise  therefore 
that  our  troops  engage  in  combat  in  these 
and  similar  circumstances.  But  let  me  em¬ 
phasize  that  the  Vietnamese  Government 
forces  are  carrying  the  brunt  of  combat  op¬ 
erations.  Those  U.S.  forces  assigned  as  ad¬ 
visers  to  the  armed  forces  of  Vietnam  remain 
in  that  capacity.” 


It  was  apparent,  particularly  from  the  use 
of  the  phrase  “similar  circumstances,”  that 
the  combat  was  not  limited  to  returning  fire 
in  self-defense.  Mr.  McCloskey  affirmed,  in 
elaborating  upon  the  statement,  that  some 
U.S.  troops  had  been  conducting  active  pa¬ 
trols  to  seek  out  the  Vietcong,  in  carrying 
out  their  responsibility  of  protecting  key 
bases. 

In  defining  the  combat  roll,  the  statement 
drew  a  clear  distinction  between  American 
troops  sent  in  as  advisers  and  those  sent  in 
more  recently  to  protect  critical  air,  com¬ 
munications,  and  port  facilities. 

According  to  the  latest  official  estimate  by 
the  Defense  Department,  there  are  42,000 
American  troops  in  South  Vietnam,  but  the 
actual  number  is  believed  to  be  closer  to 
45,000.  Of  this  total,  12,000  combat  marines 
and  3,600  paratroops  of  the  173d  Airborne 
Brigade  are  assigned  to  a  defensive  mission 
rather  than  an  advisory  one. 

The  number  of  American  troops  has  dou¬ 
bled  since  early  March,  when  the  first  ma¬ 
rines  landed  to  protect  the  air  base  at  Da- 
nang.  Since  then  the  defensive  responsibili¬ 
ties  of  the  marines  have  been  extended  to 
cover  Chulai,  south  of  Da  Nang,  where  Navy 
Seabees  are  building  an  airbase,  and  Phubai, 
a  critical  communications  facility  near  Hue. 
The  airborne  troops  are  guarding  the  airbase 
at  Bienhoa,  near  Saigon,  and  a  nearby  port 
facility  at  Vungtau. 

TOTAL  OF  60,000  EXPECTED 

Although  not  confirmed  by  the  adminis¬ 
tration,  it  is  expected  that  the  number  of 
American  troops  will  grow  to  60,000  in  the 
immediate  months  ahead  as  additional  de¬ 
fensive  responsibilities  are  assumed  in  South 
Vietnam. 

The  State  Department  statement  skirted 
the  question  of  whether  U.S.  forces  would 
.  next  undertake  offensive  action  in  support 
of  Vietnamese  troops,  as  has  been  suggested 
by  military  officials  in  Saigon.  Privately, 
however,  administration  sources  are  suggest¬ 
ing  that  it  may  become  necessary  in  the  near 
future  for  some  troops  to  enter  into  open, 
direct  combat  against  the  Vietcong. 

As  now  contemplated,  this  expanded  com¬ 
bat  role  could  take  one  or  both  of  two  forms. 

Under  one  strategy,  the  American  forces 
would  come  to  the  assistance  of  Vietnamese 
troops  pinned  down  or  overwhelmed  by  the 
Vietcong.  Under  the  other,  more  ambitious 
inkblot  strategy,  the  American  forces  would 
set  up,  around  strategic  coastal  centers,  sepa¬ 
rate  enclaves  that  would  gradually  be  joined 
through  clear  and  secure  operations  against 
the  Vietcong. 


Fifteen  Thousand  More  Reported  Due 

Saigon,  South  Vietnam,  June  5. — About 
15,000  more  U.S.  troops,  with  amphibious 
equipment,  will  arrive  in  South  Vietnam 
soon,  informed  military  sources  said  here  to¬ 
day. 

These  sources  said  the  amphibious  equip¬ 
ment  was  for  use  in  South  Vietnam’s  criss¬ 
crossed  rivers  and  flooded  ricefields. 

Waves  of  cargo  aircraft  are  bringing  the 
reinforcements  to  Okinawa  and  the  Philip¬ 
pines  from  Forts  Eustis  and  Story  in  Virginia. 

Two  kinds  of  amphibious  vehicles  are  being 
shipped  to  the  Philippines,  military  sources 
said.  They  are  the  Lark  5,  used  mainly  for 
ship-to-shore  cargo  armored  tank  and  troop 
carrier. 

The  Lark,  which  can  also  be  used  for  troop 
transport,  is  an  aluminum  craft  about  8  feet 
high  and  65  feet  long.  It  travels  on  land 
with  tires  or  tracks,  as  well  as  on  water. 

The  Lark’s  four  enormous  inflatable  tires 
are  well  over  6  feet  high. 

Military  sources  said  the  vehicles  would  be 
ideal  for  operations  in  river  and  swamp  areas 
such  as  the  Mekong  Delta,  in  the  south, 
which  is  flooded  most  of  the  year. 

The  Larks  would  also  be  useful  in  dealing 
with  the  almost  continuous  shuttle  of  sup- 
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plies  and  equipment  coming  from  U.S.  bases 
in  the  Western  Pacific,  they  said. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  for 
many  months,  those  observers  who  are 
aware  of  attitudes  in  the  Senate  have 
known  that  the  apprehension  over  our 
Vietnam  policy  has  been  much  greater 
than  the  public  expression  of  that  appre¬ 
hension.  Many  of  the  most  thoughtful 
Members  of  the  Senate  have  deep  misgiv¬ 
ings  about  our  growing  involvement  in 
the  southeast  Asian  crisis.  For  a  variety 
of  reasons.  Senators  have  chosen  either 
to  soften  their  criticism  of  our  present 
policy  or  to  suppress  any  comment  at  all. 

Whether  or  not  this  restraint  and  sup¬ 
pression  have  been  in  the  national  inter¬ 
est  is  a  question  that  only  history  can  de¬ 
cide.  I  am  convinced,  however,  that  as 
our  troop  commitment  grows  each  day, 
we  are  more  and  more  raising  funda¬ 
mental  questions  that  ought  to  be  fully 
discussed  in  Congress. 

If  the  United  States  is  to  wage  a  major 
war  in  Vietnam,  then  that  matter  cer¬ 
tainly  falls  within  the  responsibility  of 
Congress  and  ought  to  be  thoroughly 
aired  in  congressional  hearings  and  de¬ 
bate.  Recent  reports  that  American 
troops  in  Vietnam  are  in  fact  taking  on 
an  active  combat  role  rather  than  serv¬ 
ing  as  advisers  raise  serious  new  ques¬ 
tions  that  need  to  be  fully  understood 
and  discussed  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  the  unfortunate  nature 
of  combat  in  South  Vietnam  is  well  illus¬ 
trated  by  news  reports  of  recent  fighting 
between  the  Vietcong  and  Government 
forces.  An  estimated  800  men  of  the 
South  Vietnamese  Government  forces 
are  either  dead  or  missing  as  a  result  of 
last  week’s  combat.  The  other  side  of 
the  coin  is  that  American  jet  bombers 
which  participated  in  the  increased 
fighting  took  a  heavy  toll  of  village  life. 
It  is  estimated  that  3  out  of  4  patients 
seeking  treatment  in  a  Vietnamese  hos¬ 
pital  after  the  American  raids  were  vil¬ 
lage  women  burned  by  napalm  jellied 
gasoline  bombs. 

This  is  the  kind  of  unfortunate  by¬ 
product  of  our  involvement  in  this  war, 
Mr.  President,  that  makes  it  so  hard  for 
us  to  win  the  confidence  of  the  Viet¬ 
namese  people.  How  can  we  expect  to 
win  the  support  of  villagers  whose  wives 
and  children  are  burned  by  our  napalm 
attacks?  And  how  can  the  Government 
forces  which  we  are  attempting  to  sus¬ 
tain  suffer  weekly  losses  of  as  high  as  800 
men  and  expect  to  turn  the  war  favor¬ 
ably  to  their  side? 

For  the  various  reasons  I  have  out¬ 
lined,  I  shall  support  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  assure  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  and  other  Senators, 
in  view  of  the  points  that  have  been 
raised  by  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton],  that  my 
amendment  would  not  prevent  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  this  money  for  the  very  pur¬ 
pose  for  which  the  President  asks  for  it. 
It  assures  it.  I  am  for  the  expenditure 
of  the  funds  for  economic  aid.  My 
amendment  would  merely  prevent  the 
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addition  of  $89  million  more  to  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  bill. 

As  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
has  said,  if  the  time  comes  when  the 
President  needs  more  money  for  military 
aid  for  Vietnam,  and  he  makes  his  case, 
he  will  get  it.  But  I  quite  agree  with 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  provide  the  $89  million  this 
afternoon  to  accomplish  the  economic 
purpose  the  President  has  in  mind.  My 
amendment  would  accomplish  that  for 
him. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  it  is  with 
considerable  reluctance  that  I  shall  vote 
against  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon.  I  shall  do  so  for  several 
reasons,  most  of  which  are  procedural 
rather  than  substantive. 

I  agree  that  for  reasons  of  our  overall 
foreign  policy — the  psychological  factor 
being  perhaps  the  most  important  rea¬ 
son — this  $89  million  should  be  given  to 
the  President. 

I  am  as  convinced  as  is  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  that  we  shall  not  find  a 
military  solution  to  the  situation  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  If  we  are  to  be  able  to  maintain 
our  position  there,  it  will  be  largely  be¬ 
cause  we  have  won  the  hearts  of  the  peo¬ 
ple.  We  shall  never  do  that  by  burning 
people  with  napalm  bombs. 

Therefore,  I  support,  as  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  says  he  supports,  a  re¬ 
quest  for  the  $89  million  of  additional 
economic  aid  for  use  in  the  Mekong 
Delta,  in  Thailand,  and  in  Laos,  as  well 
as  in  Vietnam. 

I  want  an  opportunity  later  to  vote 
to  reduce  the  military  aid  which  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bill.  We  shall  have  an 
opportunity  to  do  that.  The  Senator 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Chtjrch]  assured  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  this 
morning  that  he  would  propose  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  military  aid,  cutting  the  amount 
back  to  what  was  given  last  year. 

I  supported  that  proposal  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations.  We  carried 
the  day  for  awhile.  However,  at  the 
end  we  were  overridden  when  one  of 
our  distinguished,  charming,  and  likable 
members  of  the  committee  came  in  with 
a  number  of  proxies  from  members  of 
the  committee  who  were  not  undertaking 
to  listen  to  any  of  the  testimony.  Then 
the  cut  in  military  aid  was  set  aside. 

My  real  quarrel  with  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon — and  I  know  he  will 
take  this  in  the  proper  spirit — is  that  the 
military  aid  program  is  too  small.  It  is 
not  too  big.  We  ought  to  be  doing  much 
more  than  we  are  doing  to  shore  up  our 
relationships  with  the  underdeveloped 
nations  of  the  world.  Too  much  differ¬ 
ence  exist  now  between  the  rich  and  the 
poor  nations. 

I  am  strongly  in  support  of  the  posi¬ 
tion  taken  by  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  that  we  should 
make  more  aid  possible.  However,  we 
are  able  to  do  that  only  to  a  modest  ex¬ 
tent.  We  shall  never  solve  the  world’s 
problems  unless  the  United  States  of 
America  makes  a  considerably  greater 
effort  than  it  is  making  now  to  assist 
the  underdeveloped  countries  of  the 
world  to  become  self-sufficient.  The 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  wants  to 


eliminate  $89  million  from  the  bill.  I 
cannot  go  along  with  him,  although  I 
specifically  support  a  cut  in  the  military 
aid,  as  I  have  just  indicated.  Therefore, 
I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  be  de¬ 
feated. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
give  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  an 
opportunity  to  vote  for  a  greater  cut  in 
military  aid  than  the  figure  of  last  year. 
That  figure  is  merely  a  gesture. 

I  want  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
to  know  that  he  does  not  disagree  with 
me,  although  he  may  try  to  talk  himself 
into  a  disagreement  on  economic  aid. 
I  hope  that  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
avnia  does  not  believe  that  the  only  pos¬ 
sible  place  to  make  a  cut  in  the  bill  is 
in  military  aid.  When  we  make  other 
cuts  in  the  aid  program,  we  cut  military 
aid  very  effectively.  Some  of  the  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  is  concealed  military  aid. 

The  amount  involved  here  is  merely 
$89  million.  However,  the  important 
thing  is  that  I  am  supporting  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  President  for  $89  million  for 
economic  aid.  The  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  is  quite  right.  I  stated  my 
case  in  chief  this  afternoon.  That  is 
only  the  beginning.  As  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  and  I  pointed  out,  we  would 
probably  be  giving  aid  to  the  extent  of 
$1  billion  over  the  course  of  years.  We 
cannot  do  it  overnight.  However,  we 
would  be  engaged  in  a  great  deal  of  waste 
if  we  were  to  extend  this  aid  and,  at  the 
same  time,  kill  people  with  napalm 
bombs  in  North  and  South  Vietnam. 
We  would  be  destroying  a  lot  of  the  aid 
in  the  progress  of  making  war. 

We  had  better  get  the  war  settled  first. 
I  have  a  little  difficulty  with  the  paradox 
of  pouring  $89  million  of  aid  into  a  coun¬ 
try  and,  at  the  same  time,  destroying 
$89  million  worth  of  property. 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  and  I  have  discussed  this  matter 
before.  I  shall  not  detain,  the  Senate 
any  longer  than  to  say  that  I  oppose  the 
amendment  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon.  The  net  result  would  be  that 
the  President  would  not  take  the  $89 
million  out  of  military  aid  if  the  bill  were 
to  pass.  He  would  take  it  out  of  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  at  the  very  time  that  we  should 
be  boosting  economic  aid. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  does  not  have  to  say  that  in  defense 
of  the  President. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  am  not  defending  him. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  a  good  argu¬ 
ment  for  voting  for  my  amendment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  amendment  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  is  voted  down,  which  I  hope 
it  will  be,  I  intend  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  was  approved  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  by  a  vote 
of  13  to  4  this  morning.  The  amend¬ 
ment  I  intend  to  offer  is  essentially  the 
administration  proposal. 

I  do  not  like  to  eliminate  the  aid  by 
such  a  procedure.  I  believe  that  the  way 
to  deal  with  the  measure  is  to  vote  the 
amendment  down  and  then  have  the 
Senate  vote  as  it  pleases  on  the  program. 
I  am  sure  that  there  will  be  many  oppor¬ 


tunities  for  the  Senate  to  cut  the  amount, 
as  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
stated,  in  any  part  of  the  bill. 

I  believe  that  it  would  be  a  mistake 
to  do  this.  I  believe  that  we  should  have 
a  straight  vote  on  the  measure.  I  hope 
the  amendment  is  rejected.  I  shall,  im¬ 
mediately  after  the  vote,  offer  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  President  and  get  a  vote  on 
that.  Tien  many  other  amendments 
may  be  offered.  I  see  no  reason  to  mix 
the  two  elements  together. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon.  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Bayh],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hart],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Inouye],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magntjson],  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Moss],  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Muskie],  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mrs.  Neuberger],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson], 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell], 
the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton],  and  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Williams]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy], 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Mondale],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Russell] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from  Ha¬ 
waii  [Mr.  Inouye],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu- 
son],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Mondale],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams] 
would  each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
would  vote  “nay,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pell]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson], 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKS EN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  ,  the 
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Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  ,  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel], 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Morton],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Case!  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Prouty]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  and  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  22, 
nays  45,  as  follows: 

[No.  107  Leg.] 

YEAS— 22 


Aiken 

Ellender 

Pearson 

Bartlett 

Ervin 

Stennis 

Bible 

Gruening 

Thurmond 

Burdick 

Hruska 

Tower 

Cooper 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Williams,  Del. 

Cotton 

McGovern 

Young,  Ohio 

Curtis 

Metcalf 

Eastland 

Morse 

NAYS— 45 

Allott 

Hartke 

Montoya 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Mundt 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Murphy 

Boggs 

Hill 

Nelson 

Brewster 

Holland 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jackson 

Ribicoff 

Cannon 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Saltonstall 

Church 

Long,  Mo. 

Scott 

Clark 

Long,  La. 

Smathers 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Smith 

Dominick 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Fannin 

McClellan 

Talmadge 

Fong 

McIntyre 

Tydings 

Fulbright 

McNamara 

Yarborough 

Harris 

Miller 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

NOT  VOTING — 33 

Bass 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Neuberger 

Bayh 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Pastore 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kuchel 

Pell 

Carlson 

Lausche 

Prouty 

Case 

Magnuson 

Randolph 

Dodd 

McGee 

Robertson 

Douglas 

Mondale 

Russell,  S.C. 

Gore 

Monro  ney 

Russell,  Ga. 

Hart 

Morton 

Simpson 

Inouye 

Moss 

Symington 

Javits 

Muskie 

Williams,  N.J. 

So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  was  re- 
jected 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  rejected  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  on 
the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  fco 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  amendment  will  be  stated 
for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  proposes 
an  amendment  on  page  4,  strike  out  lines 
15  through  17,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  further 
reading  of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with,  as  I  wish  to  explain  it. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or¬ 
dered  ;  and  the  amendment  will  be  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  amendment  submitted  by  Mr. 
Fulbright  is  as  follows: 


Strike  out,  on  page  4,  lines  15  through  17, 
and  to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“(2)  Strike  out  ‘$215,000,000  which’,  and 
substitute  ‘$219,000,000  for  use  beginning 
in  the  fiscal  year  1966  and  $210,000,000  for 
use  beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  1967,  which 
sums’.” 

On  page  10,  strike  out  lines  14  through 
19,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“(a)  In  the  first  sentence,  strike  out  ‘for 
use  beginning  in  the  fiscal  year  1965’. 

“(b)  In  the  first  sentence,  strike  out 
‘$405,000,000  which’  and  substitute  ‘$430,- 
000,000  for  use  beginning  in  the  fiscal  year 
1966  and  $350,000,000  for  use  beginning  in 
the  fiscal  year  1967  which  sums’.” 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

POLITICAL  AND  ECONOMIC  RECONSTRUCTION 
IN  SOUTH  VIETNAM 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
President  Johnson  has  shown  wisdom 
and  vision  in  his  message  to  the  Congress 
of  June  1  calling  for  expanded  economic 
assistance  to  South  Vietnam,  Thailand, 
and  Laos.  The  Congress  can  demon¬ 
strate  its  own  wisdom  by  providing  the 
additional  $89  million  requested  by  the 
President  for  social  and  economic  devel¬ 
opment  in  southeast  Asia  as  promptly 
and  enthusiastically  as  it  recently  pro¬ 
vided  and  additional  $700  million  for  the 
conduct  of  the  war  in  Vietnam. 

The  issue  for  the  unhappy  people  of 
South  Vietnam  is  not  one  of  power  poli¬ 
tics  and  the  grand  strategy  of  the  cold 
war.  It  is  rather  one  of  who  is  more 
likely  to  bring  some  security  and  happi¬ 
ness  and  hope  into  their  lives,  the  Saigon 
Government  or  the  Vietcong  rebels.  For 
this  reason  President  Johnson  is  emi¬ 
nently  right  in  asserting : 

The  effort  to  create  more  progressive  so¬ 
cieties  cannot  wait  for  an  ideal  moment.  It 
cannot  wait  until  peace  has  been  finally  se¬ 
cured.  We  must  move  ahead  now. 

The  uses  to  which  the  requested  $89 
million  would  be  put  are  set  forth  in  the 
President’s  message.  About  $19  million 
will  be  used  as  an  installment  on  an  ac¬ 
celerated  program  for  the  development 
of  the  Mekong  River  Basin,  including  the 
construction  of  the  top  priority  Nam 
Ngum  Dam.  Five  million  dollars  will  be 
used  to  support  electrification  coopera¬ 
tives  in  South  Vietnam;  $7  million  will 
provide  medical  services  in  rural  areas 
in  Vietnam,  Laos,  and  Thailand:  $6  mil¬ 
lion  will  be  used  to  train  people  for  the 
construction  of  roads,  dams,  and  other 
small-scale  village  projects  in  Thailand 
and  Laos;  about  $45  million  will  be  used 
to  finance  imports  of  iron  and  steel  and 
other  materials  necessary  for  industrial 
expansion  and  low-cost  housing  pro¬ 
grams;  and  $7  million  will  be  used  to 
supplement  existing  agricultural  devel¬ 
opment  programs  in  all  three  countries 
and  to  plan  industrial  expansion  in  the 
secure  areas  of  South  Vietnam. 

President  Johnson  pointed  out  in  an 
impressive  but  little  noted  speech  to  the 
Association  of  American  Editorial  Car¬ 
toonists  on  May  13  that  the  war  in  Viet¬ 
nam  has  three  faces:  The  first  is  the  face 
of  armed  conflict;  the  second  is  the 
search  for  a  political  solution  through 


negotiations  without  preconditions;  the 
third  is  the  face  of  human  social  and 
economic  needs. 

It  is  to  this  third  face  of  the  war  that 
the  President’s  message  of  June  1  is  ad¬ 
dressed.  The  amount  of  money  involved 
is  small,  small  indeed  compared  to  the 
cost  of  the  war.  But  the  matter  is  one 
of  great  importance  because,  as  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  said  in  his  remarks  on  May 
13,  the  struggle  for  the  satisfaction  of 
human  needs  is  “the  most  important 
battle  of  all  in  which  we  are  engaged.” 

Important  steps  have  already  been 
taken  in  the  prosecution  of  this  “most 
important  battle  of  all.”  In  his  Johns 
Hopkins  address  of  April  7  President 
Johnson  outlined  a  large-scale  program 
for  the  development  of  southeast  Asia, 
a  program  in  which  he  expressed  hope 
for  the  participation  of  both  the  Soviet 
Union  and  North  Vietnam.  Specifically, 
the  President  envisioned  programs  of 
education,  health,  and  the  development 
of  the  resources  of  the  Mekong  River. 
Since  then  Eugene  Black,  the  President’s 
personal  representative  to  initiate  Amer¬ 
ican  participation  in  these  programs,  has 
begun  consultations  with  United  Nations 
officials  on  means  of  carrying  forward 
the  great  cooperative  task  of  develop¬ 
ment  in  southeast  Asia.  In  addition,  the 
President  has  indicated  that  the  United 
States  is  prepared  to  support  and  partici¬ 
pate  in  an  Asian  Development  Bank. 

So  preoccupied  have  we  been  with  the 
war  and  political  upheavals  in  South 
Vietnam  that  little  attention  has  been 
paid  to  our  Government’s  creditable  ef¬ 
forts  to  contribue  to  the  welfare  of  the 
South  Vietnamese  people.  These  efforts 
have  hardly  been  proportionate  to  our 
contributions  to  the  war  but  they  have 
been  notable  nonetheless.  American  as¬ 
sistance,  for  example,  has  contributed  to 
impressive  advances  in  agriculture  in 
South  Vietnam,  including  the  doubling 
of  rice  production  since  1954.  American 
aid  has  made  possible  the  establishment 
of  12,000  hamlet  health  stations  where 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  South  Viet¬ 
namese  can  now  receive  treatment;  over 
7  million  people  have  been  vaccinated 
against  cholera;  and  a  medical  school  is 
now  being  built  that  will  graduate  as 
many  doctors  in  a  single  year  as  now 
serve  the  entire  population  of  South 
Vietnam.  In  the  last  2  years  American 
aid  has  helped  to  build  more  than  4,000 
classrooms  and  another  2,000  are  to  be 
built  within  the  next  year ;  primarily  be¬ 
cause  of  American  aid  enrollment  in  vo¬ 
cational  schools  in  South  Vietnam  has 
increased  from  300,000  in  1955  to  more 
than  1,500,000  at  present. 

There  have  been  achievements  of  po¬ 
tentially  great  importance,  particularly 
in  the  fields  of  education  and  public  ad¬ 
ministration.  Between  1955  and  1963, 
enrollment  in  elementary  schools  in¬ 
creased  from  300,000  to  over  1,400,000 
and  more  than  3  million  elementary  and 
secondary  school  textbooks  have  been 
published.  In  the  field  of  public  admin¬ 
istration,  a  National  Institute  of  Admin¬ 
istration  has  been  established  and  is  ex¬ 
pected  by  1966,  according  to  one  AID 
publication,  to  graduate  some  350  quali¬ 
fied  civil  servants  a  year  to  serve  both 
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the  Central  and  local  governments — 
although  another  AID  publication  puts 
the  figure  at  160. 

These  are  the  kinds  of  programs  that 
President  Johnson  now  proposes  to  ex¬ 
pand.  It  is  of  the  greatest  importance 
that  we  do  so  because  the  stakes  of  po¬ 
litical  and  economic  development  are  as 
high  as  the  stakes  of  the  war  itself.  In¬ 
deed,  the  meeting  of  human  needs,  so 
far  as  the  Vietnamese  people  are  con¬ 
cerned,  is  both  the  only  meaningful  ob¬ 
jective  of  the  war  and  the  probable 
condition  of  success  in  the  war. 

It  may  be  that  the  Vietnamese  people 
are  divided  between  those  who  are  pas¬ 
sionately  committed  to  communism  and 
those  who  are  passionately  committed 
to  democracy,  but  I  am  much  inclined 
to  doubt  it.  I  believe  it  to  be  more  likely 
that  the  Vietnamese  people  are  all  but 
united  in  the  desire  for  an  end  to  vio¬ 
lence  and  for  some  measure  of  security 
and  hope  in  their  lives.  I  feel  sure  that 
the  Vietnamese  people  are  principally 
interested  in  tending  their  rice  crops  and 
building  factories  and  raising  their  chil¬ 
dren  for  a  better  life.  When  these  needs 
are  met — and  only  when  these  needs  are 
met — does  it  become  possible  for  people 
to  think  of  their  spiritual  needs  and  of 
the  relevance  of  political  philosophies 
in  meeting  them. 

I  believe  it  to  be  quite  likely  that  the 
choices  made  by  individual  Vietnamese 
as  between  the  government  in  Saigon 
and  the  Vietcong  have  little  indeed  to 
do  with  slogans  about  “freedom”  and  the 
“dignity  of  the  individual”  on  the  one 
hand,  and  “fraternal  socialism”  and  “na¬ 
tional  liberation”  on  the  other — not  be¬ 
cause  these  concepts  are  meaningless  or 
fraudulent  in  general  but  because  they 
are  utterly  meaningless  and  utterly 
fraudulent  to  a  people  who  live  in  con¬ 
stant  terror  and  wretched  deprivation. 
Under  the  conditions  existing  in  Viet¬ 
nam,  the  choices  of  individuals  as  be¬ 
tween  one  side  and  the  other  can  only 
be  made  on  the  much  more  elemental 
level  of:  Who  is  likely  to  put  an  end  to 
violence?  Who  is  likely  to  provide  food 
and  clothing  or  the  opportunity  to  earn 
them?  Who  is  likely  to  bring  doctors  to 
cure  disease  and  teachers  to  educate  our 
children? 

Because  this  is  true,  the  “third  face 
of  the  war”  of  which  President  Johnson 
spoke — the  face  of  human  need — is  of 
the  greatest  importance.  There  are 
broader  reasons — reasons  that  go  beyond 
Vietnam — why  the  “third  face  of  the 
war”  is  of  great  importance. 

The  struggle  in  Vietnam,  after  all,  is 
part  of  a  general  struggle  in  which  the 
peoples  of  Asia,  Latin  America,  and 
Africa  are  engaged.  It  is  a  struggle  for 
economic  development  and  national  ful¬ 
fillment  and,  within  the  context  of  these, 
for  human  dignity.  The  peoples  of  the 
emerging  countries  are  caught  up  in  a 
new  nationalism,  a  force  more  meaning¬ 
ful  to  them  and  therefore  more  power¬ 
ful  than  either  of  the  two  competing 
ideologies.  The  ideologies — communism 
and  democracy  in  their  various  forms — 
are  likely  to  be  successful  in  the  under¬ 
developed  world  to  the  extent — and  only 
to  the  extent — that  they  make  them¬ 
selves  the  friends  of  the  new  nationalism. 

After  centuries  of  foreign  domination. 


the  most  prized  and  most  delicate  pos¬ 
session  of  the  emerging  peoples  is  an 
awakening  sense  of  their  own  capacity 
and  their  own  dignity  as  human  beings. 
If  these  are  to  be  fulfilled,  the  peoples  of 
the  emerging  nations  must  have  our  help 
but  they  must  also  have  our  respect. 
They  must  have  our  assistance  in  the 
social  and  economic  aspects  of  nation 
building,  but  they  must  also  have  the 
right  to  resolve  their  own  problems  in 
their  own  ways — even  if  their  ways  are 
sometimes  distasteful  to  us — and  they 
must  have  the  right  to  make  their  own 
mistakes — even  if  they  seem  to  us  to  be 
bad  mistakes  indeed — because  it  is  only 
when  people  take  full  responsibility  for 
their  errors  that  they  can  also  take  full 
satisfaction  in  their  accomplishments. 

No  matter  how  generous  our  motives 
in  dealing  with  the  less  developed  coun¬ 
tries,  many  nationalist  leaders  are  likely 
to  regard  us  with  suspicion.  This,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  is  all  but  inevitable  and  it  should 
not  alarm  us  unduly.  Suspicion  of  the 
West  is  the  legacy  of  the  colonial  past 
and  we  must  be  patient  and  mature  in 
waiting  for  time  to  do  its  healing  work. 
We  must  understand,  however  little  we 
may  like  it,  that  proud  and  patriotic 
leaders  of  emerging  nations  are  natural¬ 
ly  reluctant  to  be  “taken  into  camp”  by 
the  United  States.  If  we  appreciate  this, 
we  will  understand  that  in  some  cases 
the  most  effective  way  for  us  to  discredit 
the  leader  or  government  of  a  less  de¬ 
veloped  country  is  by  embracing  it  too 
closely,  and  conversely,  the  most  effective 
way  to  influence  a  country  may  be  by 
not  trying  too  hard  to  influence  it. 

It  was  not  many  years  ago  that  poli¬ 
ticians  in  the  American  South  were  au¬ 
tomatically  suspect  in  the  eyes  of  their 
fellow  southerners  if  they  cozied  too 
closely  with  rapacious  “Eastern  inter¬ 
ests.”  Similarly,  and  quite  naturally,  it 
is  demeaning  in  the  eyes  of  proud  and 
sensitive  peoples  in  the  less  developed 
countries  if  their  leaders  stand  in  too 
well  with  a  rich  and  powerful  America. 
It  is  necessary  for  us  to  understand  these 
feelings  and  it  is  necessary  for  us  to  be 
wary  indeed  of  the  arrogance  of  great 
power.  If  we  are  modest  in  the  use  of 
power  and  responsive  to  the  sensibilities 
of  the  new  nationalism,  the  peoples  of 
the  emerging  nations  may  come  to  ac¬ 
knowledge  that  Americans  after  all  are 
fairly  decent  people  just  as  we  southern¬ 
ers  sometimes  have  to  admit  that  at  least 
some  Yankees  are  not  so  bad  as  they 
used  to  seem. 

The  sense  of  capacity  and  dignity  in 
the  emerging  countries  is  a  delicate  thing 
indeed.  It  can  be  shattered  with  tragic 
facility  by  a  great  power,  either  delib¬ 
erately  or  inadvertently.  To  the  extent 
that  we  understand  the  extreme  deli¬ 
cacy  of  our  relations  with  the  less  devel¬ 
oped  nations  and  act  accordingly,  we  can 
make  ourselves  the  true  friends  of  the 
new  nationalism.  If  we  succeed  in  this, 
the  rewards  will  be  rich  indeed,  both  for 
our  own  security  and  for  the  democratic 
ideals  in  which  we  believe. 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  the  “third 
face”  of  the  war  in  Vietnam  is  of  such 
great  importance.  It  is  for  these  reasons 
that  President  Johnson  is  wise  and  far¬ 
sighted  in  stating  in  his  message  of  June 
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1  that  in  Vietnam  “military  action  is  not 
a  final  solution’’  but  “only  a  partial 
means  to  a  much  larger  goal.” 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  should  like  to  in¬ 
quire  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
whether  a  vote  in  favor  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  a  commitment  to  vote 
for  the  total  billion  dollars? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  would  not  be  a 
vote  for  anything  beyond  what  is  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  amendment.  It  is  common- 
sense  that  if  the  war  takes  a  better  turn, 
if  some  reasonable  peaceful  settlement 
can  be  achieved  in  the  reasonable  fu¬ 
ture — and  I  do  not  mean  next  week,  but 
in  the  course  of  the  years — and  the  war 
does  not  degenerate  into  an  all-out  war, 
we  could  be  of  further  assistance  to  the 
area.  There  is  no  question  about  that. 

The  President  made  that  clear  in  his 
Baltimore  speech,  and  in  his  statement 
here.  We  have  made  it  clear  in  other 
countries.  Consider  what  was  done  in 
Korea — far  more  than  is  contemplated 
in  this  amendment.  It  is  clear  we  will 
help  these  people  reconstitute  and  re¬ 
construct  their  country,  but  this  is  not 
a  commitment  to  do  so.  The  facts  of  life 
would  indicate  that  we  are  bound  to  do 
so,  especially  if  we  can  achieve  some 
kind  of  truce  or  peace  in  the  area. 

So  long  as  the  war  is  continuing  as  it 
is,  what  we  can  do  in  this  respect  will  be 
limited  because  the  opportunities  are 
limited. 

If  it  is  possible  to  achieve  a  cessation 
of  the  struggle,  I  believe  that  this  kind 
of  activity  would  step  up,  and  everyone 
would  like  to  see  that.  We  are  spending 
$2  billion  a  year  now.  Why  would  it  not 
be  a  bargain,  if  we  could  prevent  any 
kind  of  expansion  of  the  war,  so  that  we 
could  do  something  in  the  economic 
field,  which  would  be  less  expensive  than 
in  the  military  field.  This  would  be  a 
small  part  of  what  we  are  spending  now 
to  prosecute  the  war.  That  is  on  a  small 
scale  compared  to  what  it  could  be. 

My  personal  interest  in  this  matter  is 
that  it  could  have  an  important  influence 
upon  the  course  of  the  war  itself.  It 
could  well  have  an  influence  upon  the 
Vietcong  and  the  people  of  South  Viet¬ 
nam.  Heavens  knows,  I  still  believe  that 
it  is  worth  while  to  prevent  an  all-out 
war.  It  would  be  better  to  try  to  find  a 
basis  for  a  truce  and  a  settlement.  These 
are  things  we  cannot  prove  on  a  slide- 
rule.  It  is  a  matter  of  the  psychology  of 
the  area.  This  is  not  only  the  opinion 
of  the  President  but  also  the  opinion  of 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  for  an 
understanding? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Would  any  of  this 
money  be  spent  in  North  Vietnam? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  would  not.  It 
would  be  spent  only  in  South  Vietnam, 
Laos,  and  Thailand. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  is,  no  com¬ 
mitment,  then,  to  rehabilitate  North 
Vietnam? 


June  7,  1965  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  12281 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  No  commitment  at 
all.  Not  one  penny  of  this  money  would 
go  to  North  Vietnam.  Forty-five  million 
dollars  of  it  will  be  for  commodity  im¬ 
ports  into  South  Vietnam  along  the  line 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen] 
was  discussing  a  moment  ago,  for  cement, 
steel,  and  jnaterials  needed  for  the  build¬ 
ing  of  houses,  and  the  usual  things  to 
build  up  the  economy. 

Then  there  is  the  initiation  of  a  dam 
on  the  Mekong  River  of  $19  million. 
There  are  three  electric  cooperatives. 
Representatives  of  our  own  REA  asso¬ 
ciation  went  over  there  and  recom¬ 
mended  three  REA’s,  in  effect,  to  be  built 
in  South  Vietnam,  at  a  cost  of  $5  million. 
Also,  medical  services  would  cost  $7  mil¬ 
lion.  Training  for  small-scale  village 
projects  in  Laos  and  Thailand — these 
are  items  preventive  in  nature — would 
cost  $6  million. 

The  accelerated  Mekong  River  Basin 
development  would  cost  $19  million. 
Those  are  the  items,  none  of  which  go 
to  North  Vietnam. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  We  are  proposing 
to  make  these  expenditures  while  the 
conflict  is  still  in  progress,  however? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes.  If  we  are  to 
carry  on  the  conflict  at  all - 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  we  are  going  to 
do  this,  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  with¬ 
draw  from  the  conflict.  We  hear  a  great 
deal  of  talk  about  withdrawing  from  the 
conflict,  but  we  do  not  wish  to  build  all 
these  things  and  let  the  Communists  take 
them  over  later. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  not  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment,  let  me  assure 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  is  premature  to  go  down  there 
and  build  all  these  things,  unless  we 
have  the  determination  to  go  through 
with  it,  to  make  certain  that  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  see  the  program  through.  I 
merely  wish  to  get  my  bearings  on  this 
problem.  I  am  not  trying  to  be  critical. 
I  wish  to  get  some  information  concern¬ 
ing  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  in  accord 
with  the  Senator.  In  my  view,  this  is  a 
very  important  factor,  if  we  are  to  pre¬ 
vail  and  see  things  through. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  How  does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  contemplate  that  this  could  possi¬ 
bly  influence  North  Vietnam  to  come  to 
a  settlement?  I  do  not  quite  see  the 
logic  of  that. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  We  have  been  told 
on  numerous  occasions  that  in  South 
Vietnam  the  Vietcong  are  made  up  of 
some  hard-core  Communists  who  furnish 
the  leadership  and  the  organization,  but 
that  there  are  large  numbers  of  South 
Vietnamese  who  have  been  fighting  with 
the  Vietcong  in  opposition  to  their  own 
domestic  and  local  government.  This 
practice  began  when  Diem  was  President. 
These  people  were  dissidents  with  regard 
to  the  Diem  government.  They  became 
>  associated  with  the  opposition  and  are 
called  Vietcong. 

Ambassador  Lodge,  who  was  the  only 
one  who  stated  that  we  should  do  some- 
ing  to  the  best  of  our  ability  to  alienate 
the  South  Vietnamese  from  the  Viet¬ 


cong — the  South  Vietnamese  who  have 
thus  far  been  supporting  the  Vietcong — 
and  to  give  them  hope,  to  inspire  their  al¬ 
legiance  to  support  the  regular  Govern¬ 
ment  of  South  Vietnam. 

Much  of  the  trouble  we  have  had  there 
has  been  caused  because  the  South  Viet¬ 
namese  Government  has  not  had  the 
support  of  its  own  people.  There  have 
been  a  succession  of  failures  along  that 
line. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  have  lacked 
stability.  The  question  is - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  one  of  the 
main  reasons. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  One  of  the 
thoughts  in  my  mind  is  that  in  trying  to 
achieve  this  purpose,  to  seek  a  stable 
government - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Within  South 

Vietnam. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  we  fail  to  do 
that,  then  we  risk  continued  conflict. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Could  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  inform  me  how  much 
money  has  been  spent  in  that  area  since 
1954?  Does  he  have  the  figures  at 
hand?  I  understand  that  over  $2  bil¬ 
lion  a  year  have  already  been  spent  there. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  In  South  Vietnam 
alone? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  South  Vietnam 
and  Thailand  and - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  But  not  on  proj¬ 
ects  of  this  kind? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  economic  aid. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Oh,  no.  The 
major  part  is  for  military  aid.  That  is 
for  military  expenditures.  The  total  cost 
is  running  at  the  rate  of  $2  billion  a  year. 
Military  expenditures,  including  those 
on  our  own  forces,  have  accounted  for 
the  bulk  of  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  recall  the  fig¬ 
ures,  in  this  area,  which  would  include 
Cambodia  and  Laos - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  What  is  the  date 
the  Senator  has  in  mind? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  1954. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  have  those 
figures.  I  have  them  from  1946  to  1964. 
That  was  $2  billion  for  Vietnam. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  economic 
aid? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Economic  aid. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  would 
like  to  add  more. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  want  to 
add  anything.  All  I  can  say  is - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  How  does  he  expect 
to  do  it  with  the  paltry  sum  that  is  pro¬ 
posed  here,  when  it  has  not  been  done 
with  the  amount  we  have  spent? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  wish  we  were  not 
involved,  but  we  are  involved,  and  we 
have  to  do  the  best  with  a  bad  situation. 
Congress  thought  enough  of  the  idea  to 
add  $700  million  to  the  military  appro¬ 
priation.  I  believe  the  suggested  ap¬ 
proach  is  justified. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 


Mr.  GRUENING.  As  I  understood  the 
President’s  Johns  Hopkins  speech,  he  was 
offering  economic  aid  in  addition  to  the 
bombings  in  North  Vietnam  to  induce 
the  Vietnamese  to  quit  the  war.  If  all 
the  expenditures  are  to  be  made  in  South 
Vietnam  and  not  in  North  Vietnam,  how 
will  that  be  an  inducement  for  the  North 
Vietnamese  to  lay  down  their  arms? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  think  it  would  be 
an  inducement  indirectly.  If  this  pro¬ 
gram  should  strengthen  the  South  Viet¬ 
namese  Government,  if  it  should  have  a 
beneficial  effect  upon  some  of  the  follow¬ 
ers,  or  a  substantial  number  of  the  fol¬ 
lowers,  of  the  Vietcong,  it  would  influence 
Hanoi,  because  Hanoi  is  their  principal 
support. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  much 
has  been  written  and  said  in  the  past 
about  the  handling  of  the  funds.  Would 
these  funds  be  handled  by  the  same  ad¬ 
ministration,  or  would  a  special  group  be 
set  up  by  the  President,  which  might  be 
more  representative  and  effective? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  This  appropria¬ 
tion  would  be  handled  by  the  established 
AID  program.  There  is  talk  of  a  south¬ 
east  Asia  bank,  and  Mr.  Eugene  Black  is 
engaged  in  exploring  that  idea.  That  is 
a  separate  thing,  however.  It  would  be 
a  separate  organization  under  Mr.  Black. 
This  money  would  be  handled  by  the  same 
organization. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  raise  the  question  which  I  raised 
at  the  committee  meeting  this  morning, 
where,  after  considerable  soul  searching 
and  doubt,  I  was  one  of  the  Senators 
who  voted  to  report  the  amendment 
favorably.  I  did  so  with  the  understand¬ 
ing  that  a  portion  of  the  $6  million, 
which  is  to  be  spent  in  training  people 
in  the  villages,  would  be  made  available 
in  part  to  the  people  of  South  Vietnam, 
and  not  only  to  the  people  of  Thailand 
and  Laos. 

However,  I  noticed  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee,  in  response  to  an  ear¬ 
lier  question,  said  that  the  $6  million 
to  train  the  villagers  would  be  used  in 
Laos  and  Thailand. 

It  does  not  make  sense  to  me  to  spend 
money  in  training  villagers  where  we 
are  not  fighting  a  war  and  not  give  a 
thin  dime  to  train  villagers  in  areas 
where  we  are  fighting  a  war. 

Every  report  we  have  had  indicates 
that  one  reason  we  are  not  making  head¬ 
way  in  Vietnam,  even  though  the  soldiers 
fight  well  and  the  military  is  doing  its 
job,  is  that  we  have  not  been  able  to 
develop  any  kind  of  political  leadership 
to  set  up  a  stable  government  in  the  vil¬ 
lages  and  in  the  Central  Government  of 
South  Vietnam.  The  main  difficulty  is 
that  we  have  not  been  able  to  develop 
leadership  in  the  villages,  to  seal  them 
off,  to  protect  them,  to  make  them  stable. 

If  this  is  a  proposal  to  spend  $6  mil 
lion  in  village  centers  in  areas  where  we 
are  not  doing  any  fighting,  and  to  ignore 
places  where  the  war  is  being  fought,  I 
would  be  against  it  as  it  would  be  a  great 
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demonstration  of  unrealistic  leadership 
by  this  administration. 

It  was  my  understanding,  after  dis¬ 
cussion — and  it  was  a  brief  discussion — 
in  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  this 
morning,  that  the  major  portion  of  the 
$6  million,  or  some  of  it,  would  be  spent 
in  South  Vietnam. 

Now  I  am  confronted  with  the  record 
which  we  have  made  so  far  today,  which 
shows  that  it  is  proposed  to  train  vil¬ 
lagers  in  areas  where  people  are  living  in 
peace.  I  want  to  correct  that  record. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  If  there  was  any 
misunderstanding,  it  arose  because  a  ma¬ 
jor  part  of  the  total  money  involved  will 
be  spent  in  South  Vietnam.  The  village 
program  itself,  however,  as  was  stated 
in  the  presentation  and  in  the  report, 
will  be  spent  in  Laos  and  Thailand.  I 
believe  that  in  South  Vietnam  there  are 
already  advisers  in  every  one  of  the 
provinces,  who  have  been  trying  to  teach, 
as  well  as  they  could,  the  people  living  in 
these  villages,  and  to  train  the  villagers. 
This  would  be  in  addition  to  what  al¬ 
ready  is  going  on  in  South  Vietnam. 
This  is  not  all  that  is  being  done  today 
in  South  Vietnam.  Most  of  this  money, 
as  I  already  stated,  would  improve  the 
medical  service  in  Vietnam,  Laos,  and 
Thailand.  The  electric  cooperatives 
would  be  helped  in  South  Vietnam.  In 
South  Vietnam  they  already  are  con¬ 
ducting  some  kind  of  activities  in  the 
villages. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  There  is  no  question 
that  they  have  been  dabbling  around  in 
the  training  of  villagers  in  South  Viet¬ 
nam.  However,  the  fact  is  that  Maxwell 
Taylor,  Cabot  Lodge,  and  Assistant  Am¬ 
bassador  Johnson  have  said  that  the  rea¬ 
son  we  are  having  difficulty  is  that  we 
have  not  been  able  adequately  to  train 
the  villagers  in  South  Vietnam.  They 
have  been  dabbling  around,  and,  having 
dabbled  around,  it  seems  to  me  that  to 
spend  this  additional  $6  million  in  areas 
which  are  not  in  conflict  would  be  ridic¬ 
ulous. 

It  illustrates  the  big  weakness  in  the 
administration’s  program  in  Vietnam.  A 
military  operation  is  being  carried  on 
which  is  fairly  successful.  The  military 
personnel  have  performed  valorous  serv¬ 
ice.  All  reports  indicate  that  in  the 
main  the  South  Vietnamese  soldiers  are 
brave  and  effective.  We  are  conducting 
a  holding  operation.  It  is  holding  for 
what?  There  is  no  use  holding  for  eter¬ 
nity  to  come  along.  We  should  be  hold¬ 
ing  for  conditions  to  improve  in  South 
Vietnam.  Everyone  tells  that  the  way  to 
do  it  is  to  establish  stability  in  the  vil¬ 
lages  and  in  Saigon.  Now  comes  this 
proposal  to  pour  money  into  villages — 
not  into  villages  in  South  Vietnam,  but, 
instead,  in  Thailand  and  in  Laos,  where 
people  are  doing  well. 

I  do  not  object  to  helping  the  people 
in  Laos  and  Thailand,  but  it  seems  to  me 
that  we  ought  to  do  first  things  first.  We 
ought  to  develop  some  kind  of  effective 
political  training  program  in  South  Viet¬ 
nam. 

We  asked  1  witness  before  our  com¬ 
mittee,  who  said  there  were  some  70,000 
Americans  in  uniform  fighting  the  war 
under  the  American  flag,  how  many  po¬ 
litical  operatives  were  serving  there,  try¬ 


ing  to  do  something  while  the  military 
holds  the  fort,  he  said  he  did  not  know. 
We  asked  him,  “Do  you  have  a  thou¬ 
sand?” 

The  answer  was,  “We  are  not  sure.” 

We  asked  him,  “Would  you  say  50?” 

The  answer  was,  “We  will  have  to  look 
in  the  record.” 

“Well,”  we  asked,  “can  you  write  them 
on  the  back  of  a  playing  card?” 

We  have  not  had  any  answer  yet.  I 
doubt  that  we  have  a  score  of  fully  quali¬ 
fied  American  political  operatives  in 
Vietnam. 

The  evidence  shows  that  we  are  losing 
the  war  in  the  same  way  in  Vietnam  that 
we  are  losing  the  war  generally  in  the 
cold  war  area,  for  lack  of  a  training  pro¬ 
gram,  the  lack  of  a  Freedom  Academy, 
or  something  of  that  kind,  where  Amer¬ 
ican  and  native  operatives  could  be 
trained,  who  would  know  all  about  set¬ 
ting  up  a  civilan  government  that  would 
resist  communism.  To  spend  this  money 
in  other  areas  would  be  deplorable.  I 
hope  the  Senator  will  not  set  up  an  iron 
wall  around  this  $6  million  and  have  it 
all  spent  in  areas  where  it  is  not  needed, 
instead  of  spending  it  where  it  is  needed 
the  most. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  bill  to  keep  the  administrators 
from  using  it  in  South  Vietnam.  In 
addition,  in  the  presentation  for  the 
regular  1966  program,  it  was  shown  that 
they  intended  to  spend  this  money  in  the 
hamlet  program  to  help  construct  simple 
improvements  such  as  marketplaces  and 
irrigation  facilities,  and  so  forth. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator,  as  he  knows, 
and  I  complained  at  the  same  time  that 
the  Senator  did,  subsequent  to  the  testi- 
money  of  Mr.  Lodge.  However,  all  I 
can  tell  him  is  that  this  is  for  Laos  and 
Thailand,  I  believe  on  the  assumption 
that  the  other  program  is  already  under¬ 
way.  Subsequent  to  the  committee 
meeting  to  which  the  Senator  refers,  I 
talked  with  the  President,  and  under  a 
special  dispensation  of  the  committee,  I 
sent  him  a  copy  of  the  testimony,  to  give 
him  the  benefit  of  the  discussion,  and  to 
show  him  how  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  and  others  approved  of  the  idea 
of  setting  up  local,  grassroots  develop¬ 
ments  in  trying  to  develop  the  allegiance 
of  the  people  to  the  Central  Government. 

I  believe  it  would  be  very  worthwhile 
to  undertake  some  of  the  projects  in 
Laos  and  Thailand  because  those  coun¬ 
tries  are  right  on  the  firing  line,  too. 
They  are  next  in  line.  We  do  not  want 
the  same  situation  to  develop  in  those 
countries  that  has  developed  in  South 
Vietnam. 

The  major  part  of  the  program  would 
be  in  South  Vietnam.  There  is  no  Iron 
Curtain.  The  bill  itself  would  not  au¬ 
thorize  the  money  for  use  in  only  one 
country. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  went  into  the  bill 
meticulously  because  the  decision  I  had 
to  make  was  a  close  one.  On  balance,  I 
voted  in  favor  of  the  amendment,  but  I 
did  so  with  the  understanding  in  my 
mind  that  certainly  some  of  the  money 
for  village  defense  would  be  given  to 
South  Vietnam.  I  could  not  find  any¬ 
thing  in  the  bill  that  would  exclude  that. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  not  excluded. 
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Mr.  MUNDT.  I  did  not  want  any¬ 
thing  adopted  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
or  included  in  the  legislative  history  of 
this  amendment  that  would  exclude  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  In  the  President’s 
message,  he  stated  that  the  money  would 
be  devoted  to  projects  in  Thailand  and 
Laos.  Whether  or  not  that  was  an  over¬ 
sight,  I  do  not  know.  I  know  they  are 
doing  somewhat  the  same  thing,  or  ex¬ 
actly  the  same  thing,  in  Vietnam,  al¬ 
though  I  think  not  on  a  big  enough 
scale. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  They  are  doing  some¬ 
thing.  By  their  united  and  unanimous 
testimony,  what  they  have  done  how¬ 
ever  has  failed.  It  is  not  adequate.  That 
is  the  big  weakness.  The  proposal  is  to 
spend  $89  million,  $6  million  in  an  area  in 
which  we  are  failing  notoriously  in  the 
conflict.  To  lift  that  $6  million  out  of 
the  area  of  the  conflict  would  not  make 
sense  at  all.  I  am  glad  to  have  the 
Senator’s  assurance  that  he  believes  we 
shall  spend  some  of  the  $6  million  in 
South  Vietnam. 

I  am  glad  that  the  Senator  sent  the 
testimony  to  the  White  House,  because 
we  had  a  spirited  discussion  of  the  sub¬ 
ject  when  Ambassador  Lodge  was  before 
the  committee.  We  must  continue  to 
try  to  do  something  really  effective  and 
enduring  in  South  Vieenam  while  the 
military  is  holding  the  situation.  They 
cannot  hold  it  forever. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  honestly  believe 
that  the  proposal  was  influenced  partly 
by  that  discussion  and  that  meeting. 
The  proposal  grew  out  of  that  meeting. 
Not  all  of  it  would  be  devoted  merely  to 
political  education,  but  it  is  intended  to 
take  the  emphasis  away  from  the  purely 
military  and  to  convince  the  people  of 
South  Vietnam  that  they  will  have  a 
future  by  lining  up  with  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment.  If  they  will  do  so,  we  shall  demon¬ 
strate  that  we  mean  it  when  we  say  that 
we  wish  to  help  that  country  reconstruct 
itself  and  to  have  a  better  life. 

That  is  a  part  of  it.  It  is  partly  psycho¬ 
logical  warfare.  That  is  the  way  in 
which  it  is  waged.  We  cannot  engage 
exclusively  in  words;  we  must  do  some¬ 
thing  in  substance. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  What  the  Senator  has 
said  is  true.  Today  at  noon  at  the 
White  House  luncheon  which  £he  Sena¬ 
tor  and  I  attended  I  emphasized  again 
to  the  Secretary  of  State,  beside  whom 
I  was  seated,  the  testimony  that  we  re¬ 
ceived,  the  colloquy  and  the  contribu¬ 
tions  which  the  distinguished  chairman 
and  all  the  rest  of  us  made.  It  is  not 
enough  merely  to  concentrate  on  a  mili¬ 
tary  operation  without  doing  something 
to  improve  the  conditions  of  the  country 
while  we  are  holding  it.  Our  committee 
has  an  idea  as  to  how  it  ought  to  be 
done.  Earlier  on  the  floor  today  I  made 
a  statement  as  to  how  I  thought  it  ought 
to  be  done  through  establishment  of  a 
freedom  academy  in  America.  But  it  is 
a  bit  disillusioning  to  hear  that  we  are 
going  clearly  outside  the  area  of  the 
conflict  to  engage  in  the  kind  of  re¬ 
forms  that  are  so  badly  needed  in  the 
area  of  the  conflict. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  not  clear  out¬ 
side.  It  is  very  close.  It  is  not  entirely 
disassociated. 
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Mr.  MUNDT.  It  is  close,  but  they 
ought  not  to  miss  the  target  even  if  the 
miss  is  close.  They  ought  to  be  shoot¬ 
ing  at  the  bullseye. 

If  they  are  not  shooting  at  the  bulls¬ 
eye,  they  are  not  doing  the  job  they 
should  be  doing.  All  the  witnesses  have 
said  that  we  are  failing  at  that  point. 
We  are  not  permitted  to  pass  a  piece 
of  proposed  legislation  that  we  have  been 
trying  to  pass  for  6  years  in  order  to 
give  the  people  involved  the  necessary 
training  for  their  jobs.  We  cannot  win 
the  cold  war  by  the  military  alone.  Un¬ 
trained  people  and  untrained  villages 
cannot  do  it.  We  ought  to  train  the 
villagers,  but  we  ought  to  do  something 
else.  I  hope  that  the  Senator  will  use 
his  influence,  if  the  bill  passes,  to  see 
that  the  major  portion  of  the  $6  million 
is  placed  where  the  emergency  and  the 
need  is  the  greatest.  I  have  great  con¬ 
fidence  in  his  persuasive  ability.  I  shall 
support  his  amendment  reluctantly  but 
with  hope  for  improvement  in  the  pro¬ 
graming  at  the  other  end  of  the  avenue. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

I  Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  have  a  very  brief 
question  to  ask.  I  believe  an  answer  to 
it  will  be  helpful  to  me  and  other  Sena¬ 
tors. 

How  much  are  we  now  spending  in 
terms  of  economic  aid  on  a  year-by-year 
basis  in  South  Vietnam? 

I  notice  in  the  report  that  $46  million 
is  designated  for  the  Near  East  and 
southeast  and  $44  million  for  the  Far 
East.  How  much  are  we  spending  on 
economic  aid  in  that  area? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  was  classified  in¬ 
formation.  I  believe  the  report  came  to 
the  committee  and  was  classified. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  This  year’s  figure 
was  not  classified.  In  1965  the  amount 
is  $210  million. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  had  the  impression 
that  the  information  was  classified,  but 
I  may  have  been  mistaken. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  proposed 
amount  is  classified.  They  always  clas¬ 
sify  that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  classify  every¬ 
thing  that  they  think  they  might  make 
a  mistake  on.  To  cover  up  their  mis¬ 
takes,  they  classify  the  information. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  $210  million 
is  not  classified.  That  is  the  amount 
for  the  fiscal  year  1965. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  That  is  all  kinds  of 
economic  aid,  aid  other  than  military. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Economic  aid, 

$210,200,000. 

,  Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  that 
amount  does  not  include  the  military 
expense  of  carrying  on  the  war. 

.  Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Oh,  no.  That  is 
only  economic  aid.  The  amount  for 
military  assistance  is  much  greater  than 
that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  was  the  so-called 
economic  assistance. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  correct. 
That  is  what  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
inquired  about. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  asked  my  previous 
question  because  there  is  a  continuance 


of  stories  about  the  mishandling  of  aid. 

I  have  been  told  by  people  who  have  re- 
tunred  from  that  area — civilians,  if  you 
will — that  it  is  a  national  scandal. 

Mr.  President,  it  certainly  would  be 
my  purpose  to  send  whatever  aid  is 
needed.  I  completely  agree  with  the 
stated  purposes.  The  experience  is  not 
new.  The  same  thing  happened  in  the 
Philippines  17  or  18  years  ago.  Presi¬ 
dent  Magsaysay  handled  it  very  well  and 
without  very  much  help  from  us.  My  ob¬ 
jection  is  that  we  have  heard  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  not  been  well  handled.  Obvi¬ 
ously  in  the  past  some  people  have  made 
mistakes.  Now  we  are  asked  to  repair 
the  damage  by  letting  the  same  people 
make  more  mistakes.  We  would  merely 
add  more  money  to  the  authorization. 

Possibly  the  administration  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  not  proper.  That  is  why  I  asked 
the  question.  I  did  so  in  the  hope  that 
a  special  group  or  team  composed  of  peo¬ 
ple  with  immediate  knowledge — possibly 
some  of  the  people  who  had  experience 
in  the  program  in  the  Philippines — could 
handle  the  present  situation  in  the  Far 
East.  Perhaps  they  could  spend  the 
money  effectively. 

Before  I  joined  this  body  it  was  my 
contention  for  many  years  that  while 
foreign  aid  is  needed,  the  waste  of  the 
taxpayers’  dollars  in  the  administration 
of  foreign  aid  has  in  the  past  been  shock¬ 
ing  and  should  not  be  allowed  to  con¬ 
tinue.  I  see  no  reason  why  we  should 
repair  the  damage  merely  by  sending 
more  money. 

I  wish  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
could  say  that  a  special  committee  will 
be  selected  by  the  President  to  see  that 
the  job  is  done  properly,  in  which  case 
I  would  be  glad  to  sit  here  and  vote  dol¬ 
lars  all  day — as  long  as  I  knew  that  they 
would  be  properly  spent.  But  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  send  good  money  after  bad 
money,  as  the  old  expression  goes,  I  can¬ 
not  find  it  within  my  conscience  to  do. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  has 
mentioned  a  special  committee.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse] 
offered  an  amendment,  which  was 
adopted  by  the  committee,  to  provide  for 
a  special  committee  of  12  to  review  the 
whole  question  and  make  recommenda¬ 
tions  in  the  future.  But  I  do  not  believe 
there  is  any  possibility  of  any  new  ad¬ 
ministrator  or  new  personnel  coming  in 
to  administer  the  particular  proposal 
we  are  discussing.  There  may  be  im¬ 
provements  and  changes  if  the  study 
comes  in,  but  it  will  not  be  in  time  to 
affect  the  present  proposal. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  from 
Arkansas  has  served  on  the  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee  for  many  years  and 
has  been  its  distinguished  chairman.  I 
should  like  to  ask  him  if  in  his  experience 
he  believes  and  knows  that  in  the  time 
we  have  been  involved  in  Vietnam — of 
course,  we  have  been  involved  there  since 
1950,  but  particularly  since  1954 — the 
United  States,  under  any  of  the  adminis¬ 
trations,  has  had  any  plans  for  the  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  South  Vietnam 
to  stabilize  the  economy  of  that  country, 
to  raise  the  living  standard  of  the  peo¬ 


ple?  Has  it  had  any  comprehensive 
project  to  the  Senator’s  knowledge? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  believe 
we  have  had  a  comprehensive  project 
program  for  Vietnam  alone.  There  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  work  done  on  the  so- 
called  Mekong  Valley,  the  Mekong  Basin 
project.  That  is  comprehensive. 

It  is  a  continuing  commission  that 
has  been  studying  the  problem.  It  has 
not  been  only  the  United  States.  The 
commission  is  comprised  of  many  par¬ 
ticipating  countries.  Out  program  in 
South  Vietnam  has  been  similar  to 
others.  It  is  not  a  comprehensive  plan. 
At  the  moment,  it  is  an  attempt  to  allevi¬ 
ate  the  conditions. 

One  of  the  reasons  there  have  never 
been  long-term,  comprehensive  plans  is 
the  nature  of  the  annual  foreign  aid 
bill.  Congress  has  refused  to  give  such 
a  plan  any  long-term  life.  Every  time 
such  a  plan  has  been  proposed,  it  has 
been  largely  with  an  annual  appropria¬ 
tion.  We  never  knew  what  could  be 
done  from  one  year  to  the  next.  It  has 
been  handled  as  an  annual  program. 
Congress  is  more  at  fault  than  the  ad¬ 
ministration. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  remember  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  efforts  to  correct  that  situation. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  We  failed,  though. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  made  a 
strong  effort  to  provide  a  longer-term 
authorization.  I  was  happy  to  support 
the  Senator. 

Our  aid  program  for  Vietnam  has  now 
been  in  existence  for  11  years.  It  goes 
back  to  1954,  but  unfortunately  it  seems 
we  have  not  been  able  to  bring  about 
economic  stability  in  South  Vietnam,  and 
to  give  much  hope  to  its  people.  Does 
the  Senator  consider  this  amendment 
authorizing  $89  million  for  economic  aid 
will  give  any  greater  economic  stability 
and  hope? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  What  influences 
my  judgment  is  that  we  find  ourselves  in 
a  critical  and  dangerous  military  situa¬ 
tion,  a  war  that  could  expand  into  an¬ 
other  Korea  or  even  a  world  war.  I  do 
not  know  how  to  turn  the  program 
around. 

What  appeals  to  me  the  most  about  the 
proposal  is  the  possibility — at  least,  I 
hope  it  is  a  probability — that  the  em¬ 
phasis  will  be  changed  from  escalating 
the  war  into  construction  or  reconstruc¬ 
tion  and  development  in  this  area.  I 
hope  that  this  might  at  least  add  to  the 
incentive  for  arranging  some  kind  of 
truce,  some  turn-around  of  the  ever- 
increasing  escalation.  I  frankly  do  not 
like  it.  It  is  highly  dangerous.  With  the 
possible  use  of  nuclear  weapons,  and  so 
on,  I  am  pressed  to  try  to  do  everything 
I  can  to  improve  conditions. 

I  do  not  know  that  this  amendment 
will  achieve  the  purpose.  It  is  a  good 
gesture  and  has  substance  to  it.  Our 
people  can  use  it  with  persuasion  upon 
the  people  of  southeast  Asia. 

I  was  told  by  Mr.  Black  that  the  recep¬ 
tion  of  the  President’s  program  has  been 
favorable  in  areas  that  have  not  hereto¬ 
fore  been  friendly  to  us,  such  as  Cam¬ 
bodia.  He  is  going  there  to  try  to  nego¬ 
tiate  a  bank  modeled,  although  not  pre¬ 
cisely,  after  the  Inter-American  Bank. 
Others,  in  addition  to  ourselves,  would 
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contribute  capital.  We  would  not  con¬ 
tribute  the  majority  of  the  capital,  and 
he  does  not  propose  that  we  should.  It 
will  be  an  effort  to  try  to  turn  this  very 
dangerous,  escalating  war  around,  and 
to  afford  a  new  emphasis  or  a  new  look, 
if  you  like. 

That  is  why  I  think  the  amendment 
is  important.  I  do  not  know  how  we 
can  get  out  of  this  situation  without  dis¬ 
aster.  We  can  no  longer  withdraw.  I 
believe  that  it  does  us  no  good  to  say 
that  we  should  not  have  gone  there.  We 
are  there.  We  are  committed  to  be 
there.  What  are  we  going  to  do  about  it? 

The  amendment  could  help  us  to  turn 
around  and  bring  about  better  condi¬ 
tions  in  South  Vietnam.  It  might  give 
the  Vietnamese  people  some  hope  that 
if  they  will  support  their  own  govern¬ 
ment  and  support  our  efforts,  there  will 
be  hope  at  the  end;  whereas  they  may 
feel  now  that  there  is  no  hope  and  they 
do  not  care  what  happens. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  that  in  considering 
our  situation  in  Vietnam,  it  does  not  do 
much  good  to  talk  about  the  past  except 
as  experience  for  the  future. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  We  are  in  a  dif¬ 
ficult  situation. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  do  not  think  we  are 
going  to  win  this  struggle  or  help  the 
South  Vietnamese  to  win  it  by  military 
aid  alone.  In  such  a  context,  we  shall 
have  an  escalated  war,  or  we  shall  be 
in  Vietnam  for  a  long  time  as  a  holding 
force. 

This  proposal  offers  the  only  hope  for 
the  future.  My  problem  is  whether  this 
is  a  part  of  a  comprehensive  plan  which 
the  administration  is  proposing,  and 
which  will  move  into  the  area  of  eco¬ 
nomic  development  or  is  it  only  an  emer¬ 
gency  proposal. 

I  am  afraid  it  may  be  only  a  palliative. 
We  stand  by  the  President  in  this  emer¬ 
gency  without  regard  to  party.  I  be¬ 
lieve  also  that  the  people  of  South  Viet¬ 
nam  will  not  choose  a  democratic  sys¬ 
tem  of  government  unless  there  is 
improvement  in  their  standard  of  living. 
But  any  economic  plan  for  South  Viet¬ 
nam  must  have  a  comprehensive  long- 
range  purpose.  I  will  support  such  a 
program,  but  I  am  afraid  that  this  re¬ 
quest  will  not  do  the  job.  I  hope  that  the 
administration  will  present  a  broad-scale 
program  centered  on  the  President’s 
Johns  Hopkins  speech. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  $19  million 
is  offered  as  a  long-term  plan,  a  Mekong 
Delta  plan,  that  has  been  years  in  de¬ 
veloping.  It  is  somewhat  like  the  TVA 
development,  in  which  we  are  not  pre¬ 
pared  to  build  the  whole  program;  we 
would  only  be  participants.  But  the 
$45  million  is  not  a  long-term  plan.  It 
is  a  rescue  operation  to  keep  the  econ¬ 
omy  afloat. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  it  is  not  frequently  that  I  disagree 
with  my  chairman,  who  devotes  a  great 
deal  of  time  to  these  problems,  or  with 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
although  I  do  disagree  on  occasion. 

I  have  been  greatly  troubled  by  this 
amendment,  and  I  am  opposed  to  it.  I 
am  not  opposed  to  it  because  of  the  $89 
million.  We  are  spending  $2  billion  a 


year  in  South  Vietnam.  We  have  been 
spending  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
in  South  Vietnam  for  fertilizer,  for  vil¬ 
lage  organization,  and  for  developing 
new  products  in  Vietnam,  so  that  the 
natives  of  that  country  can  adopt  new 
means  of  making  a  better  livelihood. 
We  have  been  doing  that  for  years. 

In  response  to  the  question  asked  by 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Coop¬ 
er]  a  moment  ago,  we  have  had  such  a 
program.  We  have  had  one  in  South 
Vietnam  since  before  hostilities  began 
and  to  the  extent  they  exist  now  in  the 
full-scale  war  we  have  on  our  hands. 

We  had  programs  in  the  mountain 
areas  to  settle  the  mountain  people  of 
South  Vietnam  and  to  provide  them  with 
new  crops.  We  had  programs  to  form 
cooperatives  for  the  marketing  of  their 
rice  and  the  new  products  which  we 
hoped  to  develop.  We  had  programs  to 
build  access  highways  in  that  country, 
so  that  the  farmers  could  ship  their  pro¬ 
ducts  to  market. 

We  found  that  by  applying  fertilizer  to 
the  rice  paddies,  two  bushels  of  rice 
could  be  grown  where  one  bushel  grew 
before.  That  virtually  doubled  the  in¬ 
come.  Hence  we  went  further  into  mar¬ 
keting  operations. 

We  have  done  a  great  deal  in  Vietnam, 
and  a  vast  amount  must  be  done  in  addi¬ 
tion,  before  that  country  can  have  a  vital 
economy,  before  it  can  have  what  we 
would  call  by  any  standard  a  self-sup¬ 
porting,  modern  economy.  That  will  take 
a  long  time.  I  believe  we  must  devote  a 
tremendous  amount  of  time  and  atten¬ 
tion  to  try  to  accomplish  these  things. 

But  today  we  are  in  the  throes  of  a 
conflict,  of  a  war,  that  is  taking  place 
in  the  jungles.  When  I  see  proposed 
for  the  program  today  $19  million  to 
establish  rural  electric  cooperatives 
there,  I  wonder  how  long  the  light  bulbs 
would  remain  until  the  bandits  came  and 
take  them  out  of  the  sockets.  I  wonder 
how  long  we  could  expect  to  have  a  suc¬ 
cessful  operation  of  that  kind. 

First  we  must  be  able  to  pacify  that 
country.  There  are  two  ways  to  go.  We 
could  go  on  the  theory  of  pacifying  the 
country  purely  by  the  force  of  arms,  by 
shooting  everything  that  moved.  Or  we 
could  move  to  the  other  horn  of  the 
dilemma  and  try  to  pacify  the  country 
by  educating  the  people  in  the  villages, 
hoping  that  by  such  education  they  would 
gradually  throw  off  the  revolters. 

The  problem  is  difficult.  But  what 
bothers  me  is  that — I  think  it  was  only 
last  Thursday — suddenly  over  the  air¬ 
waves  came  the  announcement  that  it 
was  proposed  to  spend  $89  million  for  the 
development  of  the  Mekong  River  Delta. 
We  had  testimony — good  so  far  as  it 
went— from  the  Secretary  of  State.  As 
I  recall,  that  was  on  Friday.  We  had 
before  us  maps  of  the  great  Mekong 
River,  its  valley,  and  its  tributaries. 

It  was  my  understanding  from  the  out¬ 
set,  and  the  announcement  was  made, 
that  this  money  would  go  into  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  Mekong  River  Valley. 
That  valley  touches  Cambodia.  In  fact, 
it  goes  through  Cambodia.  It  touches 
Vietnam.  It  touches  Laos.  It  is  the 
boundary,  in  fact,  for  a  great  distance 
between  Laos  and  Thailand.  It  affects 
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both  North  and  South  Vietnam.  It  is  a 
vast  river  system. 

It  was  my  understanding,  although 
later  evidence  did  not  seem  to  bear  this 
out,  that  this  was  a  proposal  to  develop 
a  water  system  and,  therefore,  food  pro¬ 
ducing  and  all  other  aspects  of  flood 
control  which  would  be  involved  in  the 
harnessing  of  this  great  Mekong  River 
system. 

Anyone  who  has  seen  that  river  system 
knows  that  it  is  a  vast  one.  It  is  bigger 
than  the  Jordan,  which  we  spent  years 
in  studying.  However,  there  was  an  at¬ 
tempt,  or  a  desire  to  report  the  bill 
favorably.  The  attempt  was  postponed, 
as  I  frankly  requested.  The  committee 
very  courteously  agreed.  I  objected  to 
reporting  the  bill  on  Friday  when  it  had 
been  announced,  in  effect,  the  night  be¬ 
fore.  I  thought  that  it  was  too  soon 
and  the  information  was  too  meager. 

The  thing  that  bothered  me  concerned 
what  kind  of  a  pig  in  the  poke  we  would 
propose  to  buy  with  the  $89  million,  what 
kind  of  commitments  would  we  make 
toward  the  underwriting  of  a  vast  project 
which  would  cost  literally  billions  of  dolj 
lars  before  it  was  completed.  How  muci| 
of  the  cost  would  the  United  States  have 
to  underwrite?  How  much  would  we 
have  to  be  responsible  for  in  the  years 
to  come?  Even  granting  that  we  may  be 
able  to  pacify  the  situation  and  restore 
some  kind  of  economic  and  political 
stability  in  Vietnam,  what  would  we  be 
buying  with  the  $89  million?  We  have 
all  voted  for  literally  billions  of  dollars 
on  occasion.  We  have  voted  for  hun¬ 
dreds  of  million  of  dollars  on  occasion. 
However,  on  most  occasions  we  knew 
what  the  future  project  would  be.  We 
knew  what  we  were  expected  to  meet 
down  the  road. 

My  objection  is  that  I  do  not  know 
what  we  are  getting  into.  I  find  now 
that  only  $19  million,  or  perhaps  less 
than  that,  is  proposed  to  be  expended  ir 
the  Mekong  River  Valley. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  would  be  $1£ 
million  in  the  Mekong  River  Valley. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  It  would  b< 
$19  million  in  the  Mekong  River  Valley 
The  rest  of  it  would  be  something  els* 
again. 

I  was  at  the  committee  meeting  this 
morning.  I  did  not  stay  until  the  end 
of  the  meeting.  I  did  not  stay  until  the 
final  vote.  I  did  not  leave  in  a  huff 
However,  I  left  quite  sure  that  the  com¬ 
mittee,  in  the  majority,  was  going  tc 
vote  to  report  the  bill. 

I  announced  at  the  time  that  my  dif¬ 
ficulty  was  that  we  could  not  support  this 
proposal  until  we  had  a  better  definitior 
or  a  better  layout  as  to  what  the  pro¬ 
gram  would  start  with,  and  what  bur¬ 
dens  and  pains  we  would  take  on  witfc 
the  particular  program.  If  it  were  onlj 
$89  million  in  South  Vietnam,  that  would 
be  one  thing.  I  could  look  at  that  in  one 
way.  However,  if  we  were  to  start  s 
new  collateral  program  there  in  additior 
to  the  program  we  already  have  there 
I  would  want  to  know  more  about  it 
I  would  want  to  know  what  the  future 
would  be.  I  would  want  to  know  whai 
we  would  be  getting  into. 

It  was  for  that  reason,  and  not  because 
of  the  $89  million,  that  I  thought  il 
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would  be  unwise  for  us  to  vote  for  this 
program  until  we  had  a  more  detailed 
examination  and  a  less  emotional  area 
than  the  sudden  request  of  the  President 
one  night  and  a  demand  to  vote  the 
measure  out  the  next  day. 

I  am  not  enthusiastic  about  that  kind 
of  legislation.  I  think  it  is  precipitous 
and  does  not  merit  support  merely  be¬ 
cause  someone  asks  for  it. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  yield  for  a 
question. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
I  appreciate  very  much  the  advice  of  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  and  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas.  As  I  read  the  measure, 
$4  million  is  proposed  to  be  added  in 
technical  development  grants  and  some 
$25  million  is  proposed  to  be  added  in 
support  assistance. 

The  Senator  has  been  talking  about 
$89  million.  Where  is  the  provision  for 
the  other  money  to  make  up  the  amount 
of  $89  million?  What  would  that  money 
go  into? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
there  would  be  $9  million  added  to  the 
committee  bill  in  technical  assistance 
and  $80  million  in  supporting  assistance. 
It  would  be  in  those  broad  categories. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
is  disturbed  about  not  having  all  the  de¬ 
tails.  As  I  recall,  the  Senate  even  more 
precipitately  authorized  and  appropri¬ 
ated  $700  million,  and  no  one  knew 
whether  that  was  to  be  used  for  nuclear 
bombs  for  Peiping,  or  what  it  was  to  be 
used  for.  They  will  do  what  they 
please  with  the  money.  I  do  not  know 
why  we  seem  to  be  willing  to  trust  the 
military  to  do  anything  that  they  prefer 
to  do,  but  yet  we  want  to  have  every 
“i”  dotted  and  every  “t”  crossed  when 
economic  assistance  is  involved.  We 
have  created  the  impression  that  the 
only  thing  we  have  confidence  in  is  the 
military. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  do  not  agree 
that  that  is  an  analogy  at  all. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Why  not? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  believe  that 
when  we  appropriate  money  for  the  mili¬ 
tary,  we  know  what  it  is  for.  It  is  for 
war.  It  is  for  military  activity. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  What  the  Senator 
is  saying  is  that  he  has  confidence  in 
the  military  leaders  and  no  confidence 
in  the  civilian  leaders. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  No,  I  do  not 
agree  with  that.  I  do  not  know  what 
we  propose  to  do  in  the  Mekong  River 
Delta.  However,  in  a  military  operation, 
victory  is  the  goal  that  we  seek. 

Do  we  start  in  on  the  Mekong  River 
operation  and  underwrite  it  from  now 
until  it  is  finished?  We  may  have  to 
continue  with  this  for  a  generation.  Do 
we  propose  to  get  other  countries  in  on 
the  operation?  If  so,  to  what  extent? 
What  will  be  their  contributory  share? 

There  are  a  dozen  questions,  or  per¬ 
haps  hundreds  of  questions  of  that  kind. 
We  have  not  explored  the  potential  of 
the  possible  demands  on  us  in  the  future. 

For  that  reason,  it  would  not  be  $89 
million.  That  would  not  be  the  amount 
involved.  It  would  involve  a  program 
that  I  do  not  believe  we  have  sufficiently 


explored.  I  believe  that  it  is  too  pre¬ 
cipitate.  For  that  reason  I  must  oppose 
it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
opposed  to  the  amendment  for  the 
reason  that  the  Senator  from  Iowa  has 
pointed  out.  I  am  opposed  to  the 
amendment  because  I  do  not  propose  to 
subsidize  the  Vietcong  to  the  tune  of 
many  millions  of  dollars.  That  is  ex¬ 
actly  what  we  would  do  if  this  bill  were 
to  be  passed. 

Who  would  get  the  moneys  we  would 
spend  in  the  delta  which  is  controlled  by 
but  the  Vietcong?  The  delta  will  be 
controlled  by  the  Vietcong  for  a  long 
time  to  come.  They  control  that  area 
of  South  Vietnam.  If  we  build  up  a 
rural  electrification  plan,  if  they  do  not 
destroy  it,  they  will  take  it  over.  If  we 
build  up  a  cooperative,  if  they  do  not  de¬ 
stroy  it,  they  will  take  it  over. 

The  program  tat  we  are  talking  about 
would  be  seized  by  the  Vietcong.  This 
would  end  as  a  subsidization  and 
strengthening  of  the  Vietcong.  Most 
people  do  not  seem  to  realize  the 
strength  of  the  Vietcong  in  this  part  of 
South  Vietnam.  We  cannot  be  spend¬ 
ing  money  for  economic  aid  projects  in 
that  part  of  the  country  as  long  as  the 
Vietcong  rules  it.  We  would  like  to 
think  that  we  can  pour  in  some  Ameri¬ 
can  dollars,  and  that  they  will  bribe  the 
people  of  the  villages,  and  that  then  the 
people  of  the  villages  will  come  over  to 
the  side  of  the  United  States.  But  such 
a  view  could  not  be  more  incorrect;  and 
the  events  which  already  have  trans- 
spired  there  show  how  wrong  it  is.  We 
have  been  spending  money  there  for  a 
long  time. 

What  is  the  information  we  obtain 
from  people  who  return  from  that  area 
and  give  us  the  results  of  their  surveys, 
studies,  and  observations  of  the  results 
of  our  program  in  this  part  of  Vietnam? 
They  tell  us  that  our  program  there  has 
not  weakened  the  Vietcong;  instead,  it 
has  strengthened  the  Vietcong.  The 
Vietcong  are  running  these  villages  and 
hamlets,  and  are  collecting  the  taxes, 
and  are  appointing  the  officials.  Yet  it 
is  proposed  that,  in  the  midst  of  this 
war,  we  spend  there  this  large  amount  of 
money. 

In  my  opinion,  there  is  no  difference 
between  what  the  administration  pro¬ 
poses  to  do  by  means  of  the  $89  million 
and  the  aid  we  are  already  pouring  into 
the  Vietcong-controlled  areas  of  South 
Vietnam.  We  must  face  the  fact  that 
this  is  a  proposal  for  another  psycholog¬ 
ical  boost  for  the  administration’s  pro¬ 
gram  that  is  going  awry  in  South 
Vietnam. 

When  I  heard  the  recent  argument  in 
favor  of  providing  the  $700  million,  I 
realized  that  I  had  then  heard  almost 
everything.  A  few  minutes  ago  it  was 
argued,  here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
that  after  we  had  voted  for  the  $700  mil¬ 
lion,  we  could  not  well  object  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  request  for  $89  million.  However,  I 
point  out  that  we  did  not  know  much 
about  where  the  $700  million  would  go; 
and  I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper]  that  we  do  not  know, 
either,  where  this  $89  million  will  go. 
Most  of  it  will  go  into  the  category  of 


supporting  assistance,  a  category  that 
Congress  has  striven  mightily  to  reduce 
because  it  is  a  giveaway  category. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken¬ 
looper]  was  quite  correct  when  he 
pointed  out  that  the  administration  has, 
after  giving  us  only  a  few  hours’  notice, 
asked  for  this  amount,  on  a  l-ubber- 
stamp  basis.  We  have  not  received  suf¬ 
ficient  depth  of  explanation  as  to 
whether  this  money  will  help  us  win 
the  war  in  Vietnam  or  whether  it  will 
weaken  our  chances  of  winning  the  war 
there.  Therefore,  we  must  face  the  fact 
that  the  war  there  must  be  settled  be¬ 
fore  we  can  have  the  very  broad,  ex¬ 
pansive  program  that  I  believe  we  should 
have  for  the  economic  development  of 
that  area — but  not  in  a  situation  in  which 
the  Vietcong  control. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  have  great  respect  for 
the  judgment  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon;  but  I  should  like  to  test  the  ac¬ 
curacy  of  his  statement  to  the  effect  that 
the  Vietcong  will  get  all  this  money.  On 
the  basis  of  the  published  request  made 
by  representatives  of  the  administration 
before  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 
it  is  clear  that  $45  million  of  the  $89  mil¬ 
lion  is  for  commodity  imports,  to  feed  the 
people  there.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  think  those  commodities  will  be 
used  to  feed  the  Vietcong? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  record  shows  per¬ 
fectly  clearly  that  great  quantities  of 
materials  we  have  sent  into  this  part  of 
Vietnam  have  been  taken  by  the  Viet¬ 
cong,  even  before  they  had  been  distri¬ 
buted  by  the  U.S.  distributors.  The  Viet¬ 
cong  drove  out  our  assistance  and  aid 
people,  and  got  the  credit  for  the  ma¬ 
terial  we  sent  there;  and  the  Vietcong 
will  do  it  with  these  commodities,  too. 

Mr.  CLARK.  With  all  due  respect  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon,  I  take  the  po¬ 
sition  that  very  little - 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  does  not  know  what  he  is  talk¬ 
ing  about,  because  if  he  had  read  the 
report,  he  would  not  make  such  a  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  take  the  position  that 
very,  very  little - 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  wants  to  have  us  proceed  on  a 
rubberstamp  basis;  but  I  do  not  join 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  in  the 
sophistries  engaged  in  in  trying  to  alibi 
for  the  administration  in  connection  with 
giving  away,  for  the  benefit  of  the  Viet¬ 
cong,  large  amounts  of  the  money  of  the 
taxpayers  of  the  United  States.  The 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  can  vote  for 
that  if  he  wishes  to;  but  I  will  not  vote 
for  it,  for  the  Vietcong  are  running  the 
show  there,  and  such  a  program  will  not 
stop  them  from  running  it.  The  Viet¬ 
cong  will  be  stopped  only  by  our  first 
winning  the  war  there.  So  we  can  clearly 
see  what  would  happen  by  following  the 
course  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
favors. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  does  not  wish  to 
yield  to  me,  I  shall  wait  until  I  obtain 
the  floor  in  my  own  right. 
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Mr.  MORSE.  I  yielded  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania,  at  his  request. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Yes,  but  I  do  not  intend 
to  be  constantly  interrupted  when  I  am 
in  the  midst  of  a  sentence. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  who  is 
doing  the  interrupting?  The  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  asked  me  to  yield; 
and  I  yielded  to  him.  Then  he  made 
a  comment  about  my  statement,  and  I 
answered  his  comment.  He  did  not  like 
the  information  I  gave  him  then.  He 
never  does  like  to  be  answered  by  the 
facts;  he  either  runs  off  the  floor  when 
some  Senator  tries  to  answer  him,  or  he 
gets  into  the  kind  of  personal  dispute 
he  has  brought  up  now.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  used  to  his  arguments. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  say  that  in  my 
judgment  we  have  here  a  great  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  do  something  in  connection 
with  Vietnam  by  first  of  all  making  per¬ 
fectly  clear  to  the  President  that  we  are 
going  to  back  him  if  he  will  come  for¬ 
ward  with  a  specific  economic  aid  pro¬ 
gram  that  will  show  that  we  are  not  go¬ 
ing  to  be  helping  the  enemy.  But  I  will 
not  vote  for  the  building  of  an  REA  in  the 
Vietcong-controlled  part  of  South  Viet¬ 
nam,  and  then  think  I  am  saving  the  tax¬ 
payers  some  money  or  am  doing  some¬ 
thing  to  help  win  this  war.  Of  course 
the  Vietcong  will  take  over  such  devel¬ 
opments.  Any  physical  investment  we 
make  there  before  the  Vietcong  are 
whipped  or  before  this  war  is  settled  on 
the  basis  of  a  negotiated  settlement  will 
play  right  into  the  hands  of  the  Viet¬ 
cong;  and  I  do  not  think  we  can  justify 
voting  for  this  request,  so  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  can  propagandize  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  by  saying,  “We  are  going  to 
spend  $19  million  in  South  Vietnam.” 
My  prediction  now  is  that  the  money  will 
not  be  spent  there,  because  the  adminis¬ 
tration  will  find,  on  the  basis  of  its  own 
investigation,  that  we  would  be  throw¬ 
ing  the  money  away  if  it  were  spent  be¬ 
fore  the  war  is  settled  in  the  part  of  Viet¬ 
nam  that  at  the  present  time  is  not  run 
by  the  United  States  or  by  the  South 
Vietnamese,  but  is  rim  by  the  Vietcong. 

I  think  it  is  perfectly  silly  to  be  talking 
about  spending  millions  of  American  dol¬ 
lars  in  an  area  that  is  presently  con¬ 
trolled  by  our  enemy.  * 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  brief. 

I  ask  Senators  the  Members  of  the 
Senate  to  arrive  at  their  own  considered 
judgments  as  to  how  much  of  the  $89 
million  the  administration  has  requested 
is  likely  to  end  up  in  the  hands  of  the 
Vietcong. 

The  largest  single  item  is  $45  million 
for  commodity  imports.  I  have  read 
both  favorable  reports  and  unfavorable 
reports  in  connection  with  our  aid  ac¬ 
tivities  in  Vietnam.  My  own  view  is 
that  very  little,  if  any,  of  the  $45  million 
will  not  go  exactly  where  we  would  like 
to  have  it  go — that  is,  to  the  people  of 
South  Vietnam  who  are  resisting  the 
Vietcong. 

Six  million  dollars  will  go  for  training 
in  small-scale  village  projects  in  Laos 
and  Thailand.  It  seems  to  me  highly 
unlikely  that  any  of  that  money  would 
go  to  the  Vietcong. 
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Seven  million  dollars  will  go  for  medi¬ 
cal  services  in  Vietnam,  Laos,  and  Thai¬ 
land.  Some  of  it  might  be  used  for  the 
treatment  of  wounded  prisoners  of  the 
Vietcong — but  very  little  of  it,  I  suspect. 
I  doubt  that  any  substantial  part  of  that 
medical  aid  item  would  go  to  the 
Vietcong. 

Seven  million  dollars  will  go  for  agri¬ 
cultural  development  and  for  industrial 
expansion.  It  might  well  be  that  if  the 
Vietcong  were  to  overrun  areas  where 
our  AID  people  were  foolish  enough  to 
put  the  $7  million,  some  of  it  might  in¬ 
ure  to  the  benefit  of  the  Vietcong.  My 
guess  is  that  our  administrators  will  not 
be  foolish  enough  to  put  that  money 
into  areas  where  the  Vietcong  has  taken 
over. 

Five  million  dollars  is  to  go  for  hydro¬ 
electric  projects  in  South  Vietnam. 
That-  program  already  has  received  the 
approval  of  Mr.  Clyde  Ellis,  whom  all  of 
us  know,  and  for  whom  we  have  great 
respect.  I  cannot  believe  that  he  will 
see  that  money  put  into  areas  or  pro¬ 
grams  in  areas  where  the  Vietcong  will 
get  the  benefit  of  it. 

Nineteen  million  dollars  will  go  for 
the  development  of  the  Mekong  River 
Basin,  which  includes  parts  of  Cambodia, 
Thailand,  and  Laos.  In  my  judgment,  it 
is  highly  unlikely  that  that  $19  million 
will  go  to  the  Vietcong. 

So  I  state,  as  my  position,  that  this 
money  will  go  for  useful  purposes,  that 
the  plan  has  been  well  thought  through, 
and  that  the  amendment  should  be  sup¬ 
ported. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  FulbrightL  On  this 
question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered;  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass],  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Bayh],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Hill],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Inouye],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson]  ,  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Moss],  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Muskie],  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mrs.  Neuberger],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings], 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams],  and  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Symington],  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mon¬ 
dale],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Russell],  are  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 


voting,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Inouye],  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson], 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mon¬ 
dale],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pell],  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Symington],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams], 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  would  vote  “yea”  and  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  would  vote 
“yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits], 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Ku- 
chel],  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Morton],  and  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  Simpson]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Case]  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Prouty  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Case],  the  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  and  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  42, 
nays  26,  as  follows : 

[No.  108  Leg.] 

YEAS — 42 


Allott 

Harris 

Metcalf 

Anderson 

Hart 

Montoya 

Boggs 

Hartke 

Mundt 

Brewster 

Hayden 

Nelson 

'Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Holland 

Proxmlre 

Cannon 

Jackson 

Ribicoff 

Church 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Sal  tons  tall 

Claris 

Long,  Mo. 

Scott 

Dtrksen 

Long,  La. 

Smathers 

Dodd 

Mansfield 

Smith 

Dominick 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Ervin 

McGovern 

Stennis 

Fong 

McIntyre 

Yarborough 

Ful  bright 

McNamara 

NAYS— 26 

Young,  Ohio 

Aiken 

Ellender 

Murphy 

Bartlett 

Fannin 

Pearson 

Bennett 

Gruening 

Robertson 

Bible 

Hickenlooper 

Talmadge 

Burdick 

Hruska 

Thurmond 

Cooper 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Tower 

Cotton 

McClellan 

Williams,  Del. 

Curtis 

Miller 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Eastland 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING — 32 

Bass 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Pastore 

Bayh 

Kuchel 

Pell 

-Byrd,  Va. 

Lausche 

Prouty 

Carlson 

Magnuson 

Randolph 

Case 

McGee 

Russell,  S.C. 

Douglas 

Mondale 

Russell,  Ga. 

Gore 

Monroney 

Simpson 

Hill 

Morton 

Symington 

Inouye 

Moss 

Tydings 

Javits 

Muskie 

Williams,  N.J. 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Neuberger 

So  Mr.  Fulbright’s  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 
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AMENDMENT  NO.  23  3 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  amendment  233  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  amendment  will  be  stated  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ftjlbright]  pro¬ 
poses  an  amendment - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection  it  is  so 
ordered;  and  the  amendment  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record  as  this  point. 

The  amendment  (No.  233),  offered  by 
Mr.  Ftjlbright,  is  as  follows: 

On  page  14,  between  lines  13  and  14,  insert 
the  following: 

“(b)  Amend  section  511,  which  relates  to 
restrictions  on  military  aid  to  Latin  America, 
as  follows : 

“(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  ‘a  part 
may  be  used  during  each  fiscal  year  for  as¬ 
sistance  in  implementing  a  feasible  plan  for 
regional  defense,  and  insert  ‘$25,000,000  may 
be  used  for  assistance  to  an  inter-American 
military  force  under  the  control  of  the  Orga¬ 
nization  of  American  States’. 

"(2)  Amend  subsection  "(b)  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(b)  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  shall  be  furnished  to  Ameri¬ 
can  Republics  only  in  accordance  with  joint 
plans  (including  joint  plans  relating  to  in¬ 
ternal  security  problems)  approved  by  the 
Organization  of  American  States.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  shall  submit  quarterly  reports  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of 
the  Senate  on  the  implementation  of  this 
subsection.’  ” 

On  line  14,  strike  out  “(h)”  and  insert 

“(D". 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
do  not  expect  to  ask  for  a  yea  and  nay 
vote  tonight.  I  merely  wish  to  make  the 
amendment  the  pending  business  and 
take  it  up  tomorrow. 

r  ' . »  '   


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT- 
ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may1 
have  the  attention  of  the  majority  leader 
and  the  minority  leader,  I  should  like 
to  inquire  about  the  plan  for  meeting 
tomorrow.  / 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
the  intention  to  have  the  Senate  con¬ 
vene  at  12  o’clock.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  when  the  Senate/completes  its 
business  tonight,  it  adjourn  until  12 
o’clock  noon  tomorrow./ 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,'  it  is  so 
ordered.  / 

Mr.  MORSE.  .Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
that  the  majority  leader  give  considera¬ 
tion  to  convening  at  11  o’clock  and  to 
entering  irao  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement/on  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  wish  it  were  pos¬ 
sible  ty  comply  with  the  Senator’s  re¬ 
quest/  Unfortunately,  the  Committee  on 
Finance  is  holding  hearings  on  excise 
tape  legislation.  As  the  Senator  well 
knows,  this  is  a  very  important  subject, 
/which  runs  into  a  time  limitation  at  the 
( end  of  this  month. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  fur¬ 
ther  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT  TO  LIMIT 
DEBATE  ON  PENDING  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  suggest  that  a  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  be  entered  into 
to  vote  on  this  important  amendment  to¬ 
morrow.  We  may  not  be  able  to  get  a 
vote  tomorrow  unless  we  can  enter  into 
an  arrangement  whereby  we  could  have 
an  early  vote,  perhaps  by  having  45 
minutes  of  debate  on  each  side. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent — and  I  hope  this 
will  meet  with  the  approval  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate — that  there  be  an  hour  and  a  half 
of  debate  allowed  on  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment,  the  time  to  be  equally  divided,  45 
minutes  to  be  under  the  control  of  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ftjlbright], 
the  proponent  of  the  amendment,  and  45 
minutes  under  the  control  of  the  major¬ 
ity  leader  or  whomever  he  may  desig¬ 
nate. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  It  there  objection?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement, 
subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  is  as 
follows : 

Unanimous-Consent  Agreement 

Ordered,  That  after  the  Senate  convenes 
on  Tuesday,  June  8,  1965,  debate  on  the  pend¬ 
ing  amendment.  No.  233,  proposed  by  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  to 
the  bill  S.  1837,  a  bill  to  further  amend  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  be  limited  to  90 
minutes,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful¬ 
bright]  and  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Mansfield]  or  any  Senator  designated  by 
him. 

ORDER  FOR  RECESS  UNTIL  12  O’CLOCK  NOON 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  situation  that  has  developed, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  this  eve¬ 
ning,  it  not  adjourn,  but  recess  until  12 
o’clock  noon  tomorrow. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  time  limitation  that  has  been 
entered  into  I  would  suggest  that  the 
transaction  of  morning  business  be  post¬ 
poned  until  after  the  Senate  concludes 
the  consideration  of  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  minority 
leader  and  majority  leader  and  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
has  the  order  been  entered  for  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  recess  until  12  o’clock  noon  tomor¬ 
row? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  certain  amendments  to  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  authorization  bill.  This  is  my 


first  batch.  I  ask  that  they  be  printed 
and  lie  on  the  table. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ments  will  be  received  and  printed,  and 
will  lie  on  the  table. 


CK  NOON 


RECESS  UNTIL  12  O’C 
TOMORRi 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  /Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  further  business  to  come  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  I  Hiove,  under  the  pre¬ 
vious  order,  that/  the  Senate  stand  in 
recess  until  12  aJclock  noon  tomorrow. 

The  motion /was  agreed  to;  and  (at  6 
o’clock  and  55  minutes  p.m.)  the  Sen¬ 
ate  recessed;  under  the  previous  order, 
until  tomorrow,  Tuesday,  June  8,  1965, 
at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  June  7, 1965: 

District  of  Columbia  Redevelopment  Land 
Agency 

Edward  Burling,  Jr.,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  to  be  a  member  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Redevelopment  Land  Agency  for 
the  term  expiring  March  3,  1970,  vice  John  L. 
Newbold,  term  expired. 

U.S.  Marshal 

Elmer  W.  Dissapayne,  of  Tennessee,  to  be 
U.S.  marshal  for  the  middle  district  of  Ten¬ 
nessee  for  the  term  of  4  years.  He  is  now 
serving  in  this  office  under  an  appointment 
which  expired  May  24,  1965. 

Public  Health  Service 
The  following  candidates  for  personnel  ac¬ 
tion  in  the  regular  corps  of  the  Public 
Health  .  Service  subject  to  qualifications 
therefor  as  provided  by  law  and  regulations: 
I.  For  permanent  promotion : 

To  be  senior  surgeons 


James  P.  Shortal 
Clifford  E.  Nelson 
Donald  A.  Carlyle 
Norman  Tarr 
D.  Wells  Goodrich 
Walter  H.  Freygang 
Stanley  F.  Yolles 
Sherman  N.  Kieffer 
David  M.  Fried 
Nicholas  C.  Leone 
Albert  L.  Steplock 
.Ifred  S.  Ketcham 
•ancis  T.  Flood 
F.  Urbach 
■ice  L.  Sievers 
Jameh.  L.  Deadvyler 
RobertSPeLashmutt 


James  A. 

William 
Jr. 

Robert  R.  FletcYjer 
Edward  J.  Hi 
Ferdinand  R.  Has: 

Jr. 

John  R.  S.  Remsberg 
James  E.  Wesley 
Charles  L.  Donaldson 
George  H.  Longen- 
baugh 
Walter  E.  Williamson 
Jr. 

Robert  E.  Streicher 
John  C.  Bailar  III 
Norman  C.  Telles 
James  R.  Warbasse 
Robert  E.  Markush 
David  K.  Wagner 
David  L.  Aronson 
George  P.  Sperry 
H.  Bruce  Dull 


Nicholas  J.  Galluzsi 
Albert  Sjoerdama  ■— 
Richard  A.  Prindle 
John  W.  Gashman 
Eugene  J.  Vanscott 
Leon  Rosen 
Robert  S.  Gordon,  Jr. 
Warren  A.  Rasmusson 
Burton  S.  Eggertsen, 
Jr. 

Martin  D.  Hicklin 
Martha  R.  Wilson 
Charles  H.  Lithgow 
John  H.  Ackerman 
Carl  S.  Shultz 
Robert  A.  Marks,  Jr. 
John  H.  Edgcomb 
To  be  surgeons 
rdson  Kurt  W.  Kohn 
gerson,  Albert  C.  Diddams 

Charles  L.  Greenblatt 
Robert  L.  Dernlan 
Jacob  A.  Brody 
Philip  R.  B.  McMaster 
Robert  B.  Couch 
Isao  Hoshiwara 
.lbert  Z.  Kapikian 
vo  B.  Ederma 
H,h;ry  P.  Anastopulos 
t  C.  Hoye 
Harold  E.  Ramsey 
JoseplvP.  O’Malley 
Axel  W. . 

Saul W.  ] 

Victor  J.  Albertazzi 
Fred  E.  Tosh' 

Roland  W.  Sorhitag 
Peter  G.  Contacc 
John  R.  Gill,  Jr. 
T.mmie  D.  Hawthof 
L-nn  R.  Hamilton 
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To  be  senior  assistant  surgeons 
Allan  L\Brackensiek 
Enrique  jPiovanetti-Pietri 

To  'be  senior  dental  surgeon 
Harold  R.  Stanley,  Jr. 

To  bV  dental  surgeons 

Jerry  D.  Nishwander  Richard  B.  McDowell 
Keith  C.  Winkler  \  Russell  O.  Glaucer 
James  R.  Hull  \  John  W.  Vitaruvas 

Jack  W.  Gamble  'Ray  W.  Alcox 
Clair  L.  Gardner  George  L.  Crocker 

James  W.  Miller  Wayne  R.  Jameson 

Reginald  N.  Edwards  Richard  S.  Law 
Clement  K.  Schmitt  Thorites  E.  McClellan 
To  be  senior  sanitary  engineers 
Ronald  E.  Bales  Charles  \\  Wright,  Jr. 

Paul  P.  Woolrich  Joseph  W.  Fitzpatrick 

James  B.  Coulter  James  A.  Antleregg 
George  W.  Burke,  Jr.  Everett  L.  Mao, Leman 
Dade  W.  Moeller  Gordon  E.  Stori^ 

Richard  D.  Coleman  Zakok  D.  Harrison 


Roy  O.  McCaldin 


Albert  G.  Friend 


\ 


To  be  sanitary  engineers 
Herbert  R.  Pahren 
Julius  J.  Sabo 
William  A.  Rosenkranz 
To  be  senior  assistant  sanitary  engineers 
Richard  L.  Douglas  David  E.  Bernhardt 
Dale  B.  Parke  Allen  H.  Palmer 

Denis  J.  Prager  Robert  W.  Zeller 

Charles  F.  Costa  Herbert  M.  Dawson 
James  D.  Russell  Richard  F.  Wromble 

Marvin  Rosenstein  Howard  D.  Metz 

William  L.  Ryan  Richard  F.  Boggs 
Daniel  L.  Petke  Frank  E.  Hall 

Phillip  L.  Taylor  William  A.  Felsing, 
Lawrence  J.  Perez,  Jr.  Jr. 

Samuel  B.  McKee  Maris  Pubulis 

Robert  H.  Reeves  Joseph  R.  Franz- 

William  F.  Buchholz,  mathes 

Jr.  Charles  H.  Wentworth 

Jerry  L.  Butler  III 

Thomas  H.  Moore  Elwyn  Holtrop 

John  B.  Wheeler  John  K.  Carswell 
Richard  L.  Mikkelsen  James  V.  Waskiewicz 
Peter  Y.  Bengtson  Ronald  F.  Coene 
William  E.  Barkley 

To  be  assistant  sanitary  engineers 
Robert  G.  Britain  Larry  E.  Crane 
Robert  P.  Stein  Warren  W.  Chinch 

Malcolm  B.  Reddoch  Wilbur  Van  Dokken- 
Perry  S.  Plexico  berg,  Jr. 

Walter  G.  Gilbert  Wayne  T.  Craney 

Bruce  H.  Burnett  Francis  W.  Norris,  Jr. 

David  K.  Smith  Thomas  P.  Glavin 

Dean  R.  Chaussee  Joseph  P.  Mastro- 
Patrick  J.  Godsil  mauro 

Bobby  L.  Dillard  James  K.  Michels 
John  R.  O’Connor  William  S.  Properzio 
Gary  S.  Logsdon  Jerome  P.  Wiener 
John  J.  Convery  Robert  N.  Snelling 

Michael  B.  Spear  Harry  F.  D.  Smith,  Jr/ 

Lawrence  A.  Schmid  Robert  C.  Dunlap 
Frank  L.  Rothfuss,  Dale  A.  Stevensony 
Jr. 

To  be  pharmacists 

Gene  G.  Knapp  H.  Thomas  \/igner, 

Paul  J.  Lesage  Jr. 

Wesley  R.  Gladhart,  Mark  H.  Barnett 
Jr.  John  H./Herath 


To  be  senior  assistant  pharmacists 
Leighton  H.  Tooms  Richard  R.  Ashbaugh 
Robert  L.  Childress  Rpfiald  A.  Gomes 
Lyle  M.  Glascock  Walter  Jakubowski 
Edward  C.  O.  /William  P.  Heffernan 

Brennan  /  Dan  Y.  Miura 

Laurence  D.  Sykes/  Nancy  B.  Finch 
John  J.  Piecoro./r.  Raymond  J.  Farkas 
To  be  Assistant  pharmacists 
Louis  C.  Fr^s 
Maurice  IT  Lacerte 
Edwin  A '  Gailbreath 


To  be  senior  scientists 
Kelsey/b.  Milner  John  H.  Weisburger 


Edward  M.  Scott 
Thomas  W.  Haines 
RiChard  Q.  Bell 


Elizabeth  K. 

Weisburger 
Albert  S.  Perry 


To  be  scientist 
George  P.  Kubica 

To  be  nurse  officers 

Rudolph  P.  Zalesak  Patricia  P.  Grimaila 
Elizabeth  A.  Zacha  Alice  M.  Haggerty 
Ellen  I.  McDonald  Theresa  M.  La 
Frances  D.  Marancelli  Lancette 
Lawrence  A.  Levine  Alice  E.  Duncan 
To  be  senior  assistant  nurse  officers 
Ray  Cameron 
Sidney  S.  Louis 

To  be  assistant  nurse  officer 
Nan  P.  Drake 

To  be  senior  veterinary  officers 
Preston  Holden 
William  Kaplan 

To  be  veterinary  officer 
Gordon  D.  Wallace 

To  be  dietitians 
Jane  A.  Davidsaver 
Louise  L.  Boyer 
Molette  M.  Jacobson 

To  be  senior  assistant  dietitian 
Carol  J.  Bresley 

To  be  therapists 

William  E.  Cox  Mario  L.  SalvanelU 

Mel\in  Bader  Vincent  J.  Barbato 

Martha  M.  Lasche  Howard  M.  Fisher 

Lawrence  Sidel  Lennes  A.  Talbot 

Tt\be  senior  assistant  therapists 
Robert  Divengood 
James  L.  Werner 

To  oe  assistant  therapist 
Joseph  B.  Hayden 

To  be  health  services  offices 
Robert  N.  Beauregard  Paul  Blar 
Robert  J.  Mahon  \  Paul  E./ones 
Charles  F.  Froom  'Kenneth  R.  Nelson,  Jr. 
To  be  senior  assistant  hbaltni  services  officers 
Robert  M.  Moroney  Robert  A.  Haaf 

Charles  W.  Roach  Gerald  Katz 

To  be  assistant  health  slices  officer 
James  E.  DeLozier 

The  followin/named  persons  to  be 
postmasters : 

ARKANSAS 

Ruth  A.  Parker,  Lincoln,  Ark.,  in  fHace  of 
A.  W.  Bish ftp,  resigned. 

CALIFORNIA 

Gordon  W.  Clancy,  Barstow,  Calif.,  in  plak 
of  W/C.  Upton,  retired. 

I/fel  W.  Bassett,  Fall  River  Mills,  Calif.,  in  ’ 
pla  rce  of  M.  A.  Bartle,  retired. 

'Arpad  J.  Sutch,  Hermosa  Beach,  Calif.,  in 
place  of  A.  H.  Morgenstern,  retired. 

Robert  S.  Gleason,  Oceanside,  Calif.,  in 
place  of  F.  H.  Lauraine,  retired. 

Nellie  F.  Chandler,  Shingletown,  Calif.,  in 
place  of  L.  I.  Miller,  retired. 

Mary  L.  Charlesworth,  Sunland,  Calif.,  in 
place  of  M.  M.  Kearns,  retired. 

William  D.  Wilson,  Sun  Valley,  Calif.,  in 
place  of  Fred  Jacobsen,  retired. 

Louise  A.  McCallen,  Truckee,  Calif.,  in  place 
of  R.  T.  Higgins,  resigned. 

Cleo  B.  McKnight,  Tupman,  Calif.,  in  place 
of  O.  M.  Love,  retired. 

Eunice  V.  Isaman,  Valyermo,  Calif.,  in  place 
of  G.  C.  Brandenburg,  retired. 

COLORADO 

Edward  G.  Ruhter,  Empire,  Colo.,  in  place 
of  T.  N.  Nelson,  retired. 

Kenneth  W.  Simon,  Naturita,  Colo.,  in  place 
of  Maggie  Jacobsen,  retired. 

CONNECTICUT 

Daniel  A.  Shembreskis,  Oakville,  Conn.,  in 
place  of  C.  T.  Kelly,  retired. 

Doris  P.  Boivin,  South  Woodstock,  Conn., 
in  place  of  M.  L.  White,  retired. 

DELAWARE 

Herbert  L.  Semans,  Magnolia,  Del.,  in  place 
of  H.  C.  Whitney,  resigned. 


FLORIDA 


Clifford  E.  Baxter,  Delray  Beach,  Fla.,  in 
place  of  L.  E.  Diggans,  deceased. 

Wilton  P.  Banks,  Pompano  Beach,  Fla., 
place  of  W.  W.  Parrish,  deceased. 

James  P.  Seckinger,  Wildwood,  Fla.,  in  ] 
of  E.  A.  Phillips,  deceased. 


GEORGIA 

Jefferson  S.  McRae,  Mount  Vemqi4,  Ga.,  in 
place  of  Anna  Morrison,  retired. 

IDAHO 

Ardinelle  L.  White,  Pierce, /ciaho,  in  place 
of  M.  J.  Williams,  retired. 


ILLINOI 


Lorman  P.  Wehling,  Cottage  Hills,  Ill.,  in 
place  of  C.  A.  Ray,  re/red. 

Robert  C.  Wright, /Marseilles,  HI.,  in  place 
of  G.  M.  Farrell,  ret/ed. 

R.  Dean  Rogers/Mulkeytown,  HI.,  in  place 
of  J.  D.  Cook,  re>nred. 

Allen  D.  Welker,  Olney,  HI.,  in  place  of 
J.  L.  Schaub./ransferred. 

John  C.  Wenger,  Rock  City,  HI.,  in  place  of 
R.  J.  Hofipeister,  retired. 

Lela  Green,  Wheeler,  Ill.,  in  place  of  J.  A. 
Leturn/  retired. 

INDIANA 


to  J.  Rouhier,  Goodland,  Ind.,  in  place  of 
F/fi.  Louette,  retired. 

Hazel  R.  Tudor,  Stilesville,  Ind.,  in  place  of  i 
M.  T.  Keller,  retired. 


IOWA 

Leslie  N.  Blitgen,  Bellevue,  Iowa,  in  place 
of  G.  L.  Beeler,  retired. 

Ronald  D.  Stewart,  Braddyville,  Iowa,  in 
place  of  L.  G.  McMullan,  retired. 

Harlan  Morgan,  Castana,  Iowa,  in  place  of 
L.  H.  McDonald,  transferred. 

William  G.  Gantz,  Onawa,  Iowa,  in  place 
of  J.  F.  Cooper,  transferred. 

Arnold  F.  Brehmer,  Peterson,  Iowa,  in  place 
of  J.  L.  Brown,  transferred. 


KENTUCKY 

William  H.  Miller,  Campton,  Ky.,  in  place 
of  Jack  Smith,  retired. 

Mildred  K.  Skaggs,  Crockett,  Ky.,  in  place 
of  Lee  Skaggs,  retired. 

Jack  L.  Hopgood,  Morganfield,  Ky.,  in  place 
of  C.  H.  McElroy,  retired. 


LOUISIANA 

August  M.  Hofmann,  Jr.,  Reserve,  La.,  in 
place  of  M.  J.  Donaldson,  resigned. 

Marion  D.  Morris,  Saint  Francisville,  La., 
in  place  of  A.  S.  Daniel,  retired. 


William  C.  Abelli,  East  Winthrop,  Maine,  in 
Diace  of  L.  F.  Mace,  retired. 


MARYLAND 

Ahidrey  M.  MacWilliams,  Churchton,  Md., 
in  plaqe  of  M.  C.  Dawson,  retired. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

RaymcJtod  J.  Decker,  Chesterfield,  Mass.,  in' 
place  of  wSh.  Baker,  retired. 

Norman  N.  Potter,  South  Lee,  Mass.,  in 
place  of  A.  I.'Brown,  retiredi 

Chester  J.  Minrtin,  Turners  Falls,  Mass.,  in 
place  of  J.  T.  Shanahan,  retired. 

IICHIGAN 

Earl  Engle,  Jr.,  Woodland,  Mich.,  in  place  - 
of  M.  E.  Sifton,  retiree 

MINNESOTA 

Donald  C.  Stroman,  Alberta,  Minn.,  in  place 
of  R.  W.  Treischel,  retired?' 

Vernon  D.  Desing,  Barn^ville,  Minn.,  in 
place  of  J.  E.  Pasch,  retired. 

J.  Sherman  Kerr,  Bemidji,  riifin.,  in  place 
of  A.  J.  Breen,  retired. 

Sheldon  H.  Peterson,  Grygla,  \jinn„  in 
place  of  F.  A.  Brown,  retired. 

Squire  H.  Holmes,  Middle  River,  M^jn.,  in 
place  of  Mary  Davidson,  resigned. 

Daniel  J.  O’Connell,  Orr,  Minn.,  in  pla^li  of 
O.  A.  Qfstad,  retired. 

Clifton  E.  Brevik,  Twin  Valley,  Minn., 
place  of  A.  E.  Jones,  retired. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  bill  to  continue  Report  control.  House  committee  reported 
cigarette  labeling  and  advertising  bill,  House  subcommittee  approved  cropland 
adjustment  provision  of  farm  bill.  Senate  pasVed  Treasury-Post  Office-Executive 
Office  appropriation  bill.  Senate  debated  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  Rep. 
Celler  commended  USDA's  implement  at  io/i  of  directives  on  civil  lights. 


D 


HOUSE 

1.  EXPORT  CONTROL.  Pap^ed,  387-1,  as  reported  H.  R.  7105,  to  continue  the  Export 

Control  Act  for  4/years.  pp,  12375-92 

2.  TOBACCO,  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendments 

H.  R.  3014,  to  regulate  the  labeling  and  advertising  of  cigarettes  C^.  Rept. 

449).  p.  i2427 

3.  CROPIAK’D/AD JUST! -TINT.  The 'Daily  Digest”  states:  "Committee  on  Agricultur^:  On 

June  7/the  Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Credit  met  in  executive  sessioK  and 
ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  full  committee  the  cropland  adjustment  provision 
of /(he  farm  bill."  p.  D495 

4.  LEGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Passed  without  amendment  this  bill,  H.  R.  8775* 


\which  includes  items  for  the  Government  Printing  Office  and  the  library  of 
ingress.  Regarding  a  new  GPO  building,  the  committee  report  states  that 
situation  funds  were  omitted  from  the  bill  "without  prejudice  to  future  recon¬ 
sideration"  because  of  uncertainty  regarding  the  site  and  objections  raised  by 
the  printing  industry*  pp.  12366-75 


5.  HOUSING.  \ Rep.  Barrett  spoke  in  favor  of  early  debate  on  the  Preside/it's  housing 
bill,  H.  7984.  pp.  12392-3 


6.  BUDGETING.  R^p.  Widnall  spoke  in  favor  of  H.  R.  8725,  to  modernize  congressional 
budget  review\ subject  the  Budget  Director  and  his  Deputy  to  Senate  confirmatior 
establish  a  Joilftt  Subcommittee  on  the  Federal  Budget  and  Fis^l  Policy  in  the 
Joint  Economic  Cospittee,  and  strengthen  the  functions  of  i/he  General  Accounting 
Office,  pp.  1240C 


SENATE 


7.  TREASURY,  POST  OFFICE,  AND  EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1966.  Passed  as 
reported  this  bill,  H.  R?\7060.  Senate  confereesywere  appointed.  House  confe; 
ees  have  not  yet  been  appointed,  pp.  12332-6 


8.  FOREIGN  AID.  Continued  debate  on  S.  1837,  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill 
(12310-32,  12342-3,  12363-4).  Rejected  by  a  vote  of  29  to  11  an  amendment  by 
Sen.  Proxmire  to  bar  the  use  of  Federal  funds  for  the  payment  of  barter  agents' 
commissions,  including  those  relating  to  CCC  (p,  12332). 


9.  PATENTS.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  4185,  to  fix  th 
fees  payable  to  the  Patent  Office  (S./Rept.  301).  p.  12337 


10.  WATER  RESEARCH.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 

voted  to  report  to  the  full  commifcxee  without  amendment  S.  24,  to  expand,  exten 
and  accelerate  the  saline  water  Conversion  program  conducted  by  Interior, 
p.  D493 


11.  FOOD  PRODUCTION.  Sen.  Simpso/1  commended  a  reportNry  Agricultural  Economist 
Lester  Brown,  "Increasing  World  Food  Output,"  and  inserted  two  newspaper 
articles  discussing  this  report,  pp.  12345-7 


12.  WILDLIFE.  Sen.  Hruska  spoke  in  support  of  his  bill  to  permit  the  use  within 

Canada  of  certain  funds  for  the  conservation  of  migrator^  waterfowl  and  inserte 
several  articles  on ihe  subject,  pp.  12347-8 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


13.  DAIRY;  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McClory  inserted  Wise.  Gov.  Knowles'  speech  paying 
tribute  to  American  agriculture.  pp.  A2935-6 


14.  FOOD  PRICES^7  Rep.  May  inserted  an  article,  "Why  Housewives  Are  Paying  More  For 
Food."  p/  A2938 


remarks 

15.  ECONOMY/7  Extension/of  Rep.  Martin  criticizing  economic  policies  of  the  admini¬ 
stration  and  urging  "a  return  to  sound  fiscal  policies."  pp.  A2949-50 


16.  CIVIL  RIGHTS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Celler  commending  this  Department1 
rtion  to  implement  congressional  and  executive  directives  regarding  civil 
rights,  pp.  A2950-1 
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Congressional  Uecord 

PROCEEDINGS  AND  DEBATES  OE  THE  8^^  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION 


WASHINGTON,  TUESDAY,  JUNE  8,  1965 


Senate 


The  Senate  met  at  o’clock  meridian, 
at  the  expiration  of  tnh  recess,  and  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Vice  President. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Frederick  Brown 
Harris,  DJD.,  offered  the\  following 
prayer: 

Almighty  God,  Father  of  ourNspirits: 
As  again  in  the  stewardship  of  public 
responsibilities  Thy  servants  in  \his 
forum  of  freedom  turn  to  waiting  taA 
may  the  love  of  dear  ones,  the  confidence 
of  those  who  trust  them,  the  spur  of 
conscience  to  measure  up  to  their  best, 
and  the  commanding  call  of  goodness  be 
the  white  stars  to  lead  them  on,  as  they 
follow  the  gleam  of  the  Kingly  Light. 

In  this  troubled  and  uncertain  day, 
when  the  seamless  robe  of  our  common 
humanity  is  rent  by  inner  strife  and  out¬ 
ward  fears  and  foes,  gird  us  to  be  min¬ 
isters  of  reconciliation  and  to  be  anxious 
for  nothing  but  to  do  the  right,  as  Thou 
dost  give  us  to  see  the  right. 

In  these  days  of  destiny,  may  we  know 
no  glory  save  the  supreme  satisfaction 
of  rendering  to  the  Republic  and  to  the 
world  our  utmost  service,  unsullied  by 
base  motives  of  self-interest. 

At  this  altar  of  devotion,  we  pledge 
anew  unswerving  firmness  of  purpose  in 
the  fulfillment  of  the  high  and  holy  cause 
of  human  dignity  to  which  the  forces  of 
freedom  are  committed,  as  the  fiercest 
battle  of  the  ages  is  being  waged  in  our 
day  on  this  torn  and  tortured  earth. 

May  this  be  the  victory — even  oi 
faith — which  overcomes  the  world/ of 
darkness. 

We  ask  it  in  the  dear  Redeemer’s 
name.  Amen. 


THE  JOURN/ 

On  request  of  Mr.  Mansfield,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  .me  reading  of  the 
Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  Monday, 
June  7,  1965,  was/dispensed  with. 


MESSAGES/PROM  THE  PRESIDENT— 
3PROVAL  OF  BILL 

Messages  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent 0i  the  United  States  were  communi¬ 
cated  to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Geisler,  one  of 
secretaries,  and  he  announced  that 


( Legislative  day  of  Monday,  June  7, 1965 ) 

on  June  5,  1965,  the  President  had  ap¬ 
proved  and  signed  the  act  (S.  339)  to 
provide  for  the  establishment  of  the 
Agate  Fossil  Beds  National  Monument  in 
the  State  of  Nebraska,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Hackney,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
>use  had  passed  the  bill  (S.  1000)  to 
amend  the  act  of  July  29,  1954, 
amended,  to  permit  transfer  of  title 
movable  property  to  agencies  whicj/  as¬ 
sume  operation  and  maintenance  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  project  works/  serving 
municipal  and  industrial  functions,  with 
amendments,  ni  which  it  pequested  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate, 

The  message  also  armounced  that  the 
House  had  passed  tmnfollowing  bills  and 
joint  resolution,  in  wntqh  it  requested  the 
concurrence  of  thp’-Sena'l 

H.R.  399.  An  act"  to  providesadjustments  in 
order  to  make yriniform  the  e^ate  acquired 
for  the  Vega/Dam  and  Reservoir,  Collbran 
project,  Colorado,  by  authorizing\he  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  reconvey  mineral  in¬ 
terests  uf  certain  lands; 

H.RC903.  An  act  to  add  certain  lands  th.  the 
Kings  Canyon  National  Park  in  the  Statespf 
California,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  1732.  An  act  to  extend  the  act  of' 
'September  26,  1961,  relating  to  allotment  and 
assignment  of  pay.  to  cover  the  Government 
Printing  Office,  and  for  other  purposes; 

HR.  1771.  An  act  to  establish  a  5-day 
workweek  for  postmasters,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses; 

H.R.  3157.  An  act  to  amend  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1937  to  eliminate  the 
provisions  which  reduce  the  annuities  of  the 
spouses  of  retired  employees  by  the  amount 
of  certain  monthly  benefits; 

H.R.  5262.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  relief 
of  certain  enlisted  members  of  the  Air 
Force; 

HR.  5280.  An  act  to  provide  for  exemp¬ 
tions  from  the  antitrust  laws  to  assist  in 
safeguarding  the  balance-of-payments  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States; 

HR.  5842.  An  act  to  amend  the  Lead-Zinc 
Small  Producers  Stabilization  Act  of  Octo¬ 
ber  3,  1961; 

H.R.  5860.  An  act  to  amend  the  law  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  final  disposition  of  the  property 
of  the  Choctaw  Tribe; 


H.R.  6686.  An  act  to  ajfiend  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Retirement  Act  in yfrder  to  correct  an  in¬ 
equity  in  the  application  of  such  act  with 
respect  to  the  U.S,  Botanic  Garden,  and  for 
other  purposes;  / 

H.R.  7042.  Ar/act  to  amend  section  402(d) 
of  the  Federal' Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act; 

H.R.  7762/ An  act  to  amend  titles  10  and 
37,  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  the 
Reserve/officers'  Training  Corps; 

H.R<’7954.  An  act  to  amend  the  Commu¬ 
nications  Act  of  1934  to  conform  to  the 
Convention  for  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea, 
London  (1960); 

H.R.  8147.  An  act  to  amend  the  Tariff 
Schedules  of  the  United  States  with  respect 
to  the  exemption  from  duty  for  returning 
residents,  and  for  other  purposes;  and 

H.J.  Res.  431.  Joint  resolution  extending 
the  duration  of  copyright  protection  in  cer¬ 
tain  cases. 


HOUSE  BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLU¬ 
TION  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  were  severally  read  twice  by  their 
titles  and  referred  as  indicated: 

H.R.  399.  An  act  to  provide  adjustments 
in  order  to  make  uniform  the  estate  acquired 
for  the  Vega  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Collbran 
project,  Colorado,  by  authorizing  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  to  reconvey  mineral 
interests  in  certain  lands; 

H.R.  903.  An  act  to  add  certain  lands  to 
the  Kings  Canyon  National  Park  in  the 
kState  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes; 

HR.  5842.  An  act  to  amend  the  Lead-Zinc 
Small  Producers  Stabilization  Act  of  Octo- 
ber3v 1961;  and 

H.rN>860.  An  act  to  amend  the  law  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  final  disposition  of  the  property  of 
the  Chocuiw  Tribe;  to  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

HR.  1732.  An  act  to  extend  the  act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  26,  1961^ralating  to  allotment  and  as¬ 
signment  of  payNo  cover  the  Government 
Printing  Office,  and  xor  other  purposes; 

H.R.  1771.  An  act  \o  establish  a  5-day 
workweek  for  postmasteto^,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  and 

HR.  6686.  An  act  to  amerid  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Retirement  Act  in  order  toscorrect  an  in¬ 
equity  in  the  application  of  st»ch  act  with 
respect  to  the  U.S.  Botanic  Garden,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee\on  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service. 

H.R.  3157.  An  act  to  amend  the  RaHroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1937  to  eliminate  the  pro¬ 
visions  which  reduce  the  annuities  of  tr 
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spouses  of  retired,  employees  by  the  amount 
of  certain  monthly  benefits;' and 

Hjit  7042.  An  act  to  amend  section  402(d) 
of  theH?ederal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act; 
to  the  Opmmlttee  on  Labor  and  Public  Wei- 

H.R.  525^.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  relief 
of  certain  existed  members  of  the  Air  Force; 

H.R.  5280.  Aa  act  to  provide  for  exemptions 
from  the  antitrust  laws  to  assist  in  safeguard¬ 
ing  the  balance  of  payments  position  of  the 
United  States;  and 

H.J.  Res.  431.  Joint  resolution  extending 
the  duration  of  cop^jght  protection  in  cer¬ 
tain  cases;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary.  Nk 

H.R.  7762.  An  act  to  amend  titles  10  and 
37,  United  States  Code,  w%i  respect  to  the 
Reserve  Officers’  Training  CoSps;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services. 

H.R.  7954.  An  act  to  amend  ''the  Commu¬ 
nications  Act  of  1934  to  conform'-^  the  Con¬ 
vention  for  the  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea,  London 
(1960);  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 

H.R.  8147.  An  act  to  amend  the\Tariff 
Schedules  of  the  United  States  with  respect 
to  the  exemption  from  duty  for  returning 
residents,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 
The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  submitting  sundry 
nominations,  which  were  referred  to  the 
appropriate  committees. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received,  see 
the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Is  the  Senate  op¬ 
erating  under  controlled  time? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Under  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  entered 
into,  immediately  upon  meeting  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  operate  on  controlled 
time. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  1  minute., 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Montana  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 


SUBCOMMITTEE  MEETING  DURING 
SENATE  SESSION 

On  request  of  Mr.  Mansfield,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  Subcommittee  01 
Employment  and  Manpower  of  the  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare  Committee,  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Juvenile  Delinquency  of 
the  Judiciary  Committee,  and  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Constitutional  Rights  of 
the  Judiciary  Committee  were  authorized 
to  meet  during  the  session  o^rthe  Senate 
today. 

EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  MANSFIELD./ Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  1  additional  minute. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Montana  iarecognized  for  1  minute. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  consider 
executive  business. 

The  VHZE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Montana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of 
executive  business. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF  A 
COMMITTEE 

The  following  favorable  reports  of 
nominations  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  EASTLAND,  from  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary: 

Fred  J.  Nichol,  of  South  Dakota,  to  be  U.S. 
district  judge  for  South  Dakota;  and 

Irving  Hill,  of  California,  to  be  U.S.  district 
judge  for  the  southern  district  of  California. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  If  there  be 
no  further  reports  of  committees,  the 
clerk  will  state  the  nominations  on  the 
Executive  Calendar. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  read  si 
dry\nominations  in  the  Department _/5f 
Justwie. 

Mr.\MANSFIELD.  Mr.  Presictefit,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  they  nomi¬ 
nations  b\ considered  en  bloc. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  \pminations  aiy  considered 
and  confirmecLen  bloc. 

Mr.  MAN SFISJLD .  M/.  President,  I 

ask  unanimous  cbnsent/that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  be  immediately  nbtified  of  the  con¬ 
firmation  of  these  nominations. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  President  \yill  be  notified 
forthwith. 

LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

On  request  of  Mr.  MansfielK  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  Senate  resumed 
the  consideration  of  legislative  business. 

My  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum.  I  a^k 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  neces 
*ary  for  the  quorum  call  not  be  taken' 
''from  either  side. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  request  is  granted.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Arkansas  will  state  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  What  is  the  pend¬ 
ing  business  before  the  Senate? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 


No.  233,  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  to  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1965. 

EXPLANATION  OF  AMENDMENT  REGARDING  MILI¬ 
TARY  AID  TO  LATIN  AMERICA 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  sec¬ 
tion  511(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
now  limits  the  value  of  grant  programs 
of  defense  articles  for  American  Repub¬ 
lics  in  any  fiscal  year  to  $55  million,  “of 
which  a  part  may  be  used  during  each 
fiscal  year  for  assistance  in  implement¬ 
ing  a  feasible  plan  for  regional  defense.” 

The  first  part  of  the  amendment  would 
authorize  the  use  of  up  to  $25  million  of 
the  $55  million  total  “for  assistance  to 
an  inter-American  military  force  under 
the  control  of  the  Organization  of  Amer¬ 
ican  States.”  This  is  the  same  provision 
which  was  written  into  the  bill  by  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  in 
1963  and  approved  by  the  Senate.  The 
provision  of  existing  law  is  the  compro¬ 
mise  which  resulted  in  conference  that 
year. 

The  second  part  of  the  amendment 
'•'would  replace  section  511(b)  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  law  which  provides  that  “internal  se¬ 
curity  requirements  shall  not,  unless  the 
President  determines  otherwise  and 
promptly  reports  such  determination  to 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  be  the  basis  for  military 
assistance  programs  for  American  Re¬ 
publics.” 

As  rewritten  by  the  amendment,  sec¬ 
tion  511(b)  would  require  military  assist¬ 
ance  to  Latin  America  to  be  furnished  to 
the  maximum  extent  feasible  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  joint  plans — including  such 
plans  relating  to  internal  security  prob¬ 
lems — approved  by  the  OAS.  The  justi¬ 
fication  for  this  change  is  as  follows: 

When  the  restriction  on  military  as¬ 
sistance  for  internal  security  was  writ¬ 
ten  into  the  law  in  the  late  1950’s,  most 
of  the  internal  security  difficulties  in 
Latin  America  were  caused  by  groups 
trying  to  overthrow  dictators.  Many  of 
the  internal  security  difficulties  now  come 
from  groups  trying  to  overthrow  freely 
elected  legitimate  governments,  as  in 
Columbia  and  Venezuela.  Furthermore, 
the  existing  law  has  been  effectively  nul¬ 
lified  by  presidential  determinations  that 
internal  security  requirements  justify 
military  assistance  in  almost  every  coun¬ 
try  of  the  hemisphere  except  Cuba. 

The  proposed  new  subsection  (b)  is 
designed  to  encourage  joint  military 
planning  by  the  OAS,  not  only  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  an  inter-American  force  but 
also  in  connection  with  all  security  prob¬ 
lems.  Joint  planning  for  internal  se¬ 
curity  is  a  logical  extension  of  the  Spe¬ 
cial  Consultative  Committee  on  Security 
Against  the  Subversive  Action  of  Inter¬ 
national  Communism  established  at  the 
Punta  del  Este  Conference  in  January 
1962.  Some  of  the  actions  which  the 
OAS  has  subsequently  taken  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Cuban  efforts  at  subversion  have 
been  based  on  recommendations  of  this 
Committee.  The  joint  planning  con¬ 
templated  by  the  amendment,  however, 
would  go  beyond  plans  to  deal  with  inter¬ 
national  subversion  and  would  embrace 
all  kinds  of  internal  security  problems — 
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for  example,  the  banditry  problem  in  Co¬ 
lombia,  the  mineworkers  problem  in  Bo¬ 
livia,  and  so  forth. 

It  may  be  argued  that  this  represents 
too  great  a  degree  of  OAS  intervention 
in  the  domestic  affairs  of  the  countries 
concerned.  But  if  a  country  has  an  in¬ 
ternal  security  problem  so  serious  as  to 
require  outside  assistance,  then  is  it  not 
preferable  for  the  intervention  to  come 
from  the  OAS  rather  than  from,  as  is 
now  the  case,  the  United  States? 

Furnishing  of  U.S.  military  assistance 
in  accordance  with  OAS  plans  would 
probably  have  the  further  great  advan¬ 
tage  of  reducing  the  amount  of  assist¬ 
ance  and  restraining  intra-Latin  Ameri¬ 
can  arms  races.  For  example,  Peru  will 
be  reluctant  to  approve  plans  which  call 
for  much  military  assistance  to  Ecuador, 
and  vice  versa.  The  OAS  would  almost 
certainly  provide  a  tougher  screening 
for  military  assistance  than  is  now  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  machinery  of  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

There  is  precedent  for  the  requirement 
for  joint  planning  in  the  military  assist¬ 
ance  which  was  furnished  to  Europe  in 
the  early  days  of  NATO. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the 
amendment  is  qualified  by  requiring  mil¬ 
itary  assistance  to  be  furnished  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  joint  plans  “to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  feasible.”  The  amendment 
recognizes  that  the  OAS  cannot  gear 
itself  up  for  this  task  overnight;  but  it 
does  provide  a  nudge  in  that  direction. 

Similarly,  the  amendment  authorizes, 
but  does  not  earmark,  $25  million  for  as¬ 
sistance  to  an  inter-American  force. 
This  is  in  line  with  the  Senate’s  action 
in  1963.  In  1959,  the  Senate  did  earmark 
$31.5  million  for  an  inter-American 
force,  but  the  provision  could  not  be  held 
in  conference. 

Finally,  the  amendment  is  in  line 
with — and,  indeed,  supports — President 
Johnson’s  call  at  Baylor  University  May 
28  for  “new  international  machinery 
geared  to  meet  the  fast-moving  events.” 

This  proposal  is  not  new  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  or  in  the 
Senate,  which  approved  previously,  as  I 
have  pointed  out,  provisions  to  encourage 
the  development  of  an  inter -American 
force. 

The  circumstances  that  have  arisen  in 
the  Dominican  Republic  within  the  past 
6  weeks  inspired  me  to  offer  the  proposal 
once  again  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Senate.  These  circumstances  arose  after 
the  bill  was  reported,  but  the  committee 
has  considered  the  same  matter  in  earlier 
years.  The  developments  in  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic,  where  a  substantial  num¬ 
ber  of  Brazilian  troops  have  been  sup¬ 
plied,  and  a  smaller  number  of  troops 
from  three  other  Central  American  coun¬ 
tries  have  been  supplied,  are  the  reason 
why  I  thought  it  appropriate  to  have  the 
Senate  consider  once  again  a  proposal 
toward  developing  an  inter-American 
force.  Such  a  force  would,  I  think,  re¬ 
lieve  the  United  States  of  much  of  the 
burden  of  trying  to  maintain  the  peace 
as  best  we  can  during  this  transitional 
period  in  the  Latin  American  area. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  all  I  desire  to 
say,  unless  Senators  wish  to  ask  ques¬ 
tions. 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  2  min¬ 
utes  to  me? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  seems  to  me  to  have  a  great 
deal  of  merit.  I  would  assume  that  at 
the  moment  we  are  underwriting  the 
inter-American  force  which  is  actually 
in  being.  This  proposal  would  legalize 
our  action,  to  some  degree  at  least,  and 
would  give  some  validity  to  the  concept, 
which  I  think  has  great  merit.  It  would 
get  away  from  the  unilateral  idea,  which 
seems  to  hurt  us  so  much  in  our  rela¬ 
tions  with  certain  of  our  neighbors  when 
conditions  arise  which  may  seem  to  ne¬ 
cessitate  some  kind  of  intervention. 

Therefore,  I  would  hope  that  the 
amendment  would  carry,  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  not  only  meritorious  but  neces¬ 
sary,  and  would  give  some  strength  to 
the  concept  of  inter-American  peace,  at 
least  so  far  as  inter-American  forces  are 
concerned,  a  concept  which  seems  to  be 
and,  I  hope  is,  getting  off  the  ground  at 
the  moment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  believe  the  use  of 
funds  now  for  an  inter-American  force 
is  quite  in  accord  with  the  spirit  of 
existing  law. 

As  I  read  section  511,  it  provides,  in 
part: 

*  *  •  in  any  fiscal  year  beginning  with 
the  fiscal  year  1962,  shall  not  exceed  $55  mil¬ 
lion,  of  which  a  part  may  be  used  during 
each  fiscal  year  for  assistance  in  implement¬ 
ing  a  feasible  plan  for  regional  defense. 

That  is  quite  broad  as  to  the  idea  of  this 
kind  of  activity,  but  I  believe  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  clarify  the  situation  and 
make  more  direct  and  positive  what  is  in¬ 
tended  to  be  done. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  me  2  min¬ 
utes? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  2  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  heartily 
endorse  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  not  only  for  the  reasons  which 
he  and  the  majority  leader  have  stated, 
but  because  I  believe  the  amendment 
looks  to  a  broader  and  more  interna¬ 
tional  solution  of  the  problems  of  peace, 
a  solution  which  I  find  more  in  accord 
with  the  efforts  to  achieve  a  kind  of 
enforceable  world  peace  through  world 
law,  a  kind  of  international  arrange¬ 
ment,  to  be  sure  only  at  the  regional 
level,  but  a  kind  of  arrangement  which' 
the  original  charter  of  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  contemplated. 

This  building  up  of  an  OAS  force  is, 
I  believe,  well  within  the  spirit  and  let¬ 
ter  of  the  U.N.  charter  provision  which 
recognizes  the  development  of  regional 
groups  to  help  keep  the  peace  and  help 
to  solve  economic  and  other  problems  of 
a  region.  It  is  a  step  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion.  I  sincerely  hope  the  Senate  will 
approve  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  whatever 
time  he  may  desire  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  studied  the  amendment  and  I  am 
in  thorough  agreement  with  it. 

I  wonder  if  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  would  agree  to  put 
this  proposal  on  a  matching  basis  with 
the  various  states  of  South  and  Central 
America.  In  other  words,  it  seems  that 
under  his  amendment  the  entire  bur¬ 
den  would  be  on  the  United  States.  If 
language  could  be  added  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  would  make  it  clear  that  since 
the  money  is  to  be  made  available  and 
will  be  under  the  control  of  the  Organi¬ 
zation  of  American  States,  we  would  ex¬ 
pect  not  only  full  cooperation  from  the 
members  of  the  Organization  of  Amer¬ 
ican  States,  but  also  reasonable  contri¬ 
butions  from  them  toward  financing  any 
force  that  may  come  into  being,  then  I 
could  support  the  amendment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  would  assume 
that  they  would  supply  troops,  just  as 
in  the  case  of  the  Domician  Republic 
they  are  supplying  troops. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  are  supplying 
the  logistics. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  We  are  supply¬ 
ing  the  logistics.  I  had  not  thought  of 
the  proposal  in  that  sense.  The  bill  it¬ 
self  would  authorize  up  to  $55  million  for 
military  assistance  to  Latin  America. 
This  is  much  less  than  Latin  America 
spends  on  armaments  itself. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  Senator  means 
by  “matching.”  We  would  pay  $25  mil¬ 
lion.  If  they  furnished  troops  and  man¬ 
power,  the  cost  would  run  far  beyond 
that  amount.  I  do  not  know  what  kind 
of  formula  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
has  in  mind. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  my  belief  that 
they  ought  to  contribute  to  the  cost  of 
the  logistics.  In  many  cases,  we  are  even 
paying  the  transportation  costs  of  sol¬ 
diers  from  the  various  countries.  I  pre¬ 
sume  we  shall  also  be  furnishing  the 
food  for  the  soldiers  wherever  they  are 
located. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  ought  to  be 
done  on  a  more  or  less  matching  basis. 
Let  the  other  countries  furnish  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  their  capabilities  and  allow 
them  credit  for  the  pay  that  they  may 
make  available  to  the  soldiers  that  they 
send  to  areas  where  they  are  needed. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  adopted  the 
amendment  as  it  is  written,  it  would 
be  interpreted  as  meaning  that  we  in¬ 
tend  to  be  the  only  nation  furnishing 
the  wherewithal  to  carry  on  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  FTJLBRIGHT.  If  the  Senator  has 
a  formula  that  he  thinks  would  work,  I 
should  like  to  have  him  present  it.  It 
would  be  difficult  to  work  out.  This  ac¬ 
tivity  is  in  its  initial  stages.  Our  nego¬ 
tiators  would  certainly  be  expected  to  try 
to  get  the  cooperation  of  the  other  coun¬ 
tries  to  furnish  the  troops,  which  is  the 
main  thing  they  can  furnish.  Many  of 
the  countries  are  quite  incapable  of  fur¬ 
nishing  sophisticated  equipment.  They 
do  not  make  them.  We  furnish  the  so¬ 
phisticated  equipment  to  their  national 
armies  now.  I  do  not  know  that  any  of 
them  make  the  modern  weapons.  That 
is  a  thing  that  we  are  best  suited  to  do. 

We  hoped  that  they  would  do  two 
things.  We  hoped  that  they  would  fur¬ 
nish  a  large  part  of  the  manpower  of  the 
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OAS  and  the  responsibility  for  the  action 
so  that  they  would  relieve  us  of  the 
charge  of  interventionism  and  imperial¬ 
ism. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  could  write 
some  language  into  the  amendment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Could  the  Senator 
propose  some  language? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  been  very 
busy  on  other  matters.  To  be  frank,  I 
took  the  amendments  home  with  me  last 
night.  I  did  not  have  much  time  to 
study  all  amendments  thoroughly. 
However,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  could 
have  some  kind  of  understanding  where¬ 
by  they  would  at  least  furnish  the  man¬ 
power. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  would  be  ex¬ 
tremely  difficult  to  implement  this  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  early  stages.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  believe  that  a  general  expression  of 
expectation  at  this  time  on  the  part  of 
our  representatives  for  a  reasonable  con¬ 
tribution  by  the  other  parties  should  be 
made  as  a  matter  of  policy,  rather  than 
as  a  precise  formula?  I  do  not  believe 
that  it  is  possible  to  devise  a  precise  for¬ 
mula. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  not  want  to 
do  so  at  the  present  time.  It  would 
be  rather  difficult.  However,  there  are 
approximately  14,000  Americans  in  the 
Dominican  Republic  now.  We  are  pay¬ 
ing  for  the  logistics  for  those  men.  We 
are  also  paying  for  the  logistics  for  the 
few  soldiers  who  are  there  from  six  other 
countries. 

It  occurs  to  me  that  there  ought  to  be 
some  kind  of  understanding  that  they 
would  at  least  be  willing  to  furnish  man¬ 
power  if  we  are  to  furnish  logistics. 
That  would  be  a  step  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion. 

Mi-.  FULBRIGHT.  That  would  be 
clearly  contemplated.  This  proposal 
would  mean  nothing  at  all  unless  they 
were  to  furnish  manpower  and  take  the 
responsibility  for  developing  the  plans. 
It  would  be  meaningless  otherwise.  It 
would  merely  mean  that  we  would  be 
spending  $25  million,  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  as  we  spend  money  on  our  own 
forces. 

I  believe  it  is  contemplated  that  the 
other  members  of  the  OAS  will  furnish  a 
larger  part,  or  a  majority,  of  the  man¬ 
power.  The  thing  that  we  could  best 
furnish  would  be  the  sophisticated  mod¬ 
em  equipment  that  a  police  force  uses, 
such  as  modem  transportation  and  small 
arms. 

I  would  not  expect  any  nuclear  weap¬ 
ons  or  anything  of  that  kind  to  be  in¬ 
volved.  This  would  be  a  sort  of  police 
force  of  relatively  small  size  which  would 
move  into  a  situation. 

We  should  not  dictate  as  to  what  the 
course  of  policy  affairs  would  be  in  a 
country. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  shall  take  the 
amendment  with  me  for  further  study. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  believe 
that  we  could  have  a  precise  formula.  I 
believe  that  an  expression  of  policy  as  to 
guidelines  would  be  better. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  I  had 
in  mind,  so  that  they  would  not  have  the 
notion  that  we  would  have  the  soldiers 
to  add  to  their  force  and  pay  all  the 
money  necessary  to  feed  them  and  pur¬ 


chase  all  the  necessary  military  hard¬ 
ware. 

I  believe  that  an  expression  of  that 
kind  would  do  some  good. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

How  much  time  does  the  Senator  have 
remaining? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  How  much  time 
does  the  Senator  wish?  I  shall  yield  as 
much  time  as  the  Senator  wants. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  start  with  5 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  support 
the  amendment.  There  are  certain 
caveats  that  I  shall  develop  in  the  course 
of  my  brief  remarks. 

As  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  knows, 
in  the  Subcommittee  on  Latin  American 
Affairs  we  have  pressed  for  this  amend¬ 
ment  for  several  years.  In  the  statement 
which  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  made 
this  morning  he  said: 

The  first  part  of  the  amendment  would 
authorize  the  use  of  up  to  $25  million  of  the 
$55  million  total  for  assistance  to  an  inter- 
American  military  force  under  the  control 
of  the  Organization  of  American  States. 
This  is  the  same  provision  which  was  writ¬ 
ten  into  the  bill  by  the  Senate  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee  in  1963  and  approved  by 
the  Senate.  The  provision  of  existing  law 
is  the  compromise  which  resulted  in  confer¬ 
ence  that  year. 

I  recall  very  well  the  discussion  in  1963. 
We  strongly  urged  this  amendment  in 
both  the  subcommittee  and  the  full  com¬ 
mittee.  We  said,  among  other  things, 
that  it  was  necessary  to  develop  a  co¬ 
operative  effort  on  the  part  of  Latin 
American  countries  to  act  and  plan 
jointly  for  their  own  defense  and  internal 
security. 

It  has  been  said  many  times  that  the 
purpose  of  our  military  aid  in  Latin 
America  is  alleged  to  be  to  help  them  in 
connection  with  their  maintaining  in¬ 
ternal  security,  but  not  in  connection 
with  their  making  war  against  one 
another. 

If  we  follow  this  proposal — and  it  is 
substantially  in  line  with  the  objectives 
of  the  act  of  Punta  del  Este  to  which  the 
Senator  referred  in  his  statement  this 
morning — we  could  do  several  things. 
One  is  that  we  could  reduce  the  total 
amount  of  military  expenditures  in  Latin 
America,  both  United  States  aid  and  do¬ 
mestic  expenditure. 

'  I  do  not  want  anyone  to  charge  me 
with  inconsistency  in  connection  with  a 
subsequent  amendment  that  I  shall  offer. 
I  shall  vote  for  this  amendment.  I  urge 
that  the  amendment  be  adopted.  How¬ 
ever,  that  does  not  mean  that  when  I 
vote  for  the  amendment  I  am  approving 
$55  million  for  aid  in  Latin  America.  I 
shall  offer  an  amendment  which  would 
reduce  that  $55  million.  I  believe  that 
the  adoption  of  the  amendment  would 
strengthen  the  amendment  that  I  shall 
subsequently  offer.  If  we  could  have 
this  kind  of  military  planning  sanc¬ 
tioned,  in  my  judgment  we  would  have 
good  reason  to  reduce  the  remaining 
amount  by  the  amount  that  I  shall  ask 
to  have  it  reduced. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  amendment 


for  an  additional  reason.  I  believe  that 
this  is  one  of  the  ways  to  help  build  up 
the  Organization  of  American  States  as 
an  effective,  regional  organization  for  the 
application  of  the  rule  of  law.  I  believe 
that  any  heed  is  to  be  paid  to  the  Orga¬ 
nization  of  American  States  in  Latin 
America  when  there  is  a  trouble  spot,  we 
must  have  the  enforcement  facilities 
available  which  would  result  from  this 
amendment. 

In  the  Dominican  Republic  crisis,  what 
a  boon  it  would  have  been  to  the  United 
States  if  we  had  had  a  type  of  joint  mili¬ 
tary  planning  and  joint  military  force 
available  to  move  into  the  Dominican 
Republic,  rather  than  to  send  in  Ameri¬ 
can  troops,  which  latter  course  of  action 
has  cost  us  so  dearly  so  far  as  American 
prestige  is  concerned.  It  will  take  some 
time  for  the  dust  of  misunderstanding 
to  settle  in  regard  to  the  action  taken 
by  the  United  States. 

The  objective  of  this  amendment  is  in 
line  with  what  the  overwhelming  major¬ 
ity  of  the  full  committee  and  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Latin  American  Affairs 
have  been  urging  for  some  time. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
for  the  clear  and  succinct  statement  that 
he  made  today  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

I  was  not  privileged  to  be  present  when 
the  Senator  made  his  statement.  We 
were  finishing  our  conferences  on  the 
education  issues  on  the  measure  which 
passed  this  morning.  I  strongly  support 
the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  additional  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for  5  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
one  of  the  most  effective  ways  of 
strengthening  the  Organization  of  Amer¬ 
ican  States  and  putting  some  teeth  into 
it,  so  to  speak,  and  also  putting  the  Or¬ 
ganization  in  a  position  which  I  think 
will  weaken  the  argument  that  is  so  often 
made  against  U.S.  intervention. 

If  there  is  this  joint  military  organiza¬ 
tion,  carrying  with  it  the  responsibility 
to  act  jointly  when  there  is  a  crisis  aris¬ 
ing  in  Latin  America  in  which  there  has 
been  a  threat  or  actual  takeover  by  Com¬ 
munists,  we  shall  not  be  hearing  so  much 
about  American  intervention,  for  it  will 
not  be  intervention.  It  will  be  action  by 
the  Organization  of  American  States,  in 
keeping  with  the  commitments  that  the 
Organization  made  in  Punta  del  Este, 
moving  to  protect  themselves  jointly.  I 
support  the  amendment  for  that  reason. 

The  next  point  I  wish  to  make  is  that 
too  much  of  our  military  aid  has  gone  to 
building  up  military  prestige  and  mili¬ 
tary  status  in  various  Latin  American 
countries.  Let  us  be  frank  about  it.  It 
has  gone  to  build  up  military  oligarchies 
in  some  of  the  countries,  and  it  has  gone 
to  build  up  the  strength  of  military 
juntas,  or  groups  which  from  time  to 
time  became  military  juntas,  to  decide  to 
overthrow  constitutional  government. 

Let  me  make  very  clear  for  future  ref¬ 
erence  that  when  I  vote  for  this  kind  of 
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organization,  I  am  talking  about  an 
organization  that  ought  to  be  available 
and  in  reserve  to  protect  freedom  in 
Latin  America  and  the  rights  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  those  countries  against  either  a 
military  or  a  Communist  coup,  because 
either  a  military  or  a  Communist  coup 
threatens  the  internal  security  of  any 
country  so  far  as  its  constitutional 
processes  are  concerned. 

Let  there  be  no  doubt  that  I  am  sup¬ 
porting  the  amendment  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  need  to  strengthen  the  Organi¬ 
zation  of  American  States  so  that  it  can 
be  an  effective  instrument  to  protect  con¬ 
stitutionalism  in  various  countries  in 
Latin  America  from  both  the  right  and 
the  left.  In  my  judgment,  that  is  what 
the  Organization  of  American  States 
must  do  in  the  great  battle  we  are  waging 
for  men’s  minds  against  threats  of  com¬ 
munism  on  the  one  hand  and  fascism  on 
the  other  hand. 

Also,  I  am  supporting  the  amendment 
because  of  our  country’s  selfish  inter¬ 
ests;  but  it  is  necessary  to  give  attention 
to  our  own  selfish  interests.  It  is  im¬ 
portant  that  we  develop  this  kind  of 
organization  so  that  joint  efforts  will  be 
taken  in  Latin  America,  and  not  put  our¬ 
selves  in  the  position  in  which  we  have 
found  ourselves  in  the  Dominican  crisis 
for  the  past  several  weeks,  when  we  had 
to  go  into  that  country  to  protect  Ameri¬ 
can  nationals  after  the  Government  had 
advised  our  Government  that  it  was  not 
in  a  position  to  protect  American  lives. 

With  the  other  implementations 
which  should  be  developed,  I  am  sure 
the  Organization  of  American  States  will 
really  be  an  effective  regional  united  na¬ 
tions  in  the  Western  Hemisphere,  to  see 
to  it  that  the  security  of  their  countries 
is  protected  by  joint  action  and  pledge 
the  Organization  of  American  States  as 
a  legal  instrumentality  for  settling  dis¬ 
putes  by  resort  to  the  rule  of  law  rather 
than  to  military  force. 

Lastly,  I  reemphasize  what  I  have  al¬ 
ready  said.  This  is  the  way,  in  the  long 
run,  to  reduce  American  appropriations 
for  military  aid  in  Latin  America  in  the 
amount  we  are  now  providing.  Adop¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment  would  buttress 
the  argument  which  I  shall  make  a  few 
days  hence  in  connection  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  I  shall  offer  relative  to  military  aid 
around  the  world,  including  Latin 
America. 

I  am  delighted  to  join  the  chairman  of 
the  full  committee  in  supporting  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
do  not  know  whether  any  other  Senator 
is  prepared  to  discuss  the  amendment.  I 
am  ready  to  vote,  if  the  majority  leader 
is  willing  to  vote  now. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  to  the  majority  leader  that  we  may 
find  ourselves  in  a  problem,  because  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  has  been 
printed  and  sent  out.  We  may  find  that 
some  of  our  colleagues  expect  a  vote  at 
1:30,  and  will  be  back  to  vote  at  1:30. 

My  suggestion  to  the  majority  leader, 
if  there  are  no  other  Senators  who  wish 
to  speak  on  the  amendment,  is  that  this 
matter  be  put  aside  until  1:30  so  that 


the  Senate  may  take  up  other  matters  in 
the  meantime. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mi’.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  see  no  indication 
that  any  Senator  desires  a  yea-and-nay 
vote.  It  seems  to  me  there  is  no  opposi¬ 
tion  to  it.  Why  not  bring  this  matter 
to  a  close  on  the  basis  of  a  quorum  call 
and  then  a  voice  vote? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  fine. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
time  to  come  out  of  the  time  controlled 
by  the  majority  leader? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  1  minute  to  announce  that 
there  will  be  a  yea-and-nay  vote  on  the 
pending  amendment  and  that  the  vote 
will  come  somewhere  between  1:15  and 
1:30  p.m. 

I  yield  25  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  242 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
use  this  time  to  present  my  amendment 
No.  242.  It  is  not  now  pending,  but  I 
shall  make  the  case  for  it  now  so  I  shall 
not  have  to  do  so  later. 

My  amendment  would  reduce  loan 
funds  authorized  for  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  by  $100  million. 

Foreign  aid  to  Latin  America  today 
bears  only  a  remote  resemblance  to  the 
Alliance  for  Progress  begun  in  1961.  It 
bears  a  much  greater  resemblance  to 
the  policy  of  the  Eisenhower  years,  when 
we  supported  military  juntas  and  dicta¬ 
tors  by  giving  them  medals.  But  in  line 
with  more  modern  foreign  policy  think¬ 
ing,  anyone  we  approve  gets  money,  so 
now  we  support  them  with  millions  of 
dollars  of  American  money. 

I  suppose  the  Dominican  Republic  is 
the  most  graphic  example  of  the  failure 
of  this  policy  and  the  waste  of  American 
money.  Much  has  been  written  since 
the  first  week  in  May,  when  American 
troops  landed,  of  the  support  given  by 
the  U.S.  Treasury  to  the  regime  of  Presi¬ 
dent  Juan  Bosch.  That  Government’s 
success  was  almost  as  important  to  the 
Kennedy  administration  as  it  was  to  Mr. 
Bosch  himself.  For  fiscal  year  1963,  the 
United  States  supported  that  govern¬ 
ment  with  $53.5  million.  In  a  country  of 
3  '/2  million  people,  that  amounts  to  some 
$15.50  per  person.  Fiscal  year  1964  re¬ 
flects  the  period  when  no  aid  was  given 
to  the  junta  that  overthrew  Bosch,  but 
still  our  aid  amounted  to  $15.2  million. 
In  fiscal  year  1965,  business  was  as  usual 
with  the  junta  and  the  level  of  our  aid 
went  back  up. 

Since  figures  for  fiscal  year  1965  are 
still  unpublished,  the  exact  figure  can¬ 
not  be  used.  But  for  1962,  1963,  and 
1964,  we  spent  a  total  of  $103.9  million 


on  the  Dominican  Republic,  for  an  aver¬ 
age  yearly  expenditure  of  $34.6  million. 

We  find  in  the  annual  report  of  the 
Inter- American  Development  Bank,  cov¬ 
ering  1964  but  reporting  largely  on  1963, 
that — 

Loans  received  by  the  government  and 
other  public  agencies  (11.4  and  14.8  million 
pesos  for  1962  and  1963,  respectively)  to¬ 
gether  with  an  inflow  of  private  capital  (5.8 
and  7.7  million  pesos  in  the  same  2  years) 
enabled  the  country  to  finance  its  current 
account  deficit.  In  September  1964,  the 
country’s  gross  foreign  exchange  holdings 
totaled  U.S.  $45  million,  compared  to  U.S. 
$29  million  a  year  earlier. 

The  value  of  the  use  to  which  this 
American  money  is  put  is  surely  one  of 
the  questions  that  Congress  and  the  pub¬ 
lic  are  asking  of  the  entire  foreign  aid 
effort. 

Writing  from  the  Dominican  Republic 
in  yesterday’s  Washington  Post,  John 
Goshko  concludes  his  story  on  the  Do¬ 
minican  economy  with  these  comments: 

If  history  is  to  be  prevented  from  repeat¬ 
ing  itself  at  some  not  too  distant  date,  a 
complete  overhaul  of  the  Dominican  econ¬ 
omy  will  be  required. 

Of  course,  we  are  told  right  along 
that  the  Alliance  for  Progress  finances 
reform  measures  in  Latin  America,  and 
that  it  is  designed  to  raise  the  living 
standards  of  the  lower  classes  in  the 
economic  scale  of  these  countries.  But 
that  is  not  the  real  theory  of  the  Alliance 
today.  Today  it  concentrates  on 
strengthening  upper  classes  so  they  will 
be  in  a  better  position  to  prevent  any  un¬ 
rest  among  the  deprived  people  of  these 
countries  from  getting  out  of  hand — 
meaning  to  prevent  it  from  posing  any 
real  threat  to  the  status  quo. 

Mr.  Goshko  continues  to  undermine 
the  alleged  theory  of  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  when  he  say: 

For  the  first  time,  a  real  attack  will  have 
to  be  made  on  such  problems  as  land  reform, 
shortage  of  trained  personnel,  corruption, 
the  lack  of  foreign  investment,  and  the  mod¬ 
ernization  of  the  all-important  sugar  in¬ 
dustry.  Its  production  costs  approximately 
9  cents  a  pound  while  the  world  market  price 
hovers  between  2  and  5  cents. 

It  is  Uncle  Sam  that  has  supported  this 
difference,  for  despite  this  great  over¬ 
pricing  of  its  chief  commodity  for  sale 
abroad,  its  foreign  exchange  holdings 
were  half  again  in  1964  what  they  were 
in  1963.  All  the  problems  listed  as  being 
unapproached  as  yet  are  exactly  those 
the  American  people  are  told  their  money 
has  been  spent  to  remedy. 

Mr.  Goshko  continues: 

Before  the  April  revolution,  the  United 
States  was  contributing  about  $20  million 
annually  *  *  * — 

That  figure  is  low;  when  military  and 
food  for  peace  are  included,  it  is  more 
like  $30  million — 

to  the  Dominican  Republic,  mostly  for  bal- 
ance-of -payments  support.  But  now  the 
United  States  is  involved  so  inextricably  that 
it  will  have  little  choice  but  to  up  the  ante 
by  staggering  amounts.  Whether  the  United 
States  will  have  to  do  this  directly  or  under 
the  cover  of  the  OAS  or  a  Dominican  govern¬ 
ment  responsive  to  U.S.  control  is  still  un¬ 
clear.  What  is  clear  is  that  the  U.S.  tax¬ 
payer  is  going  to  have  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public  on  his  back  for  a  long  time  to  come. 
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That  is  true  not  only  of  the  Dominican 
Republic  but  of  most  of  Latin  America 
because  the  Alliance  for  Progress  is  not 
financing  reforms  worthy  of  the  name 
in  most  of  the  nations  of  the  hemisphere. 
It  is  carrying  along  the  same  conditions 
that  have  given  rise  to  so  much  unrest 
there  in  the  last  decade.  And  as  we  have 
seen  in  the  Dominican  Republic,  the 
masses  of  the  people  are  not  forestalled 
forever  from  trying  to  provide  the  reme¬ 
dies  to  their  own  problems. 

Elsewhere  in  his  article,  Mr.  Goshko 
writes : 

At  present,  all  efforts  are  being  focused  on 
bringing  the  economy  back  to  its  prerevolu¬ 
tion  level.  Yet  the  depressed  state  of  the 
prerevolutionary  economy,  with  its  propaga¬ 
tion  of  poverty  and  backwardness,  was  among 
the  principal  precipitating  factors  of  the 
present  crisis. 

The  Congress  and  the  American  people 
might  well  ask  just  where  our  $103.9  mil¬ 
lion  went,  if  an  aid  program  of  that  mag¬ 
nitude  to  a  very  small  country  produced 
nothing  but  a  “propagation  of  poverty 
and  backwardness.”  That  is  not  only 
the  record  of  the  Dominican  Republic 
since  the  fall  of  Trujillo;  it  is  the  record 
of  the  United  States,  too,  and  its  foreign 
aid  program. 

It  is  popular  to  say  of  the .  Dominican 
Republic  that  its  troubles  stem  from  the 
long  years  of  the  Trujillo  dictatorship 
when  no  political  leadership  was  allowed 
to  develop  and  when  both  economic  and 
political  affairs  were  gathered  into  the 
hands  of  the  Trujillo  family. 

But  look  around  Latin  America  and 
you  find  that  the  lack  of  stable  political 
institutions  and  qualified  democratic 
leadership  are  the  rule  and  not  the  ex¬ 
ception. 

AID  PROGRAM  HAS  FAILED  IN  BOLIVIA 

Another  of  our  foreign  aid  failures  is 
Bolivia.  And  the  report  from  La  Paz 
last  week  by  Henry  Raymont  in  the  New 
York  Times  tells  the  story  of  why  Amer¬ 
ican  policy  and  American  aid  are  failing 
in  so  many  countries  of  the  hemisphere. 

He  reports  that  the  Bolivian  junta  is 
sending  a  mission  to  Washington — and 
it  was  here  last  week  and  may  still  be 
in  town — to  press  for  more  American  aid 
to  finance  the  junta.  It  is  not  as  though 
they  are  not  already  on  the  list  for  sub¬ 
stantial  assistance. 

In  fiscal  year  1962,  Bolivia  received 
$39.5  million;  in  fiscal  1963,  $70.4  million, 
and  in  1964,  $80.2  million.  This  is  a 
country  of  4  million  people,  which  means 
an  aid  level  of  about  $20  per  person  last 
year. 

Apparently,  that  is  not  enough  for  the 
junta.  I  suppose  the  key  sentence  in 
Raymont’s  report  is : 

President  Johnson  and  the  Pentagon  were 
reported  to  have  been  deeply  concerned  over 
the  potential  danger  of  a  Communist  coup 
d’etat. 

Those  are  the  old  familiar  phrases  that 
one  hears  before  a  foreign  government 
comes  to  Washington  to  get  more  money. 
“Communist  coup”  is  always  good  for 
more  money  and  more  military  aid.  The 
militarists  in  Latin  America  have  learned 
that  lesson  well  in  the  last  2  years  and 
they  are  playing  it  for  all  it  is  worth. 

We  learn  that  the  President  was  not 
satisfied  with  the  information  he  was 


receiving  from  the  Embassy  in  La  Paz 
and  so  a  military  officer  was  sent  down 
to  Bolivia  to  make  an  independent  as¬ 
sessment  of  the  situation. 

It  takes  only  a  little  experience  with 
Latin  American  affairs,  or  affairs  in  any 
part  of  the  world,  for  that  matter,  to 
know  that  the  military  officer  recom¬ 
mended  more  money  and  more  military 
aid. 

The  militarists  stick  together  like  birds 
of  a  feather  around  the  world.  Amer¬ 
ican  militarists  are  no  different  when  it 
comes  to  feathering  their  own  nests. 

In  this  case,  the  officer  recommended 
to  the  junta  that  it  send  a  mission  di¬ 
rectly  to  Washington  to  make  the  appeal, 
even  though  our  Embassy  recommended 
against  it. 

Listen  to  that — our  Embassy  recom¬ 
mended  against  it.  This  is  another  ex¬ 
ample  of  substituting  the  Pentagon  in 
American  foreign  affairs  for  real  civilian 
control. 

Says  Mr.  Raymont: 

According  to  qualified  informants,  it  was 
immediately  after  Colonel  Wimert’s  arrival 
and  against  the  advice  of  the  Embassy  that 
the  junta  decided  to  send  a  four-man  mis¬ 
sion  to  Washington,  ostensibly  to  negotiate 
new  financing  for  rehabilitation  of  the 
mines.  *  *  * 

Bolivian  officials  hinted  that  Colonel  Wim- 
ert  and  the  Defense  Department  had  appre¬ 
ciated  the  urgency  of  the  situation  here 
more  than  the  Embassy  had  and  that  this 
explained  the  presence  of  Colonel  La  Fuente 
in  the  mission. 

Colonel  Puente  is  chief  of  staff  of  the 
Bolivian  Army.  The  story  continues : 

The  army  chief  is  expected  to  appeal  di¬ 
rectly  to  the  Pentagon  for  broad  military  as¬ 
sistance  and  for  defense -support  projects  to 
bolster  the  army’s  civic  action  program. 

Once  again,  the  State  Department  has 
moved  out  of  the  picture  and  the  Penta¬ 
gon  has  moved  in  to  take  over  American 
foreign  policy. 

Mr.  Raymont  continues: 

Some  American  diplomats  suggest  that  the 
junta  is  exaggerating  the  Communist  menace 
here  as  a  way  of  forcing  help  from  Washing¬ 
ton.  The  Embassy  is  known  to  look  askance 
at  the  suggestion  that  Bolivia  may  be  asking 
for  financial  help  without  drafting  a  com¬ 
plete  development  program. 

One  of  the  Bolivian  officials  is  quoted 
by  Mr.  Raymont  as  saying : 

We  are  doing  our  utmost  to  convince 
Washington  that  a  crash  aid  program  in 
Bolivia  is  imperative  now  to  assure  financial 
solvency  and  political  and  social  stability. 
Otherwise  we  may  see  the  development  of 
another  Dominican  situation,  which  would 
be  more  dangerous  and  costly  to  solve. 

If  that  is  the  line  of  the  Bolivian  junta, 
they  certainly  know  well  how  to  touch  all 
the  sensitive  spots  in  the  administration 
that  lead  to  the  opening  of  the  pocket- 
book. 

But  I  would  point  out  to  the  Bolivian 
aid  mission  that  they  already  have  a 
“crash”  program  of  aid  from  the  United 
States.  The  rate  of  aid  they  have  been 
getting  for  the  past  several  years  is  a 
crash  program.  They  have  been  the 
principal  recipient  of  supporting  assist¬ 
ance,  which  is  grant  economic  aid  and 
to  which  the  Congress  has  been  trying 
to  put  an  end. 

It  is  time  for  the  Congress  to  ask  what 


June  8,  1965 

good  it  has  done.  It  is  time  for  Con¬ 
gress  to  ask  the  Bolivian  aid  mission 
what  has  happened  to  the  $190  million 
we  extended  to  Bolivia  in  the  3  years  of 
1962,  1963,  and  1964.  That  is  a  lot  of 
money  for  a  country  of  4  million  people. 
What  use  was  it  put  to,  that  the  country 
feels  itself  on  the  edge  of  a  civil  war  and 
threatened  by  a  Communist  coup,  if  in 
fact  it  is  so  threatened  at  all? 

Mr.  President,  if  money  will  prevent 
the  spread  of  communism,  Bolivia  has 
had  plenty  of  it.  It  is  a  question  of  how 
the  money  is  spent.  Every  time  we  let 
the  military  get  its  hand  into  the  pocket 
of  military  aid,  we  should  get  ready  for 
a  shocking  waste  and  inefficiency  in  the 
expenditure  of  the  money.  These 
American  militarists  are  no  different 
from  militarists  around  the  world  when 
it  comes  to  inefficiency  and  feathering 
their  own  nests. 

Is  it  not  fair  to  ask  the  Bolivians  why 
more  money  would  do  any  good  if  $190 
million  in  3  years  did  not? 

I  warn  the  Congress  and  the  admin¬ 
istration  and  the  people  of  Bolivia  that 
the  United  States  is  going  to  have 
Bolivia  on  its  back  for  a  long  time  to 
come,  too,  unless  we  stop  being  suckers 
for  every  Latin  colonel  who  comes  along 
and  whispers  the  magic  words:  Com¬ 
munist  coup. 

All  the  money  in  the  world  is  not 
going  to  forestall  Communist  coups 
unless  it  is  put  to  the  real  and  basic 
reform  of  the  Latin  American  econ¬ 
omies. 

That,  I  say  to  the  Bolivian  aid  mis¬ 
sion,  is  the  lesson  of  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public.  We  sank  millions  into  that 
country  in  the  name  of  preventing  revo¬ 
lution  and  the  revolution  came,  anyway, 
and  American  troops  had  to  go  in  to  put 
it  down.  The  same  is  in  store  for  Bo¬ 
livia  if  we  go  on  handing  out  money  to 
the  same  old  juntas  and  ruling  classes 
that  cannot  maintain  themselves  even 
temporarily  in  that  part  of  the  world 
without  American  support. 

I  say  to  them  that  I  do  not  think  it 
matters  one  whit  whether  you  get  a 
“crash”  aid  program  from  the  United 
States.  Unless  you  make  better  use  of 
what  you  have  been  getting,  you  are 
going  to  have  another  revolution  there, 
anyway,  and  the  United  States  will  still 
have  to  do  what  it  thinks  best  when  the 
time  comes.  In  my  mind,  the  only 
question  is  how  much  more  we  are  going 
to  waste  on  another  junta  in  the  interim. 

I  know  it  is  commonly  pointed  out  that 
our  largest  aid  programs  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  are  in  Brazil,  Chile,  Colombia,  and 
Venezuela.  But  I  do  not  think  the  prin¬ 
ciple  is  much  different.  I  find  it  hard  to 
believe  that  American  aid  to  Chile  is  per¬ 
forming  anything  like  the  function  for 
which  one  expects  to  expend  $227.4  mil¬ 
lion  in  1962,  $98.3  million  in  1963,  and 
$141.2  million  in  1964.  That  was  the  rec¬ 
ord  of  our  aid  to  Chile  in  the  years  just 
prior  to  the  last  election,  when  the  great 
issue  was  whether  the  country  would  go 
Communist  or  select  a  democratic,  re¬ 
form  government.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
a  large  program  loan  was  negotiated  with 
Chile  just  prior  to  that  election. 

But  Chile  has  only  8.5  million  people. 
We  have  been  helping  Chile  at  the  ayer- 
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age  rate  of  $18  per  person  for  several 
years.  That  is  an  extremely  high  rate  of 
foreign  aid  to  any  country.  Yet  Chile  re¬ 
mained  on  the  edge  of  radicalism,  or  so 
we  were  led  to  believe  when  it  came  time 
to  extend  a  new  loan. 

I  see  no  sign  that  Chile  is  going  to  be 
off  our  backs,  either,  in  the  foreseeable 
future. 

The  Alliance  for  Progress  is  a  10-year 
program.  It  is  almost  half  way  through. 
The  results  in  altogether  too  many  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  hemisphere  have  not  shown 
much  more  than  a  maintenance  of  the 
status  "quo,  subsidized  with  American 
dollars.  I  am  very  doubtful  that  at  the 
end  of  the  10  years,  conditions  in  most 
of  these  countries  will  have  moved  any 
further  away  from  unrest  and  potential 
revolution  than  they  were  in  1961,  when 
the  Alliance  program  was  started. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the 
newspaper  to  which  I  referred,  and  an  ar¬ 
ticle  appearing  in  the  June  8  issue  of  the 
New  York  Times  entitled  “Bogota  To 
Seek  Aid  for  Economy  in  United  States.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  three 
articles  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

[Prom  the  Washington  Post,  June  7,  1965] 
Economic  Collapse  Aggravates  Island  Crisis 
(By  John  Goshko) 

Santo  Domingo,  June  6. — The  king-sized 
problems  of  putting  this  revolution-shattered 
country  back  into  working  order  are  no¬ 
where  so  evident  as  in  the  economic  field. 

Until  now,  the  economic  aspects  of  the 
crisis  have  been  overshadowed  by  the  more 
immediate  need  to  create  a  single  govern¬ 
ment  out  of  the  rival  factions.  No  economy 
can  move  without  a  political  horse  to  pull  it. 

But  the  converse  also  is  true.  Whatever 
government  finally  does  emerge  here  will  not 
last  very  long  unless  it  has  behind  it  an 
economy  capable  at  least  of  providing  people 
with  the  necessities  of  life  and  producing 
revenues  to  pay  for  governmental  services. 

Until  a  few  days  ago,  the  United  States  and 
the  Organization  of  American  States  were 
concerned  exclusively  with  the  day-to-day 
problems  of  feeding  the  hungry  and  trying 
to  prevent  total  financial  chaos  by  meeting 
part  of  the  defunct  government’s  payroll 
obligations. 

CONDITIONS  EASED 

The  effort,  especially  from  the  U.S.  side, 
was  a  massive  one.  Before  it  runs  its  short¬ 
term  course,  it  will  have  seen  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  approximately  15  million  pounds  of 
food  and  the  payment  of  government  work¬ 
ers  besides. 

Now,  the  prolongation  of  the  cease  fire  has 
eased  disaster  conditions  considerably. 
Food  again  is  available  through  normal 
channels,  and  free  distribution  continues  for 
those  who  cannot  pay  the  roughly  doubled 
prices. 

The  big  U.S.  disaster  program,  is  already 
being  turned  over  to  the  OAS  and  to  Domin¬ 
ican  church  and  welfare  organizations. 

Within  the  next  few  days,  9  of  the  11  U.S. 
teams  overseeing  disaster  relief  are  expected 
to  be  withdrawn. 

But  if  the  problem  of  keeping  people  alive 
has  largely  been  licked,  things  look  much 
gloomier  in  regard  to  the  next  step — getting 
the  money  economy  functioning  again. 

TWO  AREAS  OP  CONTROL 

Here  the  difficulty  arises  directly  from  the 
fact  that  the  Dominican  Republic  currently 
consists  of  two  countries :  the  enclave  in 
Santo  Domingo,  held  by  the  forces  of  Col. 
Francisco  Caamano  Deno  and  the  rest  of  the 


city  and  the  interior,  which  are  under  actual 
or  nominal  control  of  the  troops  led  by  Gen. 
Antonio  Imbert  Berrera. 

Ciudad  Nueva,  controlled  by  the  Caamano 
forces,  is  probably  the  most  economically  im¬ 
portant  real  estate  in  the  country.  Within 
it  are  most  of  the  docks  and  warehouses  that 
make  Santo  Domingo  the  country’s  key  sea¬ 
port  and  distribution  center.  There,  too,  is 
the  commercial  center  that  contains  the 
main  offices  of  the  banks,  business  establish¬ 
ments,  and  the  major  communications 
facilities. 

So  long  as  the  commercial  heart  is  shut 
down  and  cut  off,  the  rest  of  the  Dominican 
Republic  will  be  severely  crippled  in  its 
efforts  to  restart  normal  banking  and  credit 
operations,  obtain  the  imports  vital  to  indus¬ 
try,  and  carry  on  business  in  general. 

Still,  as  many  as  40  factories  in  the  Santo 
Domingo  area  that  had  been  shut  down  or 
partially  closed  are  operating  again.  Branch 
banks  outside  the  Ciudad  Nueva  have  re¬ 
instituted  some  services,  although  in  most 
cases  their  biggest  reserves  lie  in  the  central 
offices  beyond  the  reach  of  bank  officials  and 
depositors. 

In  the  countryside,  which  was  untouched 
by  the  fighting,  the  sugarcane  mills  that  form 
the  backbone  of  the  economy  have  continued 
to  produce.  They  also  are  able  to  export 
their  products  through  their  small  ports 
close  to  the  mills. 

But  in  6  to  8  weeks  the  factories  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  require  the  new  supplies  that  nor¬ 
mally  flow  into  Santo  Domingo.  The  mills 
and  plantations  will  need  credit  and  other 
banking  services. 

A  similar  dilemma  faces  one  of  the  two 
factions  that  claim  to  be  the  government. 

On  the  Caamano  side,  there  is  no  imme¬ 
diate  need  for  money  since  this  siege.  Con¬ 
ditions  reduce  life’s  necessities  to  the  barest 
essentials.  The  rebels  have  food,  water,  and 
arms;  and  in  their  present  situation  that’s 
all  they  need. 

But  the  Imbert  faction  has  a  much  bigger 
territory  to  run  and  consequently  has  a  des¬ 
perate  need  for  the  revenues  on  which  a 
government  normally  depends. 

Yet  where  before  the  revolution  the  Do¬ 
minican  Government  could  count  on  $13 
to  $16  million  a  month  through  taxes  and 
other  sources,  the  junta  now  is  taking  in  a 
bare  $1  million  weekly. 

The  funds  provided  by  the  United  States 
more  or  less  met  the  Government  payroll  for 
April  and  most  of  May.  But  if  the  political 
stalemate  is  not  broken  soon  the  minimal 
public  services  now  being  offered  will  bog 
down  again  in  financing  crisis. 

For  all  these  reasons,  U.S.  and  OAS  officials 
agree  that  a  political  solution  must  somehow 
be  worked  out  quickly.  As  one  puts  it;  “We 
can  go  on  erecting  jerry-built  structures  to 
keep  things  functioning  after  a  fashion — 
after  all,  these  people  didn’t  have  much  to 
begin  with.  But  if  you  don’t  have  a  coun¬ 
try  in  the  accepted  sense,  you  can’t  have  an 
economy.” 

His  words  point  to  what  is  perhaps  the  big¬ 
gest  problem  of  all,  although  no  one  really 
has  had  time  to  think  about  it  yet. 

At  present,  all  efforts  are  being  focused  on 
bringing  the  economy  back  to  its  prerevolu¬ 
tion  level.  Yet  the  depressed  state  of  the 
prerevolutionary  economy,  with  its  propaga¬ 
tion  of  poverty  and  backwardness,  was  among 
the  principal  precipitating  factors  of  the 
present  crisis. 

If  history  is  to  be  prevented  from  repeat¬ 
ing  itself  at  some  not  too  distant  date,  a 
complete  overhaul  of  the  Dominican  economy 
will  be  required.  For  the  first  time,  a  real 
attack  will  have  to  be  made  on  such  prob¬ 
lems  as  land  reform,  shortage  of  trained  per¬ 
sonnel,  corruption,  the  lack  of  foreign  invest¬ 
ment,  and  the  modernization  of  the  all-im¬ 
portant  sugar  industry.  Its  production  costs 
approximately  9  cents  a  pound  while  the 
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world  market  price  hovers  between  2  and  5 
cents. 

The  how,  when,  and  who  of  these  problems 
are  matters  that  no  one  even  wants  to  dis¬ 
cuss  at  this  point/  But  sooner  or  later  they 
will  have  to  be  faced;  and  among  those  re¬ 
quired  to  do  the  facing  will  be  the  United 
States. 

Before  the  April  revolution,  the  United 
States  was  contributing  about  $20  million 
annually  to  the  Dominican  Republic,  mostly 
for  balance-of-payments  support.  But  now 
the  United  States  is  involved  so  inextricably 
that  it  will  have  little  choice  but  to  up  the 
ante  by  staggering  amounts. 

Whether  the  United  States  will  have  to  do 
this  directly  or  under  the  cover  of  the  OAS  or 
a  Dominican  government  responsive  to  U.S. 
control  is  still  unclear.  What  is  clear  is  that 
the  U.S.  taxpayer  is  going  to  have  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic  on  his  back  for  a  long 
time  to  come. 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  June  4,  1965] 
Bolivia  Pressing  for  Wide  U.S.  Aid — Aim  Is 

To  Avert  Social  Crisis  Over  Mine  Re¬ 
organization 

(By  Henry  Raymont) 

La  Paz,  Bolivia,  June  3 — Bolivia’s  military 
junta  is  pressing  for  wide  economic  and 
military  help  from  the  United  States  to  com¬ 
plement  its  measures  to  reorganize  the 
nationalized  mining  industry  and  overcome 
a  violent.  Communist-dominated  strike. 

A  leading  Bolivian  policymaker  disclosed 
today  that  the  appeal  for  new  aid  was  made 
this  week  to  a  representative  of  President 
Johnson  sent  here  on  a  confidential  mission. 
The  request  is  to  be  repeated  in  detail  to 
Mr.  Johnson  and  other  administration  offi¬ 
cials  by  a  Bolivian  mission  that  arrived  in 
Washington  yesterday. 

Bolivian  officials  have  suggested  that  they 
will  need  $5  million  immediately  for  high¬ 
way  development  projects  to  absorb  7,000 
miners  who  are  to  be  dismissed  as  part  of  the 
industry  reorganization. 

long-term  plan  weighed 

In  addition,  a  long-term  $100  million  aid 
program  is  under  discussion.  It  would  take 
in  Alliance  for  Progress  plans  to  accelerate 
Bolivia’s  overall  economic  and  social  devel¬ 
opment. 

“We  are  doing  our  utmost,”  the  Bolivian 
official  said,  “to  convince  Washington  that  a 
crash  aid  program  in  Bolivia  is  imperative 
now  to  assure  financial  solvency  and  political 
and  social  stability.  Otherwise  we  may  see 
the  development  of  another  Dominican  situ¬ 
ation,  which  would  be  more  dangerous  and 
costly  to  solve.” 

Bolivian  Government  sources  identified  the 
White  House  representative  as  Col.  Paul 
Wimert  of  the  Army.  They  said  he  had  been 
sent  to  evaluate  the  widespread  strike  and 
subsequent  insurrection  that  flared  in  Bo¬ 
livia  last  week. 

President  Johnson  and  the  Pentagon  were 
reported  to  have  been  deeply  concerned  over 
the  potential  danger  of  a  Communist  coup 
d’etat. 

The  U.S.  Embassy,  however,  professed  no 
knowledge  of  a  Presidential  mission  and  was 
inclined  to  discount  Colonel  Wimert’s  3-day 
visit,  which  ended  yesterday.  Embassy  of¬ 
ficials  said  he  had  served  here  as  military 
attache  for  4  years  and  was  visiting  old 
friends  on  the  way  to  an  assignment  in 
Chile. 

Colonel  Wimert  met  most  top  officials  of 
the  governing  junta. 

According  to  qualified  informants,  it  was 
immediately  after  Colonel  Wimert’s  arrival 
and  against  the  advice  of  the  Embassy  that 
the  junta  decided  to  send  a  four-man  mis¬ 
sion  to  Washington,  ostensibly  to  negotiate 
new  financing  for  rehabilitation  of  the  mines. 
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The  mission  comprised  Jaime  Berdecio, 
Minister  of  the  Economy;  Col.  Juan  Lechin 
Suarez,  president  of  the  Bolivian  Mining 
Corp.;  Col.  David  La  Puente,  Chief  of  Staff 
of  the  Army,  and  Jose  Romero  Loza,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Bolivian  Industrial  Confedera¬ 
tion  and  a  spokesman  for  major  private  busi¬ 
ness  interests. 

Bolivian  officials  hinted  that  Colonel 
Wimert  and  the  Defense  Department  had  ap¬ 
preciated  the  urgency  of  the  situation  here 
more  than  the  Embassy  had  and  that  this 
explained  the  presence  of  Colonel  La  Fuente 
in  the  mission. 

The  army  chief  is  expected  to  appeal  di¬ 
rectly  to  the  Pentagon  for  broad  military 
assistance  and  for  defense-support  projects 
to  bolster  the  army’s  civic-action  program. 

Some  American  diplomats  suggest  that 
the  junta  is  exaggerating  the  Communist 
menace  here  as  a  way  of  forcing  help  from 
Washington.  The  Embassy  is  known  to  look 
askance  at  the  suggestion  that  Bolivia  may 
be  asking  for  financial  help  without  draft¬ 
ing  a  complete  development  program. 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  June  8,  1965] 
Bogota  To  Seek  Aid  foe  Economy 
in  United  States 

Bogota,  Colombia,  June  7. — The  Govern¬ 
ment  has  decided  to  send  a  delegation  of 
public  and  private  leaders  to  the  United 
States  this  week  to  seek  means  of  averting 
total  paralysis  of  Colombia’s  economy. 

The  decision  was  taken  as  reports  from 
industrial  centers  in  Cali,  Medellin,  and  else¬ 
where  told  of  factory  shutdowns  because  of 
a  lack  of  raw  materials  that  normally  are 
imported.  Five  hundred  plants  have  been 
affected  by  the  inability  to  obtain  import 
licenses  owing  to  a  shortage  of  dollars  or 
the  high  cost  of  dollars. 

It  is  understood  here  that  the  Inter¬ 
national  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  De¬ 
velopment,  the  International  Monetary 
Fund,  and  other  lenders  are  reluctant  to 
extend  more  credit  until  economic  reforms, 
including  devaluation  of  the  peso,  are  un¬ 
dertaken.  Although  the  peso  has  been  de¬ 
valued,  in  effect,  because  of  the  dollar  short¬ 
age,  President  Guillermo  Le6n  Valencia  has 
refused  to  take  formal  action,  on  the  ground 
that  devaluation  will  not  solve  Colombia’s 
basic  economic  problems. 

The  Cabinet  is  reluctant  to  push  unpopu¬ 
lar  measures,  such  as  import,  price  and  wage 
controls,  because  congressional  elections  are 
due  in  March  and  a  presidential  vote  2 
months  later. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  consider 
Colombia,  heretofore  a  showcase  of  the 
Alliance  for  Progress.  It  is  an  example 
of  another  Latin  American  country  that 
has  drawn  heavily  upon  American  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  but  is  not  showing  the  results 
that  it  should.  This  story  indicates  that 
Colombia  is  on  the  economic  ropes,  yet 
Colombia  received  $331  million  from  us  in 
the  years  1962  through  1964 — an  average 
of  $110  million  a  year.  Now  we  read  that 
she  needs  money  “to  avert  total  paraly¬ 
sis”  of  her  economy.  What  was  accom¬ 
plished  with  the  $331  million?  What 
good  did  it  do?  Why  should  we  give 
Colombia  anything  more  when  other 
lenders  refused  to  give,  as  is  pointed  out 
in  the  article? 

Note  what  the  article  states ; 

It  is  understood  here  that  the  Internation¬ 
al  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development, 
the  International  Monetary  Fund,  and  other 
lenders  are  reluctant  to  extend  more  credit 
until  economic  reforms,  including  devalua¬ 
tion  of  the  peso,  are  undertaken.  Although 
the  peso  has  been  devalued,  in  effect,  because 
of  the  dollar  shortage.  President  Guillermo 


Leon  Valencia  has  refused  to  take  formal 
action,  on  the  ground  that  devaluation  will 
not  solve  Colombia’s  basic  economic  prob¬ 
lems. 

Tie  Cabinet  is  reluctant  to  push  unpopu¬ 
lar  measures,  such  as  import,  price  and  wage 
controls,  because  congressional  elections  are 
due  in  March  and  a  presidential  vote  2 
months  later. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  perfectly  obvious 
what  the  strategy  in  Colombia  is.  They 
are  going  to  come  with  outstretched 
hands  to  Uncle  Sam  again  and  ask  for 
millions  more  to  be  wasted  because  they 
will  not  live  up  to  their  responsibilities 
under  the  Alliance-for-Progress  program 
and  adopt  the  necessary  reforms,  partic¬ 
ularly  economic  reforms,  that  will  stabil¬ 
ize  their  own  currency. 

Do  not  forget  that  the  Alliance-for- 
Progress  program  is  not  a  U.S.  unilateral 
program.  The  Alliance  for  Progress  pro¬ 
gram  is  a  cooperative  program.  I  was 
one  of  the  congressional  delegates  to 
Bogota  that  brought  forth  the  act  of 
Bogota,  and  I  was  one  of  the  congres¬ 
sional  delegates  to  Punta  del  Este  that 
brought  forth  the  act  of  Punta  del  Este. 
Both  of  those  acts  pledged  all  the  signa¬ 
tories  thereto  to  a  joint  cooperative  ef¬ 
fort  in  bringing  about  the  necessary  re¬ 
forms  in  their  respective  countries  so 
that  the  American  taxpayer  who  pays  the 
economic  and  the  military  aid  bill  will  get 
a  dollar  value  for  a  dollar  spent.  That 
has  not  happened  in  too  many  Latin 
American  countries  under  the  Alliance- 
for-Progress  program. 

The  results  of  our  extensive  aid  have 
been  to  produce  more  pleas  for  money 
from  the  countries  that  have  received  the 
most.  What  has  gone  to  them  before  has 
apparently  produced  little  or  no  economic 
stability  or  improvement  in  these  coun¬ 
tries. 

Therefore,  I  shall  urge  that  the  Alli¬ 
ance-for-Progress  lending  be  reduced  by 
$100  million. 

That  is  the  amendment  that  I  shall 
bring  up  in  due  course. 

The  last  country  that  I  wish  to  dis¬ 
cuss  briefly  is  Venezuela.  Today  Vene¬ 
zuela  is  not  the  Venezuela  of  Betancourt. 

Even  the  wildest  enthusiasts  for  for¬ 
eign  aid  out  of  the  pocket  of  the  U.S. 
taxpayer  have  always  admitted  that  U.S. 
Government  foreign  aid  cannot  succeed 
unless  there  is  a  far  larger  outpouring 
into  the  underdeveloped  countries  of 
not  only  government  aid  from  other  de¬ 
veloped  countries  but  also  of  an  even 
far  greater  amount  of  private  foreign 
investment.  Without  that  private  for¬ 
eign  investment,  everyone  admits  that 
taxpayers’  foreign  aid  will  be  so  far  in¬ 
sufficient  as  to  be  money  down  a  rat- 
hole. 

As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Latin  American  Affairs,  for  years  I  have 
joined  other  Senators  in  trying  to  make 
our  foreign  aid  support  come  from  pri¬ 
vate  investment.  I  have  maintained 
that  we  should  export  our  system  of 
economic  freedom  into  Latin  America. 
I  have  with  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Javits]  time  and  time  again  in  a 
series  of  bills  designed  to  transfer  more 
of  our  so-called  foreign  aid  program  into 
American  investments  abroad.  Let  us 
see  what  is  happening  to  this  objective 
in  Venezuela.  If  Venezuela  gets  by  with 
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this  program,  it  will  spread  to  other 
Latin  American  countries,  and  the  ob¬ 
jectives  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress  pro¬ 
gram  itself  will  suffer  most. 

But  is  that  outpouring  of  private  for¬ 
eign  investment  going  to  come?  A  wave 
of  private  predators  in  the  underdevel¬ 
oped  countries  is  now  taking  advantage 
of  thoughtless  national  enthusiasm  in 
these  countries  with  new  devices  to  take 
without  compensation  private  property 
already  invested  there.  All  over  the 
world  conditions  are  getting  worse  and 
worse  to  expect  our  investors  to  export 
the  dollars  we  need  at  home  into  private 
foreign  investment  in  underdeveloped 
countries. 

The  Hickenlooper  amendment  and 
other  amendments  like  it  already  offered 
to  this  bill  have  recognized  a  tendency 
to  nationalization  for  the  account  of  the 
foreign  governments  themselves  of  long¬ 
standing  American  investment  abroad. 

But  what  I  see  goes  far  beyond  nation¬ 
alization  and  is  a  far  more  insidious 
danger  to  investor  confidence  and  far 
more  compelling  for  U.S.  Government 
aid  policy. 

If  a  sovereign  foreign  government 
wants  to  condemn  property  to  put  it  into 
public  ownership,  that  is  one  thing.  So 
long  as  it  is  paid  for — which  is  the  point 
of  the  Hicklenlooper  amendment — we 
cannot  object  to  that.  I  do  not  object  to 
it.  That  is  its  right  of  sovereignty. 
Every  day  we  condemn  property  for  our 
own  governmental  purposes  and  pay  the 
private  owner  from  whom  we  take  it. 

But  in  a  speech  a  few  weeks  ago  about 
the  SEC’s  attitude  toward  a  Venezuelan 
Government  bond  issue,  I  pointed  out 
that  private  interests  of  governmental 
insiders  in  these  underdeveloped  coun¬ 
tries  are  now  boldly  riding  an  under¬ 
standable  nationalism  in  their  countries 
for  their  own  private  ends.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment  this  private  raiding  of  U.S.  invest¬ 
ment — if  it  is  persisted  in — is,  far  more 
than  nationalization,  going  to  give  the 
coup  de  grace  to  all  the  much  desired 
private  investment  in  underdeveloped 
countries  necessary  to  make  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  foreign  aid  anything  more  than 
a  rathole  operation  for  the  benefit  of 
the  U.S.  private  interests  who  have  built 
up  their  own  private  vested  interests  in 
the  U.S.  aid  policy. 

Venezuela  as  well  as  being  one  of  our 
best  hopes  for  democracy  and  develop¬ 
ment  in  Latin  America  is  one  of  the  rich¬ 
est  and  most  promising  countries  in 
Latin  America.  It  does  not  need  foreign 
aid.  But  as  I  pointed  out,  there  is  even 
now  pending  in  the  Venezuelan  Congress 
a  bill  which  would  compel  American  in¬ 
vestors  in  U.S.  insurance  companies, 
which  under  difficult  conditions  have 
been  doing  business  in  Venezuela  for 
years,  to  give  away  to  private  Venezuelan 
insiders  51  percent  of  their  stock  and 
control  of  their  companies  at  forced  sale 
to  Venezuelan  political  party  insiders. 

If  they  can  get  by  with  it  in  the  case 
of  insurance  companies,  I  say  to  Ameri¬ 
can  investors  and  other  operators  in 
Venezuela,  you  have  no  protection 
either.  If  they  can  get  by  with  it  in  the 
case  of  insurance  companies,  they  can 
get  by  with  it  on  oil  companies.  If  they 
can  get  by  with  it  on  oil  companies  and 
insurance  companies,  they  can  do  it  to 
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every  other  major  American  investment 
in  Venezuela. 

This  is  not  nationalization  for 
Venezuelan  national  account  or  for  the 
benefit  of  all  the  people  of  Venezuela. 
And  I  have  been  gratified  that  since  I 
exposed  the  situation,  I  have  learned 
that  responsible  Venezuelans  agree  with 
me. 

Again  this  is  not  nationalization  for 
the  benefit  of  the  people  or  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Venezuela.  It  is  confiscation 
for  the  private  accounts  of  private 
Venezuelans  in  what  I  call  the  Pizarro 
tradition.  Senators  remember  Pizarro. 
He  was  the  ruthless  conquistador  of 
Peru  whose  striking  statue — by  an 
American  sculptoress — stands  today  in 
the  Plaza  de  Armas  in  Lima.  In  the 
Spanish  conquest,  Pizarro — the  con¬ 
queror  of  Peru — pledged  the  Indian  Inca, 
who  was  his  prisoner,  that  Pizarro  would 
not  shed  the  Inca’s  blood  if  the  Inca 
filled  for  Pizarro  a  room  full  of  gold. 
The  Inca  did  fill  the  room  with  gold  and 
Pizarro  took  the  gold.  But,  then  do  you 
know  how  Pizarro  kept  his  word  to  the 
Inca?  He  indeed  did  not  shed  the 
Inca’s  blood.  He  just  strangled  the 
Inca  instead. 

There  is  today  in  every  underdeveloped 
country  plenty  of  would-be  Pizarros  with 
respect  to  established  businesses  that 
have  long  been  developed  with  American 
investors’  capital.  The  new  form  of 
confiscation  is  not  a  legal  taking  with  full 
and  adequate  compensation  under  inter¬ 
national  law.  It  is  not  for  the  benefit 
of  all  the  people  of  these  countries  by 
way  of  nationalization.  It  is  a  seizure 
instigated  for  the  benefit  of  the  particu¬ 
lar  Pizarros  who  have  a  temporary  pred¬ 
atory  political  position  that  enables  them 
for  their  own  private  interests,  to  com¬ 
promise  the  future  interest  of  their  whole 
country  by  warning  additional  future 
private  capital  not  to  come  into  the 
country  or  it  too  will  be  “Pizarroed.” 

I  have  been  intensely  interested  in 
this  Venezuelan  situation — in  which  as 
I  have  said,  the  most  responsible  Vene¬ 
zuelans  agree  with  me — because  I  see 
here  a  cloud  now  no  bigger  than  a  man’s 
hand  which,  if  Venezuela  creates  the 
precedent  for  the  rest  of  the  world,  is 
going  to  grow  and  grow  and  grow  until 
it  is  a  black  thundercloud -which  will 
frighten  to  cover  every  private  investor 
in  an  underdeveloped  country. 

I  digress  long  enough  to  answer  a 
Venezuelan  editor.  A  Venezuelan  editor 
wrote  an  editorial  after  my  first  speech 
on  this  subject  and  said  that  the  reason 
I  spoke  out  on  this  issue  is  that  I  own  a 
large  amount  of  stock  in  American  com¬ 
panies  which  have  investments  in  Vene¬ 
zuela. 

I  do  not  own  a  share  of  stock  in  any 
company  in  this  country  or  any  foreign 
country.  I  am  not  a  man  of  any  wealth 
whatsoever,  but  I  thought  it  was  rather 
amusing.  This  is  a  typical  type  of  re¬ 
buttal  that  we  get  in  Latin  America, 
sometimes  from  editors.  When  they  do 
not  have  a  fact,  they  imagine  one  and 
then  use  that  as  their  answer. 

I  say  to  that  editor  that  what  he  is  do¬ 
ing  is  supporting  a  not  too  concealed 
form  of  confiscation  of  American  wealth 
in  Venezuela. 


Everyone  with  eyes  to  see  the  future  is 
aware  that  this  first  prototype  operation 
against  the  foreign  insurance  companies 
doing  business  in  Venezuela — if  it 
works — will  be  only  the  beginning  of  the 
extension  of  the  same  seizure  of  other 
people’s  money  for  private  account  of 
every  foreign  private  investment  now  in 
Venezuela.  And,  if  in  Venezuela,  then 
in  every  underdeveloped  country  in  the 
world. 

Now  when  the  private  investing  public 
completely  wakes  up — and  I  intend  to  do 
the  best  I  can  to  wake  it  up — to  realize 
that  presumptively  they  are  going  to  be 
“Pizarroed”  if  they  invest  in  under¬ 
developed  countries,  any  aid  the  U.S. 
taxpayer  is  willing  to  give  to  world  de¬ 
velopment  through  AID  and  other  forms 
of  foreign  aid  will  be  hopelessly  insuffi¬ 
ciently  implemented  by  imprudent  pri¬ 
vate  investment.  Then  truly  as  I  have 
prophesied,  the  insufficient  amounts  con¬ 
tributed  through  governmental  foreign 
aid  to  underdeveloped  countries  will  be 
money  down  a  rat  hole. 

I  am  completely  aware  that  the  United 
States  cannot  or  does  not  want  to  tell  any 
underdeveloped  sovereign  country  what 
to  do  despite  the  accusations  that  have 
been  made  against  me  for  my  earlier 
speech.  I  do  not  want  and  I  am  not 
presuming  to  tell  Venezuela  what  to  do 
or  any  other  countries  which  may  follow 
Venezuela’s  example.  If  an  underdevel¬ 
oped  country  wants  to  be  a  modern 
Pizarro,  this — and  the  consequences — is 
its  own  business.  So  also  if  U.S.  busi¬ 
nessmen  or  ambitious  bankers  want  to 
take  imprudent  risks  for  their  own  per¬ 
sonal  account  in  investment  in  under¬ 
developed  countries,  that  is  their  priv¬ 
ilege,  barring  our  immediate  concern 
about  the  export  of  dollars  badly  needed 
for  all  our  own  development  at  home  of 
the  underdeveloped  resources  and  un¬ 
derdeveloped  people  of  our  own  country. 
Smart  adventurers  have  made  money  be¬ 
fore  doing  business  in  risky  countries 
with  unstable  governments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  3  more  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  On  the  other  hand,  we 
can  still — I  assume — tell  ourselves  what 
to  do  and  in  this  Pizarro  situation  in 
Venezuela  and  elsewhere,  it  is  clear  what 
our  own  U.S.  Government  policy  should 
be.  Attending  strictly  to  our  own  busi¬ 
ness,  if  there  is  getting  loose  in  the  world 
this  Pizarro  complex  to  confiscate  exist¬ 
ing  American  investment  for  the  account 
of  private  government  and  partly  insiders 
in  these  underdeveloped  countries,  there 
are  clearly  three  imperatives  of  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  policy: 

First.  Entirely  apart  from  our  foreign 
aid  appropriation,  it  is  ridiculous  for  the 
U.S.  taxpayers,  through  whatever  form  of 
foreign  assistance,  to  be  guaranteeing 
loans  of  any  kind  to  U.S.  investments  in 
countries  with  this  Pizarro  complex.  If 
private  investors  want  to  take  imprudent 
risks  for  extraordinary  profits  they  should 
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take  them  without  the  guarantee  of  U.S. 
taxpayers. 

Second.  It  is  the  particular  duty  of  the 
SEC  to  take  judicial  notice,  as  we  lawyers 
say,  of  these  foreign  government  raids  for 
private  account  in  underdeveloped  coun¬ 
tries  and  to  warn  and  warn  and  warn  the 
U.S.  investor  of  this  growing  climate  of 
private  confiscation  for  the  benefit  of 
these  private  Pizarros  of  whatever  he  in¬ 
vests  abroad.  I  warn  the  SEC  that  I  will 
be  unremitting  in  my  warnings  to  the 
SEC  to  be  adequate  in  the  SEC’s  warn¬ 
ings  to  the  uninformed  U.S.  investing 
public  on  this  growing  danger  and  in  my 
warnings  to  the  public  to  hold  the  SEC 
responsible  if  the  public  is  not  warned. 
I  do  not  think  U.S.  Government  policy 
wants  a  repetition  of  the  sucker  climate 
for  foreign  securities  we  had  in  the  1920’s. 

Third.  As  for  the  significance  of  this 
incident  in  Venezuela  to  this  whole  de¬ 
bate  about  foreign  aid,  the  logic  is  ruth¬ 
less.  If — as  seems  likely — this  Venezue¬ 
lan  precedent  is  to  be  created,  then  it  is 
a  farce  to  pretend  that  this  proposed  U.S. 
Government  foreign  aid  contribution  is 
not  just  money  down  a  rathole.  If  this 
precedent  is  going  to  be  created  in  Vene¬ 
zuela,  the  richest  and  most  hopefully 
democratic  country  in  the  underdevel¬ 
oped  world,  then  there  is  simply  not  going 
to  be  a  flow  of  private  investment — 
United  States  or  European — into  under¬ 
developed  countries  teeming,  even  more 
than  Venezuela  with  hungry  private 
Pizarros.  Certainly  there  is  going  to  be 
no  gushing  flow  adequate  to  implement 
any  hoped-for  degree  the  inadequate 
funds  for  foreign  aid  which  can  be  ex¬ 
pected  from  taxpayers’  government  ap¬ 
propriations  either  here  or  abroad.  And 
because  of  the  certainty  of  the  failure  of 
such  supplemental  private  funds  to  ar¬ 
rive,  the  funds  that  can  be  provided  by 
way  of  Government  are,  as  even  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  foreign  aid  admit,  merely 
money — and  hope — down  the  rathole. 

Lastly,  let  me  say  to  my  friends  in 
Latin  America  that  we  are  trying  to  ex¬ 
port  to  them  economic  freedom.  That  is 
based,  of  course,  upon  our  private  enter¬ 
prise  system.  But  if  they  are  going  to 
follow  the  example  that  is  about  to  be  set 
in  Venezuela,  they  will  not  only  discour¬ 
age  American  investors  from  setting  up 
their  private  enterprises  in  cooperation 
with  the  people  in  Latin  America-,  but 
they  will  store  up  a  form  of  protest 
against  American  taxpayers,  who  will 
serve  notice  on  the  politicians  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  in  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  that  they  want  no  more 
waste  of  American  taxpayer’s  money  in 
a  foreign  aid  program  which  produces 
such  horrendous  results. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  we  can  safely 
save  $100  million  on  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  program  next  year,  and,  by 
doing  so,  serve  clear  notice  on  Latin 
America  that  it  must  do  a  better  job  of 
putting  its  own  economic  house  in  or¬ 
der  before  the  pockets  of  the  American 
taxpayers  are  going  to  be  called  upon 
for  more  funds. 

I  close  with  the  following  statement: 
The  issue  is  whether  or  not  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayers  are  going  to  invest  in  a 
sound  program  in  Latin  America  or 
whether  or  not  the  Congress  of  the 
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United  States  will  permit  Latin  Ameri¬ 
can  irresponsible  juntas,  one  junta  after 
another,  to  pick  the  pockets  of  the 
American  taxpayer.  I  am  against 
pocket  picking. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
New  York. 

FOREIGN  AID  NECESSARY  BUT  INADEQUATE 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  discuss  briefly  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  an 
amendment  which  I  fully  support  be¬ 
cause  it  represents  the  beginning  of  a 
new  line  of  policy  with  respect  to  mili¬ 
tary  aid.  Also,  I  deeply  believe — and 
this  will  be  the  burden  of  my  remarks 
today — that  we  need  a  new  line  of  policy 
with  respect  to  economic  aid  as  well. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  proposes 
that  we  recognize — in  practice  as  well  as 
in  words — the  primacy  in  our  policy  of 
cooperative  activities  in  the  Americas  on 
a  regional  basis,  by  actually  committing 
a  portion  of  the  funds  authorized  for 
military  aid  to  a  force  acting  on  the  part 
of  the  Organization  of  American  States, 
and  by  committing  future  expenditures 
for  Latin  American  military  aid  to  OAS 
jurisdiction  as  well.  This  is  the  way  in 
which  we  may,  at  long  last,  have  an  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  rule  of  law  instead  of  the 
rule  of  force. 

The  first  stage  of  nationalism  is  now 
being  succeeded  by  regionalism;  and  if 
the  region  will  but  accept  the  respon¬ 
sibility,  which  is  implicit  in  Senator 
Fulbright’s  amendment,  then  the  whole 
movement  toward  regional  action  can 
make  great  progress. 

This  amendment  is  on  the  nature  of 
an  inducement  to  the  OAS  to  accept  that 
kind  of  responsibility. 

I  believe  that  as  the  most  powerful 
Nation,  by  far,  we  should  offer  that  in¬ 
ducement  in  order  to  rebut  completely 
any  idea  that  we  are  trying  to  dictate  to 
anybody  or  that  we  seek  a  reversion  to 
gunboat  diplomacy. 

I  hope  the  Fulbright  amendment  will 
be  adopted  and  incorporated  into  the 
bill.  I  hope  that  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  will  then  insist  on  it  and  fight 
for  it  in  conference.  I  hope  that  if  it  be¬ 
comes  necessary  we  shall  vote  on  it,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  important  enough  that  we 
should  do  so.  I  feel  it  is  essential  that 
we  take  a  strong  position  on  it.  I  hope 
that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  will  not 
feel  that  for  the  sake  of  peace  in  con¬ 
ference  he  will  have  to  give  up  a  big  part 
of  this  amendment.  It  is  too  important 
for  him  to  do  that.  It  is  high  time,  in 
our  relations  with  our  sister  body — and 
we  respect  them  and  have  deep  affection 
for  them — that  we  show  a  little  vertebra, 
especially  on  the  foreign  aid  bill.  I  hope 
very  much  that  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  will  feel  encouraged  to  do  that, 
especially  with  respect  to  this  kind  of 
amendment,  with  which  we  are  seeking  to 
break  through  to  a  new  field  in  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program.  The  amendment 
makes  a  great  deal  of  sense.  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
has  offered  it. 

It  is  in  that  spirit  that  I  wish  to  dis¬ 
cuss  a  subject,  the  long  and  short  of 
which  is  that  we  are  beginning  to  build  a 


bridge,  in  respect  to  foreign  aid,  which 
does  not  have  the  necessary  few  feet  at 
each  end  to  connect  it  with  the  land  on 
both  sides.  In  other  words,  it  does  not 
quite  meet  the  objective.  It  is  by  now 
very  clear  that,  so  far  as  our  goal  is 
concerned,  we  have  a  very  real  opponent, 
a  highly  formidable  opponent,  in  the 
Communist  idea.  Superficially  it  is  be¬ 
coming  more  and  more  difficult  to  make 
the  people  of  Africa,  of  Latin  America, 
of  the  Middle  East,  and  of  Asia,  with 
their  age-old  suffering  and  lack  of  under¬ 
standing  of  the  evangelism  of  democracy 
as  we  know  it  and  as  Western  Europe 
knows  it,  and  as  it  is  beginning  to  be 
known,  to  some  extent,  in  Latin  America, 
in  Asia  and  other  parts  of  the  world, 
understand  that  they  still  have  a  long 
way  to  go. 

Communist  doctrine,  superficially,  is 
more  attractive  to  them  than  the  level  of 
starvation  which  has  been  their  lot  for 
centuries.  If  we  cannot  immeasurably 
improve  their  lot  through  democracy,  so 
that  their  economic  well-being  can  be 
made  compatible  with  dignity,  we  are 
not  using  the  resources  of  our  system  as 
we  should.  It  is  my  deep  conviction  that 
we  are  not  doing  so,  and  that  shall  fail 
completely  unless  we  do. 

Just  as  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
leads  us  now  to  the  missing  link  in  our 
military  affairs  through  regional  action, 
as  he  seeks  to  have  it  operate  through 
the  Organization  of  American  States,  so 
I  believe  the  missing  link  in  the  economic 
field  is  our  failure  to  use  the  private 
sector.  The  difference  is  like  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  day  and  night;  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  success  and  failure. 

Therefore,  I  strongly  urge  that  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  give 
consideration  to  a  plan  which  will  estab¬ 
lish  an  organization  in  the  field  of  for¬ 
eign  aid  similar  to  the  role  played  by 
Comsat — the  Communications  Satellite 
Corp. — in  the  field  of  communica¬ 
tions.  I  propose  a  federally  chartered 
investment  corporation,  capitalized  at 
$2.5  billion,  to  beef  up  our  foreign  invest¬ 
ments  and  to  supplement  what  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  and  international  lend¬ 
ing  agencies  are  doing. 

I  do  not  agree — I  disagree  most  em¬ 
phatically — with  the  proposal  to  termi¬ 
nate  the  foreign  aid  program  in  its  pres¬ 
ent  form  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1967. 
Surely,  there  are  widespread  defects  in 
the  program;  but  the  fact  is  that  it  has 
been  phased  into  a  heavily  economic  as¬ 
sistance  program. 

All  of  the  arguments  about  foreign  aid, 
its  efficiency,  its  effectiveness,  its 
strategy,  and  its  tactics,  cannot  stretch 
the  amount  of  aid  which  we  have  to  meet 
the  need  as  we  should  meet  it.  Some¬ 
thing  fundamental  and  basic  is  missing. 
We  could  be  as  efficient  as  we  like  and 
yet  we  would  not  cover  what  is  the  es¬ 
sential  need  with  the  resources  that  are 
made  available  today. 

In  short,  our  job  is  not  just  to  keep 
abreast  of  population  growth  or  of  the 
latest  reasonable  techniques  in  help. 
Our  job  is  to  give  the  developing  coun¬ 
tries  a  feeling  that  their  greatest  hope  is 
with  us,  not  with  the  United  States  only 
but  with  the  free  world  and  with  the 
cause  of  freedom. 


In  my  judgment,  we  will  not  have 
enough  time  to  determine  this  struggle 
between  freedom  and  Communist 
totalitarianism,  unless  we  improve  the 
economic  aid  situation.  The  people  of 
the  world  are  too  impatient,  and  even  if 
they  are  uneducated  and  cannot  under¬ 
stand  the  ideological  argument,  they  are 
not  going  to  wait  until  they  do.  The 
struggle  is  going  to  be  determined,  in  my 
judgment,  by  economic  competition  and 
social  justice. 

The  things  which  reach  the  individ¬ 
ual’s  mind  and  heart  directly,  even  with¬ 
out  education  or  experience  in  self-gov¬ 
ernment,  are  the  joys  and  excitements  of 
individual  freedom  and  individual  dig¬ 
nity.  On  that  basis  we  are  not  giving 
people  the  opportunity  to  see  measurable 
increased  hope  from  us  of  such  superior 
strength  and  decisive  character  as  to  win 
this  struggle  with  another  philosophy. 
Though  communism  may  not  offer  a  se¬ 
lection  of  automobiles  ranging  from  the 
Mustang  to  the  Lincoln,  nonetheless,  we 
must  recognize  its  appeal  to  people  who 
are  in  a  relatively  primitive  economic 
state  by  giving  them  some  basic  security, 
some  basic  subsistence  levels,  some  basic 
industrialization  opportunities,  and  some 
basic  assurance  of  getting  above  the  level 
of  starvation  which  has  been  their  lot 
for  centuries.  We  can  do  it  infinitely 
better,  of  course,  and  with  individual  dig¬ 
nity  preserved  but  we  must  demonstrate 
it  for  the  Communist  thesis  can  be  made 
to  sound  superficially  more  idealistic  and 
more  immediate  in  the  selling  to  the 
audience  we  and  they  are  trying  to  reach. 
So  the  competition  is  real,  it  is  earnest 
and  we  must  show  a  decisive  superiority. 

I  disagree  most  emphatically  with  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee’s  recom¬ 
mendation  that  the  foreign  aid  program 
be  terminated  in  its  present  form  at  the 
end  of  fiscal  year  1967,  because  despite 
some  defects — some  of  which  I  will  out¬ 
line  below — the  program  is  sound  and 
run  with  effectiveness.  Sixty-five  per¬ 
cent  of  our  aid  in  fiscal  year  1966  is  eco¬ 
nomic  assistance,  while  10  years  ago  two- 
thirds  of  our  aid  was  military.  In  fiscal 
year  1966,  74  percent  of  development 
loans  will  go  to  7  countries;  88  percent  of 
the  supporting  assistance  to  4  countries; 
72  percent  of  the  military  assistance  to  11 
countries.  Foreign  aid  expenditures  ac¬ 
count  for  one-half  of  1  percent  of  our 
gross  national  product — as  compared  to 
2  percent  at  height  of  Marshall  plan — 
and  3.5  percent  of  the  Federal  budget — 
nearly  12  percent  17  years  ago.  Over  85 
percent  of  all  aid  dollars  is  now  com¬ 
mitted  directly  for  purchase  of  U.S.  goods 
and  services.  Ending  the  program  so 
abruptly  will  seriously  undermine  the 
effect  of  this  program  in  the  next  2  years. 
It  will  also  undermine  the  efforts  of  aid 
recepient  countries  to  use  U.S.  economic 
assistance  in  a  rational,  well-planned 
manner. 

But  the  foreign  aid  program  under 
consideration  by  the  Congress  this  year  is 
inadequate  in  certain  respects.  I  sum¬ 
marize  these  inadequacies  as  follows: 

First.  While  the  close  to  $3.4  billion 
that  would  be  authorized  under  the 
House-passed  bill,  or  that  reported  by 
the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee,  is  inadequate,  when  compared  to 
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the  needs  of  the  developing  nations  of  the 
free  world,  it  is  probably  in  the  order  of 
magnitude  just  about  all  that  can  be  ex¬ 
pected  from  appropriations  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  While  I  shall  analyze  this  figure 
here  in  governmental  terms,  I  shall  later 
on  in  these  remarks  make  clear  that  the 
substantial  accretions  to  our  effort  in 
foreign  aid  must  and  can  come  from  the 
private  sector. 

According  to  the  1964  annual  report  of 
the  Council  of  Economic  Advisors,  the 
total  long-term  receipts  of  developing 
countries  from  public  and  private 
bilateral  and  multinational  sources  now 
total  in  the  area  of  $8  billion  a  year.  On 
the  other  hand,  estimates  made  by  a 
number  of  highly  reputable  experts  place 
the  capital  needs  of  the  developing  coun¬ 
tries  at  between  an  additional  $7  to  $11 
billion  per  annum.  This  gap  is  based  on 
the  modest  assumption  that  such  addi¬ 
tional  funds  would  be  required  to  permit 
developing  countries  to  grow  at  an  over¬ 
all  rate  of  between  4y2  and  6  percent  per 
year.  Given  the  present  2.1  percent  an¬ 
nual  increase  in  the  world’.-,  population, 
the  increase  in  per  capita  gross  national 
product  that  will  result  from  this  addi¬ 
tional  flow  of  capital,  would  amount  to 
between  2.1  to  3.9  percent,  per  year.  The 
average  per  capita  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct  of  developing  countries  is  now  esti¬ 
mated  at  $130  per  year.  The  need  for 
additional  capital  indicated  above  is, 
therefore,  real  and  critical. 

While  it  is  true  that  in  addition  to 
funds  authorized  under  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act,  the  United  States  also  sup¬ 
plies  economic  aid  to  developing  coun¬ 
tries  through  food  for  peace,  the  Ex¬ 
port  Import  Bank,  the  Peace  Corps,  and 
capital  subscriptions  to  international  or¬ 
ganizations — IBRD,  IADB,  IDA  and 
IFC — the  totality  of  aid  available  for  es¬ 
sential  development  remains  inadequate. 
In  fiscal  year  1964  total  U.S.  economic 
aid — bilateral  and  through  international 
agencies — was  $4.8  billion. 

There  is  a  related  problem  which  must 
also  be  considered:  the  interest  cost  and 
duration  of  credit  presently  being  ex¬ 
tended  to  developing  nations.  Today 
these  countries  are  paying  about  $2  y2 
billion  a  year,  or  one-fifth  of  their  gross 
capital  inflows,  for  servicing  their  exter¬ 
nally  held  public  debt  and  the  charges 
are  mounting  rapidly.  Still  worse,  the 
charges  are  mounting  much  more  rap¬ 
idly  than  are  the  exports  earnings  re¬ 
quired  to  service  the  total  debt.  Between 
1956  and  1962  debt  service  rose  from 
3  to  7  percent  of  the  value  of  developing 
countries  exports  of  goods  and  services. 
The  need  for  a  drastic  increase  in  the 
volume  of  long-term,  low-cost  credits — 
both  public  and  private — cannot,  there¬ 
fore,  be  stressed  enough. 

Second.  At  the  present  time  much  too 
little  of  our  foreign  aid  is  channeled 
through  multilateral  organizations.  I 
was,  therefore,  gratified  that  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  put  two 
important  provisions  in  the  pending  bill: 
First,  section  101(b)  which  urges  that 
the  United  States  and  other  free  world 
nations  place  an  increasing  portion  of 
their  assistance  programs  on  a  multilat¬ 
eral  basis;  and,  second,  section  102(b) 
which  authorizes  the  President,  after 


consideration  of  the  extent  of  additional 
participation  by  other  countries,  to  make 
available  up  to  20  percent  of  funds 
authorized  under  title  I  to  IDA,  the 
IBRD,  or  the  IFC  on  a  grant  or  loan 
basis  for  use  by  these  international  de¬ 
velopment  agencies  under  their  own  cri¬ 
teria  and  regulations. 

The  share  of  the  total  free  world  aid 
flow  channeled  through  multilateral 
agencies  has  increased  from  12  percent 
in  1960  to  17  percent  in  1963.  In  fiscal 
year  1966  the  share  of  U.S.  economic 
assistance  to  be  channeled  through  mul¬ 
tilateral  organizations — the  IBRD,  IADB, 
IDA,  and  IFC — represents  14  percent  of 
our  total  economic  aid — 11  percent  in 
fiscal  year  1965. 

I  fully  agree  with  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 
Senator  Fulbright^  that  multilateral 
aid  carries  the  dignified  connotation 
of  a  community — the  non- Communist 
world — organized  to  meet  its  common 
and  rightful  responsibilities  toward  its 
less  fortunate  members.  Bilateral  aid 
programs  are  susceptible  to  political  in¬ 
fluences,  to  misdirected  economic  prior¬ 
ities,  loss  of  economic  objectivity,  and 
postponement  of  necessary  economic  and 
social  reforms  in  the  recipient  country. 
Multilateral  aid — while  not  always  a  suc¬ 
cess — is  relatively  independent  of  politi¬ 
cal  pressures,  makes  available  to  a  de¬ 
veloping  country  the  experience  of  all 
nations,  enables  it  to  buy  in  the  cheapest 
markets,  and  to  avoid  any  compromise 
to  its  sovereignty  in  regulating  its  in¬ 
ternal  affairs.  Because  international 
lending  agencies  are  generally  felt  to 
have  no  ulterior  motive,  they  can  exert 
more  influence  over  the  use  of  a  loan 
than  is  possible  for  a  bilateral  lender; 
they  can  insist  that  the  projects  for 
which  they  can  lend  are  established  on  a 
sound  basis  and — most  important — they 
can  make  their  lending  conditional  upon 
commensurate  efforts  being  made  by  the 
recipient  country  itself  and  enforce  it. 

The  well-known  Clay  committee’s  re¬ 
port  of  March  1963  made  the  following 
observations  on  multilateral  aid: 

We  believe  that  both  multilateral  and  bi¬ 
lateral  assistance  programs  will  have  im¬ 
portant  roles  in  the  foreseeable  future.  We 
also  believe  that  the  interest  both  of  the 
United  States  and  of  the  developing  nations 
will  be  best  served  by  the  gradual  shifting 
to  effective  international  administration,  free 
of  the  complications  arising  from  member¬ 
ship  of  the  Soviet  bloc,  of  as  large  a  share  of 
the  responsibility  for  developmental  invest¬ 
ment  as  the  cooperation  of  other  free  world 
aid-giving  nations  makes  possible. 

A  multilateral  organization,  having  no 
political  or  commercial  interests  of  its  own 
to  serve,  is  able  to  concentrate  on  obtaining 
the  greatest  possible  return,  in  terms  of  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  development,  for  each  dol¬ 
lar  of  aid  funds  invested.  It  is  also  better 
able  to  limit  its  assistance  to  projects  which 
are  soundly  conceived  and  executed  and  to 
condition  the  financing  of  such  projects  upon 
appropriate  economic  performance  by  the 
recipient  country.  Moreover,  conditions  im¬ 
posed  by  an  international  cooperative  orga¬ 
nization  are  not  so  susceptible  to  the  charge 
that  they  infringe  on  the  sovereignty  of  the 
recipient  country:  even  if  they  offend  na¬ 
tional  sensitivities,  they  do  less  damage  to 
the  fragile  fabric  of  comity  among  nations 
than  when  such  resentment  is  directed 
against  a  single  country.  Also,  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  International  administration  inte¬ 
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grates  funds  contributed  by  a  number  of 
countries,  it  avoids  the  difficult  problems  of 
coordination  which  arise  when  aid  is  pro¬ 
vided  by  many  independent  sources. 

Should  section  102(b)  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1965  become  law,  the 
United  States  would  still  be  left  with 
a  substantial  portion  of  its  development 
aid  program — food  for  peace,  Export- 
Import  Bank  loans,  funds  for  the  Alli¬ 
ance  for  Progress  and  a  substantial 
amount  of  technical  assistance — admin¬ 
istered  on  a  bilateral  basis. 

Third.  Much  is  to  be  said  for  authori¬ 
zation  of  foreign  economic  assistance 
funds  beyond  1  year  at  a  time — the  prac¬ 
tice  with  respect  to  most  aspects  of  the 
program.  I  believe  that  experience  with 
the  Development  Loan  Fund  and  the  Al¬ 
liance  for  Progress — both  of  which  were, 
until  this  year,  under  multiyear  authori¬ 
zations — strongly  support  the  extension 
of  this  idea  to  the  whole  program.  Sound 
planning  of  economic  development  pro¬ 
grams  is  difficult  if  not  impossible  on  the 
basis  of  year-to-year  uncertainties.  Also, 
annual  review  of  this  program  requires 
an  inordinate  amount  of  time  of  the 
Congress  and  administration  officials. 
Both  could,  in  my  view,  spend  their  time 
more  effectively  in  administration  and 
legislative  oversight. 

Fourth.  It  is  my  judgment  that  the  big 
missing  element  if  we  are  to  prevail — 
and  it  is  certainly  in  the  interest  of  man¬ 
kind  that  we  should — must  be  supplied 
by  what  is  the  true  genius  of  our  civili¬ 
zation,  and  the  endemic  weakness  of  the 
Communist  civilization.  There  are  two 
things  we  can  give  that  the  Communists 
cannot  give  no  matter  how  hard  they 
might  try,  no  matter  how  much  Brezhnev 
and  Kosygin  might  want  to — credit  and 
ownership. 

The  missing  link  in  the  whole  foreign 
aid  picture  in  my  judgment  is  the  full 
and  complete  participation  of  the  pri¬ 
vate  sector,  and  I  believe  that  this  is  the 
direction  of  the  whole  effort  into  which 
we  must  now  move. 

The  recognition  is  becoming  wide¬ 
spread  that  all  of  the  resources  and  the 
technical  know-how  of  the  private  sector 
must  be  enlisted  if  we  are  really  to  make 
foreign  aid  count  as  a  decisive  factor  in 
the  victory  of  freedom. 

During  the  past  4  years  there  has  been 
an  increasing  emphasis  on  private  enter¬ 
prise  cooperation  in  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram.  However,  in  my  view  we  have 
only  scratched  the  surface  of  the  poten¬ 
tials  in  such  cooperation.  The  Advisory 
Committee  on  Private  Enterprise  in  For¬ 
eign  Aid,  which  I  proposed  and  which 
became  part  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1963,  bears  therefore  an  impor¬ 
tant  responsibility  in  recommending  to 
the  President  and  the  Congress  further 
means  for  bringing  about  the  most  effec¬ 
tive  utilization  of  private  enterprise  in 
the  achievement  of  the  basic  objectives 
of  the  U.S.  foreign  aid  program.  The 
Committee  must  by  law  submit  its  final 
report  by  June  30,  1965.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  report  comes  at  a  time  when  it  could 
be  of  material  assistance  in  strengthen¬ 
ing  and  modernizing  this  crucial  effort. 

Fifth.  On  May  19,  1965,  I  introduced 
a  bill,  S.  1992,  which  would  provide  a  new 
approach  in  Government-private  enter- 
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prise  cooperation  in  the  field  of  foreign 
economic  assistance.  The  bill  is  cospon¬ 
sored  by  Senators  Cooper,  Hartke, 
Morse,  Pell,  and  Scott  and  has  been  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  for  consideration. 

I  believe  that  the  1960’s  call  for  the 
introduction  of  new  concepts  for  the 
channeling  of  private  and  public  capital 
and  technical  know-how  from  the  de¬ 
veloped  to  developing  countries  which 
are  struggling  to  develop  their  economies 
in  a  democratic  framework.  The  feder¬ 
ally  chartered  Peace  by  Investment  Cor¬ 
poration  which  would  be  created  under 
this  bill,  extends  the  concept  of  Govern¬ 
ment-private  enterprise  cooperation  em¬ 
bodied  in  Comsat  by  joining  private 
effort  and  the  national  purpose.  This 
Corporation  would  tap  very  large  private 
resources,  mostly  millions  of  small  in¬ 
vestors,  for  the  purpose  of  sound  invest¬ 
ment  in  developing  countries. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  10 
minutes  of  the  Senator  have  expired. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  an  additional  3  minutes? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  very  limited  time. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  2  additional  minutes? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  2  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  is  recognized  for 
2  minutes. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  the  main 
point  is  that  we  are  now  appropriating 
approximately  $3.5  billion  a  year  for  for¬ 
eign  aid,  and  that  is  probably  somewhere 
near  the  feasible  limit  of  what  we  can 
appropriate  from  public  funds.  When 
we  consider  everything  else  that  every¬ 
one  in  the  world  is  doing,  foreign  aid 
amounts  to  approximately  $8  billion  a 
year.  We  have  approved  $3  to  $4  billion 
a  year.  It  is  my  deep  conviction  that 
the  only  way  in  which  to  make  this  up  is 
by  a  private  enterprise  system.  The  way 
in  which  to  achieve  that  kind  of  result 
from  a  private  enterprise  system  is  by  a 
federally  chartered  investment  company 
such  as  Comsat,  the  German  Develop¬ 
ment  Corporation,  and  similar  organiza¬ 
tions  established  in  the  United  Kingdom 
and  the  Netherlands.  I  have  proposed 
that  in  the  Peace  By  Investment  Corp¬ 
oration. 

As  provided  in  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas,  military  aid  is 
the  one  road  to  be  traveled  by  economic 
aid.  In  my  judgment,  we  are  within 
sight  of  achieving  our  goal,  as  repre¬ 
sented  in  foreign  aid,  provided  we  have 
the  fortitude  and  the  initiative  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  carry  through  with  aid  from  the 
great  public  resources  which  we  have 
used.  The  great  private  resources  ought 
to  be  set  to  work  on  this  aspect  of  the 
struggle  for  peace. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  5  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  a 
while  ago  in  colloquy  with  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  from  Arkansas,  I  sug¬ 
gested  that  it  might  be  well  to  have  lan¬ 


guage  added  to  the  amendment  to  indi¬ 
cate  that  the  program  would  be  on  a  cost¬ 
sharing  basis. 

In  this  connection  I  suggest  this  lan¬ 
guage,  which  I  have  discussed  with  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  and  which 
is,  I  understand,  agreeable  to  him.  My 
suggested  amendment  is  as  follows: 

In  line  8  of  the  amendment  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  after 
the  word  “assistace”,  to  insert  “on  a  cost 
sharing  basis.”. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  discussed  the  amendment  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  Louisiana.  I 
am  perfectly  willing  to  accept  the  lan¬ 
guage.  I  believe  that  it  is  a  very  good 
amendment.  I  am  glad  to  accept  that 
language,  and  I  so  modify  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  so  modified. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  understanding  that,  out  of  the  $55 
million  that  would  be  allocated  for  mili¬ 
tary  help  to  South  American  nations, 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  would  authorize  the  use  of  $25 
million  for  an  inter-American  military 
force  to  be  under  the  control  of  the  Or¬ 
ganization  of  American  States. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  is 
correct,  except  that  the  $55  million 
would  not  really  be  allocated.  That 
would  be  a  ceiling  to  be  put  on  mil¬ 
itary  assistance  to  all  Latin  America. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding  that  the  administration 
still  would  have  the  ultimate  decision  as 
to  whether  it  would  subscribe  to  the  pol¬ 
icy  of  putting  $25  million  into  a  regional 
operation,  or  any  part  thereof? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  language  is 
clearly  permissive.  It  may  be  used.  It 
does  not  provide  that  it  shall  be  used. 
If  the  administration  does  not  wish  to 
use  it,  there  would  be  nothing  in  the 
measure  that  would  compel  it  to  do 
so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  has 
expired. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  There  is  time  re¬ 
maining. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
senior  Senator  from  Montana  has  time 
remaining. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  He  yielded  time  to 

me. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I 
read  from  line  11  of  the  amendment 
which  provides,  “'to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible,  military  assistance  shall  be 
furnished  to  American  republics  only 
in  accordance  with  joint  plans.”  “To 
the  maximum  extent”  possible  is  inter¬ 
preted  by  me  to  mean  that  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  shall  determine  to  what  maxi¬ 
mum  lengths  it  will  go  in  making  the 
allocation. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  believe  that  is 
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correct.  It  would  leave  to  the  adminis¬ 
tration  the  discretion  as  to  whether  or 
not  it  would  be  feasible. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 
However,  I  shall  take  1  minute  to  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  All  time  has 
been  yielded  back.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  (No.  233)  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 
On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hart],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnttson],  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Moss]  and  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Muskie]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington]  ,  and  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart],  and  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnttson]  would  each  vote 
“yea.”  > 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Cur¬ 
tis]  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  are  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis]  would  vote 
“yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  91 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

[No.  109  Leg.] 

YEAS— 91 


Aiken 

Hartke 

Mundt 

Allott 

Hayden 

Murphy 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Nelson 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Neuberger 

Bass 

Holland 

Pas  tore 

Bayh 

Hruska 

Pearson 

Bennett 

Inouye 

Pell 

Bible 

Jackson 

Proxmire 

Boggs 

Javits 

Randolph 

Brewster 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Ribicoff 

Burdick 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Robertson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Russell,  S.C. 

Cannon 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Russell,  Ga. 

Case 

Kuchel 

Saltonstall 

Church 

Lausche 

Scott 

Clark 

Long,  Mo. 

Simpson 

Cooper 

Long,  La. 

Smathers 

Cotton 

Mansfield 

Smith 

Dirksen 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

McClellan 

Stennis 

Dominick 

McGee 

Talmadge 

Douglas 

McGovern 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

McIntyre 

Tower 

Ellender 

McNamara 

Ty  dings 

Ervin 

Metcalf 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fannin 

MUler 

Williams,  Del. 

Fong 

Mondale 

Yarborough 

Fulbright 

Monroney 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gore 

Gruening 

Harris 

Montoya 

Morse 

Morton 

Young,  Ohio 
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NAYS— 0 
NOT  VOTING— 9 

Byrd,  W.  Va.  Hart  Muskie 

Carlson  Magnuson  Prouty 

Curtis  Moss  Symington 

So  Mr.  Fulbright’s  amendment  (No. 
233),  as  modified,  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  236 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  is  recognized. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment,  No.  236,  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

The  amendment  (No.  236)  submitted 
by  Mr.  Proxmire  is  as  follows: 

On  page  15,  line  6,  insert  the  following: 

“(a)  Amend  section  604(b),  which  relates 
to  maximum  prices  for  commodities  pro¬ 
cured  under  the  Act,  by  inserting  ‘  ( 1 )  ’  after 
the  word  'than’  and  by  striking  out  the  pe¬ 
riod  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  comma  and  the  following:  ‘or  (2) 
in  the  case  of  petroleum  or  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts,  the  price  generally  charged  by  the  sup¬ 
plier  in  comparable  export  sales  from  the 
source  country  at  the  time  of  purchase. 
Clause  (2)  of  the  foregoing  sentence  shall 
not  apply  to  the  purchase  price  in  sales  un¬ 
der  formal  competitive  bid  procedures.  The 
term  “comparable  export  sales”  as  used  in 
such  clause  shall  not  include  sales  to  affil¬ 
iates.’ 

"(b)  Amend  section  604,  which  relates  to 
procurement,  by  adding  the  following  new 
subsection  (e) : 

“  '(e)  No  part  of  the  funds  made  available 
under  this  Act  or  Commodity  Credit  Corpor¬ 
ation  owned  commodities  shall  be  used  to 
pay  any  barter  contractor’s  commission  or 
disposal  fees  (commodity  disposal  cost)  in 
any  case  in  which  commodities  furnished  to 
a  recipient  country  are  procured  through  the 
barter  of  other  commodities  and  any  such 
commission  or  fee  shall  be  paid  or  absorbed 
by  the  supplier  of  the  commodities  through 
a  reduction  in  anticipated  profits.’  ” 

On  page  15,  line  6,  strike  “(a)”  and  insert 
“(c)”. 

On  page  16,  line  3,  strike  “(b)”  and  insert 
“(d)”. 

On  page  16,  line  22,  strike  “(c)  ”  and  insert 
“(e)”. 

On  page  17,  line  11,  strike  “(d)  ”  and  insert 
“(f)”. 

On  page  18,  line  12,  strike  “(e)  ”  and  insert 
“(g)”. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUEST 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  40  minutes 
be  allotted  to  discussion  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin,  20 
minutes  to  a  side - 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  reserving  the  right  to  object — and 
I  hope  that  I  shall  not  be  compelled  to 
object,  I  have  not  had  an  opportunity 
to  study  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin.  So  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  it  has  come  out  of  the  blue,  so  to 


speak.  It  is  not  the  kind  of  amendment 
that  Senators  should  vote  upon  without 
both  sides  of  the  question  being  under¬ 
stood.  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  if  his  committee  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  study  the  amendment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes.  We  consid¬ 
ered  the  amendment  and  rejected  it. 
Last  year,  however,  we  did  accept  it  and 
took  it  into  conference  with  the  House 
but  we  could  not  save  it  in  conference. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  should  like 
to  have  an  opportunity  to  study  the 
amendment  briefly.  As  soon  as  I  know  a 
little  bit  more  about  it,  I  believe  that  I 
shall  be  willing  to  agree  to  limit  debate. 
I  would  rather  have  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  go  ahead  and  make  his  pres¬ 
entation,  and  then  I  may  be  willing  to 
agree. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
temporarily,  I  withdraw  the  unanimous 
consent  request. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  would  amend  section  604  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961  to 
prohibit  the  use  of  funds  made  available 
under  the  act  for  payment  for  petroleum 
products  at  prices  in  excess  of  competi¬ 
tive  world  market  prices,  and  bar  the  use 
of  Federal  funds  for  the  payment  of 
barter  agents’  commissions. 

My  amendment  has  these  two  objec¬ 
tives  : 

First.  To  prohibit  the  Agency  for  In¬ 
ternational  Development — AID — from 
purchasing  oil  for  use  in  its  program  at 
higher  than  world  competitive  prices, 
that  is,  it  would  end  the  international 
oil  bromide  that  only  fools  affiliates  and 
AID  pays  posted  prices. 

Second.  To  forbid  the  use  of  Federal 
funds  to  pay  any  barter  agent’s  commis¬ 
sion  in  any  case  in  which  commodities 
or  defense  articles  furnished  to  a  recipi¬ 
ent  are  procured  through  the  barter  of 
other  commodities  or  defense  articles. 

In  my  judgment,  there  are  three  com¬ 
pelling  reasons  for  urging  passage  of  my 
amendment.  They  are : 

First.  Economy:  If  this  amendment 
had  been  in  force  in  1964,  AID  could  have 
passed  a  $16,500,000  savings  along  to  the 
hard-pressed  American  taxpayer. 

Second.  The  balance-of -payments  def¬ 
icit:  This  savings  would  have  helped 
lower  our  deficit.  A  significant  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  $100  million  spent  by  AID  in 
oil  purchases  was  spent  with  foreign  sup¬ 
pliers.  Almost  all  of  these  purchases 
were  for  posted  prices. 

Third.  The  free  enterprise  system: 
My  amendment  would  force  AID  to  fight 
for  competitive  oil  prices  in  huge  areas 
of  the  world  where  the  international  oil 
companies  now  rig  prices  at  artificially 
high  levels. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  yield  at  that 
point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bur¬ 
dick  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  yield  to  his  colleague 
[Mr.  Nelson]? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  the  AID  agency  is  the  only 


one  of  the  Federal  Government  agencies 
which  buys  at  posted  prices? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  other  big  oil  procurement 
agency  is  the  Defense  Department,  and 
it  never  buys  at  posted  prices.  It  has  a 
policy  of  not  buying  at  posted  prices. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Has  the  AID  agency  or 
anyone  else  given  any  justification  or 
argument  for  justification  of  buying  at 
posted,  prices? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  At  one  time  Mr. 
David  Bell,  the  Director  of  the  AID 
agency,  indicated  in  a  directive  that  it 
would  not  buy  at  posted  prices.  He  was 
subsequenty  reversed  on  that  policy. 

Since  then.  State  Department  and  AID 
opposed  the  amendment.  Its  argument 
does  not  make  any  sense  to  me,  and  I 
shall  discuss  that  issue  in  the  course  of 
my  presentation.  But  they  do  oppose  it. 
The  Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment  does  not  oppose  most  of  my  assump¬ 
tions,  but  it  opposes  the  amendment. 

Before  going  into  detail  on  my  pro¬ 
posal,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the 
Agency  for  International  Development 
denies  that  any  savings  could  result  from 
this  amendment.  AID  admits  that 
posted  prices  are  always  higher  than 
competitive  prices.  AID  also  admits  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  has  refused 
to  pay  the  posted  price  for  oil  and  has 
successfully  purchased  oil  at  lower,  com¬ 
petitive  prices  in  the  same  areas  of  the 
world  where  AID  continues  to  pay  the 
higher,  posted  prices. 

But  how  does  AID  come  to  the  conclu¬ 
sion  that  no  savings  would  result  from 
my  amendment  in  the  face  of  these  two 
admissions?  Simply  by  begging  the 
question.  Boiled  down,  this  is  the  State 
Department’s  position : 

AID  pays  the  higher  posted  price  in  the  Far 
East  because  it  is  the  only  price  that  exists. 
The  Department  of  Defense  manages  to  buy 
at  a  lower,  competitive  price  in  this  same 
area  of  the  world  because  it  purchases  in 
much  larger  quantities.  AID’S  purchases 
from  the  large  international  oil  companies 
represent  such  a  small  portion  of  their  busi¬ 
ness,  that  AID  is  not  in  a  position  to  force 
a  competitive  price. 

I  simply  refuse  to  accept  this  explana¬ 
tion.  In  the  first  place,  the  State  De¬ 
partment  has  made  no  attempt  to  force 
a  competitive  pricing  situation  and  yet 
rejects  out  of  hand  any  effort  to  do  this 
on  the  ground  that  “it  won’t  do  any 
good.” 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  NELSON.  I  am  puzzled  by  the 
Senator’s  statement  that  both  AID  and 
the  Defense  Department  buy  oil  in  the 
same  geographical  area,  and  the  Defense 
Department  acquires  the  oil  at  competi¬ 
tive  prices  and  the  AID  agency  acquires 
it  at  posted  prices.  After  all,  this  is  one 
Government.  Why  does  not  the  De¬ 
fense  Department  make  the  acquisition 
of  oil  for  both? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  In  some  cases  that 
has  taken  place,  as  in  Korea  and  in  a 
few  other  areas.  That  is  the  exception, 
however,  and  not  the  rule.  By  and 
large,  AID  recipients  will  secure  the  oil. 
The  purchase  is  not  made  by  AID,  which 
is  giving  the  assistance.  In  some  cases 


12322 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


the  Defense  Department  handles  the 
transaction  and  in  such  cases  there  is  a 
big  saving,  because  the  price  is  the  world 
competitive  price. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understand  the 
Senator’s  answer  to  the  question  of  his 
colleague  from  Wisconsin,  AID  does  not 
buy  the  oil  directly.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  is 
correct,  to  a  degree.  Actually  the  inter¬ 
national  oil  companies  bill  AID  directly 
for  these  oil  shipments. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  method  is 
used  by  AID  in  order  to  have  the  re¬ 
cipient  country  pay  the  posted  price? 
Why  is  not  the  recipient  country  given 
the  privilege  of  buying  at  competitive 
prices? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  answer  is  that 
AID  has  adopted  this  policy,  since  we 
provide  the  funds  and  the  assistance,  and 
the  position  of  AID  has  not  been  chal¬ 
lenged.  It  is  interesting  that  in  some 
of  the  countries  that  are  getting  this  as¬ 
sistance  serious  consideration  is  being 
given  to  installing  their  own  refining  pro¬ 
cedures,  so  that  they  will  not  have  to  go 
through  the  present  procedure,  because 
it  hurts  both  them  and  our  taxpayers. 
They  realize  that.  In  a  few  countries 
there  has  been  expropriation,  which  we 
feel  may  have  been  provoked  by  this 
policy  of  AID. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  not  had  an 
opportunity  to  read  all  the  hearings,  but 
I  would  like  to  know  if  any  specific  in¬ 
stance  is  cited  to  indicate  that  AID  in¬ 
sists  that  the  oil  be  purchased  by  the 
recipient  country  on  the  basis  of  posted 
prices? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  We  have  taken  the 
facts  that  have  been  developed  and  re¬ 
vealed.  It  is  a  fact  that  AID  has  pro¬ 
ceeded  on  the  basis  of  posted  prices.  It 
is  the  only  agency  that  requires  posted 
prices.  No  effort  has  been  made  to  ask 
for  advertised  competitive  bidding,  or 
to  ask  a  country  to  follow  such  a  pro¬ 
cedure.  The  practice  of  paying  posted 
prices  has  been  the  rule.  AID  does  not 
contest  that  fact.  They  agree  that  there 
is  this  difference  between  their  procure¬ 
ment  policy  and  the  procurement  policy 
of  the  Defense  Department.  There  is  no 
doubt  on  that  issue. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Is  the  Senator  as¬ 
suming  that  in  quite  a  large  number  of 
cases  the  recipient  country  buys  the  oil 
at  posted  prices,  although  there  is  no 
evidence  to  indicate  that  it  is  actually 
doing  so? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  In  my  opinion,  the 
evidence  is  conclusive.  The  purchases 
have  consistently  been  made  on  the  basis 
of  posted  prices,  with  the  exception  of 
South  Korea,  for  example,  and  a  few 
other  places,  where  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  has  done  the  purchasing.  In  those 
instances  world  competitive  prices  have 
been  paid.  AID  has  paid  competitive 
prices,  and  not  posted  prices  in  those 
cases  and  only  in  those  cases. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Will  the  Senator 
tell  us  what  losses  the  recipient  countries 
have  sustained  because  they  are  forced 
to  buy  at  posted  prices? 


Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Will  the  Senator 
repeat  his  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  will  rephrase  my 
question.  What  is  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  competitive  prices  and  the 
posted  prices? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  It  varies.  The 
posted  prices  vary  between  20  and  40 
percent  higher  than  competitive  prices. 
There  is  good  reason  for  paying  the 
posted  prices.  It  makes  good  sense,  par¬ 
ticularly  good  business  sense,  because  it 
reduces  a  company’s  tax  liability.  It 
gives  an  international  oil  company  an 
opportunity  virtually  to  eliminate  its  in¬ 
come  taxes.  It  is  good  for  the  oil  com¬ 
pany,  but  it  is  something  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  should  not 
have  to  pay,  and  the  foreign  country 
should  not  be  forced  to  pay  it  through 
our  AID  program. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  wish  the  Senator 
would  go  further  into  the  question  of  how 
income  taxes  are  affected. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  shall  do  so. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  a  company  re¬ 
ceives  more  in  income,  it  would  seem  to 
me  that  it  would  pay  more  income  taxes. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  A  company  which 
has  a  producing  facility  in  Saudi  Arabia, 
for  example,  and  sells  its  oil  in  France, 
would  pay  a  higher  price  in  Saudi  Arabia, 
where  there  is  no  income  tax,  and  where 
the  company  pays  on  a  per  barrel  basis. 
The  affiliate  must  pay  a  higher  price,  and 
the  cost  in  France  would  be  greater,  and 
therefore  the  profit  in  France  might  be 
negligible.  For  this  reason  the  company 
pays  little  tax  to  France.  The  high 
posted  price  in  Saudi  Arabia  makes  its 
material  cost  so  high  that  it  has  no 
French  tax  liability.  Therefore,  the 
posted  price  makes  sense  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  reducing  the  company’s  overall 
tax  liability.  The  tax  is  reduced  in 
France.  It  is  no  higher  than  before  in 
Saudi  Arabia  where  the  tax  is  on  a  per 
barrel  basis. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  apologize.  This  is  a 
highly  complicated  subject,  and  it  has 
come  up  so  recently  that  I  ask  these 
questions  primarily  out  of  ignorance. 
As  I  understand,  this  is  AID-financed 
oil.  The  purchases  are  financed  by  AID. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Where  does  most  of  the 
oil  go?  What  areas  are  we  talking 
about?  They  are  not  specified. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  A  great  deal  of  it 
goes  to  southeast  Asia.  Much  of  it  goes 
to  Laos  and  Vietnam.  However,  it  goes 
wherever  in  the  world  we  have  an  AID 
program  to  provide  oil  to  recipient  coun¬ 
tries.  Most  of  it,  if  we  want  to  put  it  on 
a  percentage  basis,  goes  to  southeast 
Asia. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Is  the  storage  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  the  oil  actually  handled  by 
AID  or  is  it  handled  by  private  commer¬ 
cial  facilities,  or  what? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  It  is  handled  by 
private  commercial  facilities. 

Mr.  TOWER.  If  the  amendment 
were  adopted,  would  it  mean  that  AID 
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would  have  to  establish  its  own  distribu¬ 
tion  and  storage  facilities? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  No;  AID  would  not 
have  to  establish  its  own  distribution  and 
storage  facilities.  All  it  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  do  would  be  what  the  Defense 
Department  does  and  what  any  private 
buyer  does.  They  would  have  to  do  their 
best  to  buy  at  competitive  prices. 

We  are  dealing  with  a  homogeneous 
commodity.  It  is  one  in  which  the  price 
is  the  big  element  and  in  which  quality 
is  easily  defined.  Monopoly  is  not 
easy.  It  takes  careful  rigging  with 
Government  cooperation.  This  is  an 
isolated  example  of  how  the  affiliates  and 
AID  have  alone  paid  this  artificial, 
posted  price. 

Mr.  TOWER.  In  other  words,  the  oil 
is  acquired  offshore.  Is  that  correct? 
Is  it  acquired  outside  the  United  States? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  It  is  acquired  sub¬ 
stantially,  though  not  entirely,  from 
American  companies,  some  of  the  big 
American  companies — it  may  be  the 
Standard  Oil  Co.  of  New  Jersey,  or  some 
other  American  company — which  have 
holdings  all  over  the  world. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  oil  is  not  domes¬ 
tically  produced,  but  is  produced  in  such 
places  as  Indonesia,  or  other  parts  of  the 
world.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  sure  that 
would  be  the  case  in  most  cases,  although 
perhaps  not  in  all. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Would  the  adoption  of 
the  Senator’s  amendment  have  any  ef¬ 
fect  on  the  price  of  domestic  crude  or  the 
importation  of  foreign  crude  into  this 
country?  This  subject  may  seem  ab¬ 
stract,  but  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  could 
give  his  opinion  on  it. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  impact  of  the 
amendment  would  be  negligible  on  the 
price  that  AID  pays.  Although  $100  mil¬ 
lion  is  a  great  deal  of  money,  this  busi¬ 
ness,  as  the  Senator  knows,  is  an  enor¬ 
mous  business,  involving  many  billions  of 
dollars  a  year.  Therefore  the  purchases 
by  AID  could  not  be  said  to  be  so  signifi¬ 
cant  as  to  affect  the  price.  Perhaps  if  the 
Defense  Department  were  adopting  this 
position,  it  could  have  an  impact. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment,  of  course,  gets  it  for  its  own  use. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes;  and  it  buys  at 
competitive  prices,  too. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  was  of  the  view  that 
under  the  AID  program  there  was,  if  not 
a  compulsion,  at  least  a  persuasion  al¬ 
ways  to  “buy  American,”  to  buy  from 
American  companies.  That  policy  might 
well  account  for  the  fact  that  the  recip¬ 
ient  countries  would  have  the  say  about 
where  the  oil  that  they  receive  should  be 
purchased.  The  AID  people  were  acting 
under  a  governmental  policy  by  which 
they  were  supposed  to  buy  American 
products  for  use  in  the  AID  program. 
Therefore,  American  oil  should  be 
bought. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  think  there  is 
something  to  that  statement.  The  fact 
is  that  last  year  17  percent  of  AID  oil 
was  purchased  not  from  American  com¬ 
panies  but  from  foreign  countries.  The 
fact  is  that  the  recipient  countries  buy 
not  only  from  Amercian  but  from  for¬ 
eign  countries.  The  thrust  of  the  Sena- 
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tor’s  question  may  be  correct.  In  other 
words,  we  have  tried  to  influence  the 
countries  to  buy  from  American  com¬ 
panies  wherever  possible,  for  it  does  have 
a  somewhat  favorable  effect  on  our  bal¬ 
ance  of  payments. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Is  it  not  generally  what 
might  loosely  be  called  a  cartel  of  oil 
companies,  in  which  the  U.S.  oil  com¬ 
panies  participate,  which  results  in  a 
posted  price  for  oil?  My  understanding 
is  that  it  is  the  Gulf  coast  posted  price, 
which  is  far  above  the  world  price,  and 
it  is  that  higher  price  which  AID  is  in¬ 
sisting  be  paid  for  oil  delivered  to  foreign 
countries. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  believe  that  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  is  correct.  I 
appreciate  that  statement,  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  gives  emphasis  to  the  point. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Can  the  Sen¬ 
ator  tell  us  what  part  of  the  oil  is  pro¬ 
duced  by  American  or  domestic  pro¬ 
ducers? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  American  domestic 
producers?  I  do  not  have  those  figures. 
We  have  studied  the  question  for  a  couple 
of  years  and  we  have  asked  this  kind  of 
question  over  and  over  again.  It  is  our 
impression,  as  I  said  to  the  Senator  from 
Texas,  that  very  little  is  produced  by 
American  domestic  producers.  Much  of 
it  is  procured  from  American  companies, 
but  from  their  foreign  holdings. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  gained  the 
impression  that  the  amendment  would 
preclude  any  American-produced  oil 
from  being  sold  into  the  AID  program 
on  that  basis. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Oh,  no.  The 
amendment  would  not  have  that  result 
at  all.  There  is  no  reason  why  we  should 
buy  at  posted  prices  from  American 
companies;  I  mean  American  companies 
which  are  producing  in  Texas,  Louisi¬ 
ana,  Oklahoma,  or  some  other  American 
State.  It  is  very,  very  unlikely  that  we 
would  do  that,  as  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  knows,  because  if  we  are  buying 
oil  from  South  American  countries,  and 
relatively  little  of  it  goes  there,  we  would 
be  much  more  inclined  to  buy  from 
Colombia  or  from  one  of  the  other  South 
American  countries,  and  certainly  in 
southeast  Asia  the  transportation  situa¬ 
tion — that  is  where  a  great  deal  of  the 
oil  goes — would  necessitate  our  buying 
it  out  in  that  area. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Is  the  Sen¬ 
ator  aware  of  the  fact  that  in  trying  to 
protect  our  balance  of  payments,  our 
country  has  been  trying  to  go  more  and 
more  on  a  buy- American  basis?  Obvi¬ 
ously  in  a  great  number  of  instances — 
in  fact,  any  time  the  decision  is  actually 
meaningful — invariably  the  decision  is 
to  buy  American,  even  though  it  costs 
more  than  it  would  to  buy  from  foreign¬ 
ers  to  help  protect  our  balance  of  pay¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  It  seems  to  me  that 
we  would  be  much  more  likely  to  buy 
from  American  companies  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted.  I  make  that  statement 
for  several  reasons.  For  one  thing,  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  interested  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  who  have  talked  to  me  are 


overwhelmingly  from  American  inde¬ 
pendent  companies.  They  feel  very 
strongly  that  they  have  been  excluded 
from  the  situation.  They  would  like  to 
bid  and  participate. 

Second,  we  have  a  very  competitive  oil 
industry,  whereas  the  foreign  countries 
are  cartelized  and  operated  on  a  much 
more  monopolistic  basis,  and  lend  them¬ 
selves  much  more  to  the  posted  price 
kind  of  procedure. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  As  the  Sen¬ 
ator  knows,  the  foreign  price  is  lower 
than  the  American  price,  to  begin  with. 
It  is  difficult  for  me  to  see  how  any 
American  oil  could  be  shipped  to  meet 
any  of  the  AID  requirements,  if  the 
American  companies  must  not  only 
meet  the  foreign  price  but  also  must  pay 
the  ocean  freight  to  get  it  to  where  it  is 
to  be  used.  On  that  basis  I  would  gain 
the  impression  that  what  the  Senator  is 
doing  is  going  exactly  opposite  from  the 
buy-American  policy.  We  tend  to  hurt 
our  balance  of  payments  insofar  as 
Americans  are  denied  the  right  to  sell 
oil.  In  addition,  it  seems  that  the 
amendment  might  very  well  keep  Amer¬ 
ican  producers  from  having  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  sell  where  they  might  have  a 
market  available  to  them.  The  Senator 
knows  that  with  regard  to  almost  every¬ 
thing  else  we  manufacture  in  this  coun¬ 
try  the  buy-American  policy  reaches  out 
to  it. 

Every  industry  except  oil  is  given  an 
opportunity  to  benefit.  We  have  a  big 
shipping  subsidy.  I  think  it  should  be 
more,  because  that  is  one  way  in  which 
we  can  help  our  balance  of  payments. 
We  buy  a  great  many  things  abroad.  We 
buy  a  great  many  American  commodities 
and  ship  them  abroad.  In  many  in¬ 
stances,  in  doing  business  with  foreign 
concerns,  we  require  that  they  spend  the 
dollars  they  receive  in  order  to  buy  Amer¬ 
ican  commodities. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  might  well  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  require  us  to  provide 
American-produced  oil  in  the  AID  pro¬ 
gram.  But  my  amendment  would  not 
affect  that  policy  at  all.  So  far  as  I 
know — and  the  State  Department  has 
had  plenty  of  time  to  come  up  with  other 
figures — not  a  gallon  of  AID  oil  is  pro¬ 
duced  in  this  country.  Perhaps  some  of 
it  is,  but  I  doubt  it  very  much.  All  the 
economic  elements  and  other  elements 
in  the  situation  would  indicate  that  very, 
very  little — and  perhaps  none  of  it — is 
bought  here. 

So  far  as  the  balance  of  payments  is 
concerned,  the  amendment  would  help  in 
our  balance-of-payments  situation  be¬ 
cause  it  would  reduce  the  amount  of 
American  aid  dollars  that  are  required 
to  buy  the  oil  that  is  needed.  It  would 
reduce  the  amount  by  $16.5  million  or 
$17  million,  which  in  a  $100  million  total 
is  a  substantial  amount.  There  is  no 
question  that  the  amendment,  regardless 
of  any  other  possibilities,  would  have  the 
effect  of  improving  our  balance-of-pay¬ 
ments  situation.  It  would  reduce  the 
amount  that  we  spend. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  knows  that  the  American  companies 
make  a  showing  that  they  are  bringing 
into  this  country  on  an  annual  basis  a 


greater  amount  than  they  are  taking 
out.  I  believe  the  favorable  balance  of 
payment  that  we  have  with  regard  to  the 
oil  and  gas  industry  is  about  $400  mil¬ 
lion.  Of  course,  they  must  make  some 
money  over  there  in  order  to  be  able 
to  do  that. 

I  reserve  any  further  question. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  am  somewhat 
puzzled  by  the  fact  that  the  Senator  has 
offered  two  amendments  in  one.  It 
seems  to  me  that  there  may  be  merit 
in  his  argument  with  reference  to  the 
first  part  of  the  amendment,  that  is,  the 
posting  of  prices.  I  am  not  talking 
about  how  good  business  might  dictate 
the  posting  of  prices,  but  I  do  under¬ 
stand — and  I  take  the  Senator’s  word 
for  the  fact — that  it  cost  us  extra  money 
last  year  by  reason  of  using  these  posted 
prices. 

But  the  second  part  of  this  has  to  do 
with  barter  sales.  I  can  only  take  the 
word  of  the  agency  that  administers  the 
Act,  but  that  agency  has  stated  that  the 
proposal  might  completely  end  barter 
purchases,  barter  sales,  and  that  is 
where  the  balance  of  payments  would 
be  greatly  affected,  because  in  making 
those  barter  transactions,  surplus  com¬ 
modities  are  used  in  lieu  of  dollars  to 
buy  the  products,  the  commodities  that 
are  needed  in  the  AID  program,  and  the 
amendment  would  put  an  end  to  that. 
That  is  where  the  big  money  would  be 
involved,  and  money  that,  as  I  see  it, 
which  would  affect  our  balance  of  pay¬ 
ments  disadvantageous^. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  would  be  happy  to 
separate  the  amendment.  Of  course,  it 
could  be  separated  by  any  Senator  who 
would  wish  to  do  so.  Frankly,  I  am  offer¬ 
ing  the  amendment  in  its  present  form  in 
order  to  save  the  time  of  the  Senate  and 
the  time  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama. 

We  have  a  unique  situation  in  relation 
to  paying  barter  commissions  in  the  AID 
program.  It  is  not  the  custom;  it  is  not 
done  in  the  commercial  area  at  all  by  the 
buyer.  It  is  done  by  the  seller,  by  the 
supplier.  We  feel  under  those  circum¬ 
stances  that  there  is  every  reason  to  ex¬ 
pect  and  predict  that  the  bartering 
agents  get  double  commissions  this  way. 
They  get  one  from  the  buyer  and  one 
from  the  seller.  What  we  are  trying  to 
provide  is  that  the  usual  commercial 
method  be  used.  We  would  provide  that 
the  bartering  commissions  be  paid  by  the 
seller  rather  than  making  the  Federal 
Government  pay  them. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  As  I  understand, 
what  happens  is  that  we  employ  a  barter 
agent — or  I  suppose  in  this  country  we 
would  call  him  a  broker — to  buy  up 
the  things  that  we  desire,  to  bring  to¬ 
gether  the  two  parties,  those  who  want 
our  surplus  commodities  and  those  who 
have  the  things  that  we  want  to  buy  and 
use  in  our  AID  program.  In  other  words, 
we  employ  him,  as  I  understand  it.  This 
is  a  most  complex  and  technical  subject. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  from 
Alabama  has  raised  a  very  good  point. 
Frankly,  the  amendment  as  originally 
drafted  and  submitted  was  defective. 
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It  went  much  further  than  we  thought 
it  should  go.  Is  the  Senator  referring 
to  amendment  No.  236? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  looked  at  it  earlier 
today. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  had  an  earlier 
amendment  that  went  further  with  re¬ 
spect  to  barter  agents’  commissions  than 
it  had  to  go,  and  raised  the  point  which 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  properly 
raises.  Let  me  read  the  language  of 
this  amendment,  which  is  now  corrected. 
Does  the  Senator  have  the  amendment 
No.  236  before  him? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  This  amendment 
reads,  in  part: 

No  part  of  the  funds  made  available  under 
this  act  or  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
owned  commodities  shall  be  used  to  pay  any 
barter  contractor’s  commission  or  disposal 
fees  (commodity  disposal  cost)  in  any  case 
in  which  commodities  furnished  to  a  re¬ 
cipient  country  are  procured  through  the 
barter  of  other  commodities  and  any  such 
commission  or  fee  shall  be  paid  or  absorbed 
by  the  supplier  of  the  commodities  through 
a  reduction  in  anticipated  profits. 

It  does  not  provide  that  suppliers  may 
not  pay  a  commission.  That  was  the 
point  that  was  objected  to  by  AID  in 
the  original  amendment.  We  have  elim¬ 
inated  that.  All  we  provided  was  that 
AID  shall  not  pay  the  barter  agent’s 
commission. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Of  course,  it  still 
has  a  barter  situation  in  it.  I  have  read 
the  substance  of  the  comment  that  the 
AID  agency  has  made,  concerning  the 
way  the  business  is  carried  on. 

There  are  two  main  types  of  barter 
transactions.  In  one  type  the  barter 
contractor  is  “paid”  by  the  CCC  in  the 
form  of  commodities.  In  other  words, 
the  barter  contractor  agrees  to  furnish 
certain  goods  to  a  third  country  in  re¬ 
turn  for  a  specified  quantity  of  CCC- 
owned  commodities. 

In  return,  they  specify  the  quantity 
of  CCC-owned  commodities.  This  spec¬ 
ified  quantity  is  determined  by  competi¬ 
tive  bidding,  and  the  barter  contractor 
makes  profit  or  suffers  a  loss  depending 
on  his  business  acumen  and  how  well  he 
has  calculated  his  bid.  This  amendment 
seems  to  mean  that  the  barter  contractor 
would  be  prohibited  from  making  a  pro¬ 
fit.  In  that  case,  of  course,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  arrange  any  barter  trans¬ 
actions,  and  the  barter  program,  which 
is  helpful  to  the  U.S.  balance  of  pay¬ 
ments,  would  come  to  an  end. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  That  is  exactly  my 
point.  That  refers  to  the  earlier  amend¬ 
ment.  The  language  here  is  clear.  It 
does  not  prohibit  a  barter  contractor 
from  receiving  the  commission  he  has  al¬ 
ways  received  from  the  supplier.  It  does 
not  interfere  with  or  prohibit  that  prac¬ 
tice. 

The  amendment  merely  provides  that 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
which  acts  as  the  AID  agency  in  this 
case,  shall  not,  in  effect,  pay  any  barter 
contractor’s  commission.  So  the  amend¬ 
ment  does  meet  the  specific  objection 
made  by  AID.  The  amendment  would 
not  interfere  with  the  normal  practice, 
and  it  would  not  prevent  or  prohibit  pay¬ 
ment  of  a  commission. 


The  “yeas”  and  “nays”  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  have  already  been  ordered.  If  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  is  agreeable,  I 
should  be  happy  to  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  rescind  the  order  for  the  “yeas” 
and  “nays”  if  he  would  be  willing  to  sup¬ 
port  the  posted  price  aspect  of  the 
amendment. 

I  shall  be  happy  to  separate  the 
amendment,  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  the  rescinding  of  the  order  for  the 
yeas  and  nays,  and  to  dispose  of  the 
amendment  by  acting  on  the  first  part 
of  it  now  by  voice  vote,  if  that  is  the 
Senator’s  disposition. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  yield,  while  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  is  considering 
that  proposal? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  hope  that  the  Senator 
fz’om  Alabama  will  accept  that  sugges¬ 
tion.  A  similar  amendment  was  adopted 
by  the  Senate  last  year.  I  attended  the 
hearings  at  which  the  amendment  was 
considered,  and  I  supported  the  amend¬ 
ment,  which  was  carefully  considered 
and  adopted  last  year  by  the  Senate. 

I  also  read  with  some  care  the  reply 
of  AID.  I  find  it  quite  unpersuasive. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  are  vastly 
overemphasizing  what  seems  to  me  to  be 
a  simple  matter. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  if 
I  correctly  understand  that  what  the 
amendment  seeks  to  do  is  to  provide  that 
the  world  price,  determined  on  a  free 
market  basis  for  oil,  shall  be  paid  by 
AID,  instead  of  the  artificially  fixed  and 
controlled  posted  price,  which  regulates 
the  price  of  oil  in  this  country  at  a  far 
higher  level  than  abroad. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  is 
absolutely  correct.  He  states  the  pro¬ 
posal  much  better  than  I  have  stated 
it,  and  has  done  so  concisely. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  should  like  to  ask, 
apropos  the  question  asked  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania,  whether  this 
concept  of  the  Senator’s  amendment, 
that  the  world  price  shall  govern  rather 
than  the  posted  price,  might  result  in 
a  situation  in  which  the  Soviet  Union, 
for  example,  which  is  highly  competitive 
in  the  world  oil  market,  might,  by  reason 
of  being  the  low  bidder,  be  awarded  the 
contract,  rather  than  an  oil  company 
owned  or  operated  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  suggest  to  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  and  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  that  all  materials  furnished  in  the 
AID  program  are  required  to  be  furnished 
by  American  companies,  whether  or  not 
their  prices  are  higher  than  others.  This 
is  done  for  two  good  reasons :  to  support 
the  buy-American  principle  and  also  to 
protect  our  own  balance  of  payments.  It 
is  highly  unlikely  that  AID  would  pur¬ 
chase  from  any  but  American  suppliers. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  would  not  lay  a 
foundation  for  violating  that  policy; 
would  it? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  All  the  amendment  would  do  would 
be  to  put  AID  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
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Department  of  Defense.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  does  not  buy  from 
Russia,  but  buys  competitively  on'  the 
world  market  to  obtain  the  best  price. 

But  it  is  excellent  legislative  history  to 
emphasize  that  the  amendment  does  not 
breach  the  present  procedure  of  not  buy¬ 
ing  from  Communist  countries.  The 
Senator  from  Iowa  has  raised  a  good 
point,  and  I  appreciate  his  doing  so. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  situations  are  not 
comparable,  because  AID  buys  for  its  own 
use. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  TOWER.  I  should  like  to  hear 
the  Senator  address  himself  to  the  com¬ 
ments  in  the  AID  memorandum. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  doing  that  in 
the  course  of  my  presentation. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  AID  memorandum 
states: 

The  amendment  would  Increase  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  burden  on  AID  in  carrying  out 
its  pricing  regulations  without  compensation 
in  savings.  For  example,  it  would  involve 
AID  in  costly,  time-confusing  arguments,  and 
possible  litigation. 

The  amendment  will  make  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  foreign  exchange  laws  and  regu¬ 
lations  of  foreign  countries  more  difficult 
and  will  invite  fraud  and  corruption  in  the 
administration  of  those  laws. 

The  actual  result  of  the  amendment 
would  be  to  deprive  AID,  in  many  cases,  of 
any  effective  control  over  prices  charged  in 
AID-financed  petroleum  sales. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  That  Is  pretty 
powerful  rhetoric,  but  it  does  not  make 
any  sense.  After  all,  what  we  are  saying 
is  that  AID  should  pay  on  the  same  basis 
as  the  generality  of  commerce  pays. 

Mr.  TOWER.  That  is  exactly  my 
statement. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  know.  After  all, 
people  who  purchase  oil  for  relatively 
small  companies  do  not  pay  the  posted 
price.  They  insist  on  paying  the  com¬ 
petitive  price  or  the  world  price.  I  am 
saying  that  AID  should  do  the  same 
thing.  It  is  inconceivable  that  this  pro¬ 
cedure  should  be  more  expensive  and 
require  more  administration.  They 
would  have  to  ask  for  competitive  prices, 
but  that  does  not  involve  a  great  deal  of 
additional  bureaucracy  or  expense  on 
their  part.  It  certainly  is  not  corrupt. 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  the  essence  of 
free  enterprise,  and  that  prevents  cor¬ 
ruption. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Referring  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  asked  by  the  Senator  from  Iowa, 
would  the  oil  be  required  to  be  purchased 
from  none  but  American  companies? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  No.  Under  the 
AID  program,  17  percent  is  bought  from 
foreign  companies;  and,  of  course,  what 
is  bought  from  American  companies  is 
overwhelmingly  produced  abroad. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Do  we  buy  from  Dutch 
Shell? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  We  buy  some.  We 
do  not  pay  the  competitive  price,  of 
course.  We  buy  from  them  at  the 
posted  price. 

Mr.  CLARK.  It  occurs  to  me  that  the 
Defense  Department  analogy  should  be 
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pressed  harder  than  has  hitherto  been 
the  case. 

If  the  objections  of  AID  are  sound,  why 
are  they  not  compulsive  with  the  De¬ 
fense  Department?  Obviously,  the  De¬ 
fense  Department  does  not  think  those 
objections  are  any  good  or  it  would  be 
paying  the  posted  prices.  In  addition, 
the  analogy  is  even  closer.  While  the 
Defense  Department  buys  for  its  own 
use,  AID  buys  for  someone  else,  and  the 
money  is  that  of  the  American  tax¬ 
payers.  The  taxpayers  are  entitled  to 
the  best  possible  return  for  their  funds. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  reject  the  theory 
of  AID  officials  that  the  huge  oil  com¬ 
panies  will  not  compete  for  AID’S  busi¬ 
ness  because  AID  does  not  buy  in  suffi¬ 
ciently  large  quantities.  I  am  sure  that 
all  Senators  have  had  the  experience  of 
observing  that  gasoline  stations  of  even 
the  largest  oil  companies  meet  the  price 
competition  of  independents  by  match¬ 
ing  and  even  exceeding  any  price  cut.  If 
Standard  Oil  will  compete  for  my  5  gal¬ 
lons  of  regular,  why  would  not  it  com¬ 
pete  for  AID’S  tens  of  millions  of  dollars 
of  oil  purchases? 

The  first  part  of  the  amendment 
would  require  that  petroleum  products 
procured  with  AID  funds  be  purchased 
at  a  “price  generally  charged  by  the  sup¬ 
plier  in  comparable  export  sales  from  the 
source  country  at  the  time  of  purchase” 
or  under  formal  competitive  bid  proce¬ 
dures.  The  term  “comparable  export 
sales”  as  used  in  my  amendment  does  not 
include  sales  to  affiliated. 

For  the  past  10  years  or  more,  AID 
petroleum  purchases  have  amounted  to 
more  than  $100  million  a  year.  Virtually 
all  of  these  purchases,  incidentally,  have 
been  from  overseas  sources  and  a  sub¬ 
stantial  amount  from  foreign  owned 
companies.  Thus,  there  has  been  a  sub¬ 
stantial  drain  on  our  balance  of  pay¬ 
ments  from  these  purchases  alone. 

The  great  bulk  of  these  purchases  have 
been  made  through  seven  international 
companies  which  have  affiliated  opera¬ 
tions  all  over  the  world.  My  amendment 
would  exclude  “sales  to  affiliates”  of  these 
oil  giants  in  determining  market  price 
because  transactions  between  the  seven 
international  companies  and  their  affili¬ 
ates  are  conducted  at  artificially  arrived 
at  purchase  rates,  termed  “posted 
prices,”  fully  20  to  40  percent  above 
world  prices  for  petroleum  products. 

We  have  indicated  this  before.  How¬ 
ever,  let  me  stress  it  again.  Why  are 
“posted  prices”  used  in  transactions  be¬ 
tween  these  huge  oil  firms  and  their  own 
affiliates? 

Basically,  these  artificially  arrived  at 
posted  prices  are  meant  to  give  the  in¬ 
ternational  oil  companies  certain  tax 
breaks.  For  example,  a  company  has  oil 
production  facilities  in  Saudi  Arabia  and 
a  processing  affiliate  in  France.  Prices 
posted  at  the  wellhead  in  Saudi  Arabia 
are  20  to  40  percent  in  excess  of  the  com¬ 
petitive  world  price.  The  French 
affiliate  pays  the  abnormally  high  price, 
deducts  it  on  its  tax  return  as  a  cost  of 
doing  business,  and  thus  escapes  the  high 
French  tax  rate  on  the  extra  money  it 


paid  to  its  own  Saudi  Arabian  operation 
for  its  oil.  It  does  not  cost  the  company 
any  more  in  taxes  at  the  Saudi  Arabian 
end  because  Saudi  Arabia  charges  a 
uniform  perbarrel  tax  on  oil  produced 
within  its  boundaries,  regardless  of  the 
price  for  which  the  oil  is  sold.  Con¬ 
sequently,  the  extra  amount  paid  by  the 
French  affiliate  for  the  oil  is  not  taxed  in 
Saudi  Arabia. 

This  may  make  good  sense  in  terms  of 
the  internal  transactions  of  international 
oil  companies.  But  it  does  not  make  good 
sense  for  the  American  Government  to 
pay  these  posted  prices.  No  other  non- 
affiliated  purchaser  would.  In  fact,  the 
Department  of  Defense,  which  uses  enor¬ 
mous  amounts  of  oil  products,  never  pays 
posted  prices  for  them.  Why  should 
AID  do  so  then? 

On  the  basis  of  AID’S  own  figures,  the 
agency  last  year  paid  posted  prices  for 
about  55  percent  of  AID  financed  petro¬ 
leum  sales  of  approximately  $100  million. 
Assuming  the  posted  price  markup  was 
an  average  of  30  percent,  the  savings  to 
the  American  taxpayer  would  have  been 
$16,500,000  if  AID  would  have  paid  com¬ 
petitive  rather  than  posted  prices. 

Bulk  fuels — gasoline  and  kerosene — 
constituted  50  percent  of  AID  financed 
sales  of  petroleum  products  in  1964.  Of 
this,  half  went  to  Korea  and  was  pur¬ 
chased  at  competitive  prices  through  use 
of  Department  of  Defense  stocks.  Forty 
percent  of  the  bulk  fuel  purchased  went 
to  Vietnam  and  Laos  at  posted  prices. 

When  asked  to  account  for  this,  AID 
contended  that  the  storage  and  distribu¬ 
tion  facilities  in  Vietnam  and  Laos  are 
owned  by  affiliates  who  must  buy  from 
the  major  suppliers  at  posted  prices.  In 
my  estimation,  this  is  a  totally  unaccept¬ 
able  situation — one  that  AID  should  fight, 
not  meekly  accept. 

If  there  presently  is  virtually  no  dis¬ 
counting  from  posted  prices  for  move¬ 
ments  of  bulk  fuels  into  the  Far  East, 
AID  should  encourage  competition  to  de¬ 
velop  by  requiring  advertised  bidding.  If 
it  is  true  that  there  are  areas  in  the 
world,  such  as  the  Far  East,  where  no 
price  yardstick  exists  outside  the  posted 
price,  then  formal  competitive  bid  pro¬ 
cedures  should  determine  the  purchase 
price.  How  can  there  ever  be  a  competi¬ 
tive  market  if  major  purchasers  such  as 
AID  are  willing  to  pay  artificially  high 
prices? 

My  amendment  would  require  formal 
bid  procedures  be  used  in  areas  where  the 
only  existing  transactions  are  in  posted 
prices.  This  would  permit  independent 
producers  to  bid  in  the  kind  of  competi¬ 
tive  market  for  which  the  United  States 
should  be  known.  The  practice  followed 
by  AID  has  cost  American  taxpayers  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  and  has  put  us  in  the 
position  of  not  living  up  to  the  free  en¬ 
terprise  that  we  preach.  Surely  the  non¬ 
competitive,  rigged,  artificial  prices  coun¬ 
tenanced  by  AID  cannot  qualify  under 
our  country’s  definition  of  free  enterprise. 

AID’S  practice  of  paying  posted  prices 
for  oil  is  damaging  our  country  in  two 
other  respects.  First,  it  has  hurt  us  in 
the  balance-of-payments  situation.  A 
significant  part  of  the  AID-financed  oil 
program  last  year  was  handed  on  a 


golden  platter  to  foreign  suppliers — vir¬ 
tually  all  at  posted  prices.  Much  of  this 
business  is  going  to  French  companies  at 
a  time  when  the  French  Government  is 
doing  everything  in  its  power  to  not  only 
embarrass  the  U.S.  Government,  but  to 
force  changes  in  world  monetary  policies 
which  would  have  serious  repercussions 
on  the  status  and  position  of  America 
in  the  free  world. 

I  am  not  advocating  that  all  AID  oil 
be  purchased  from  American  companies. 
I  am  suggesting  that  it  is  unwise  for  this 
country  to  increase  our  baiance-of -pay¬ 
ments  difficulties  by  paying  prices  to  for¬ 
eign  oil  companies  that  are  20  to  40  per¬ 
cent  higher  than  competitive  prices. 

Another  danger  of  continuing  the 
posted  price  purchasing  practice  is  that 
by  forcing  recipient  countries  to  use  for¬ 
eign  aid  funds  to  buy  oil  at  prices  20  to 
40  percent  in  excess  of  the  market  price, 
we  are  encouraging  these  countries  to  cut 
costs  by  building  their  own  facilities  or 
expropriating  existing  facilities  of  af¬ 
filiate  companies  charging  posted  prices. 

This  is  the  point  that  I  raised  with 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  . 

For  example,  the  Governments  of 
Ceylon  and  Syria  have  expropriated  all 
oil  facilities.  Tunisia  and  Ghana  have 
built  their  own  refineries.  This  is  not 
surprising.  What  is  surprising  is  that 
similar  action  has  not  yet  been  taken 
in  all  countries  where  one  international 
oil  company  uses  its  position  as  the  only 
distributor  or  supplier  to  charge  exorbi¬ 
tant,  artificially  set  prices  for  oil. 

The  second  part  of  my  amendment  is 
designed  to  stop  still  another  abuse  in 
the  AID-financed  oil  program. 

How  would  this  save  money  and  how 
much?  One  of  the  ways  in  which  pe¬ 
troleum  products  are  purchased  by  for¬ 
eign  countries  with  AID  funds  is  through 
barter.  For  example,  funds  are  used  to 
purchase  other  commodities  which  can 
in  turn  be  exchanged  for  oil  and  gas. 

Suppliers  of  other  products  custom¬ 
arily  pay  the  servicing  charges  and  dis¬ 
posal  fees  associated  with  their  sales. 
These  are  normal  business  costs.  But 
when  AID  finances  barter  transactions 
involving  oil,  it  insists  that  the  oil  sup¬ 
pliers  should  not  pay  brokerage  or  sell¬ 
ing  costs.  Why  should  the  Government 
pay  the  brokerage  fees?  Why  should 
normal  business  procedures  be  over¬ 
turned  merely  to  benefit  one  industry 
which  hardly  is  in  need  of  subsidy? 

Officials  of  AID  have  been  critical  of 
this  provision  of  my  amendment  on  the 
mistaken  ground  that  it  would  make  it 
impossible  to  use  barter  arrangements. 
This  criticism  ignores  the  fact  that  sup¬ 
pliers  have  been  paying  agents’  fees  un¬ 
der  barter  arrangements  since  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  in  operation. 

Another  criticism — that  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  preclude  the  inclusion  of  the 
barter  contractor’s  charge  in  the  price  of 
the  goods  financed  by  AID — is  also  false. 
Actually,  the  amendment  prohibits  the 
payment  by  any  Federal  agency  of  these 
fees  in  the  form  of  additional  agricul¬ 
tural  surpluses  or  otherwise.  Whenever 
we  do  pay  this  commission,  it  is  likely 
that  the  barter  agent  will  receive  a  double 
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commission — one  from  the  supplier  and 
the  other  from  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  which  frequently  partici¬ 
pates  in  barter  transactions  through 
sales  of  surplus  food.  My  amendment 
would  eliminate  this  possibility  of  a 
double  commission. 

I  find  it  strange  that  an  arm  of  the 
Government  would  oppose  a  measure 
that  is  designed  exclusively  to  save  the 
taxpayers’  money  while  at  the  same  time 
not  curtailing  any  existing  program.  If 
the  administrators  of  this  program  are 
not  concerned  with  the  waste  of  public 
funds,  then  the  Congress  must  assume 
this  concern  and  act  forcefully. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  discuss  very  briefly  the  other  part 
of  the  amendment.  It  might  be  helpful 
for  the  Record. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  That  is  agreeable. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  not  sure  that  we 
have  cleared  up  the  difficulty  which  I 
previously  mentioned. 

I  believe  that  both  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  and  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
have  the  same  objective  in  mind.  But  I 
am  not  sure,  as  yet,  that  the  amendment 
clears  it  up. 

I  shall  read  from  amendment  No.  236 
of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin.  The 
amendment  points  out  that  the  general 
policy  is  going  to  be  that: 

In  the  case  of  petroleum  or  petroleum 
products,  the  price  generally  charged  by  the 
supplier  in  comparable  export  sales  from  the 
source  country  at  the  time  of  purchase. 

I  want  this  question  cleared  up.  An 
exception  to  that  general  provision  is 
provided  for  by  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator,  which  would  provide  that  that 
particular  clause  of  the  foregoing  sen¬ 
tence  shall  not  apply  to  the  purchase 
price  in  sales  under  formal  competitive 
bid  procedures. 

That  is  the  way  AID  can  avoid  this 
provision.  What  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  has  in  mind  is  that  there  would 
be  formal  competitive  bid  procedures  as 
a  general  practice.  However,  I  presume 
that  if  the  AID  administration  desires  to 
avoid  formal  competitive  bid  procedures, 
all  it  would  have  to  do  would  be  to  buy 
from  suppliers  at  comparable  export 
sales  prices  from  the  source  country. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  That  is  correct. 
However,  we  exclude  sales  to  affiliates 
from  the  competitive  export  price. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  do  not  see  where  in 
the  amendment  that  exclusionary  provi¬ 
sion  is. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  It  is  on  line  11, 
page  1,  going  over  to  page  2.  The  words 
are: 

The  term  “comparable  export  sales”  as 
used  in  such  clause  shall  not  include  sales  to 
affiliates. 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  is  so;  but  the 
point  is  that  the  competitive  bid  proce¬ 
dure  can  be  applied  and  AID  will  buy  at 
comparable  export  sales. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  That  is  correct. 
Any  useful  system  for  buying  at  the 
world  price  is  fine.  We  do  not  want  to 
go  through  the  unnecessary  procedure 
of  advertising  bids  if  a  competitive  world 


price  can  be  established  and  products 
can  be  bought  on  that  basis. 

Mr.  MILLER.  In  determining  the 
competitive  world  price,  the  intention  of 
the  senior  Senator  from  Wisconsin  is 
that  countries  such  as  the  Soviet  Union 
not  be  considered  similar.  In  line  with 
what  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  has 
just  said,  the  French  oil  companies  and 
their  competitive  bidding  would  not  be 
taken  into  account.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  We  would  not  mean 
to  exclude  French  or  other  free  world 
companies.  We  buy  from  the  French 
under  the  present  arrangement.  We  do 
not  want  that  to  change.  We  do  not 
buy  from  the  Russians.  We  do  not  want 
that  to  change.  There  is  no  intention 
under  the  amendment  of  buying  either 
from  Russia  or  Red  China.  Red  China 
does  not  have  any  to  offer,  anyway. 

Mr.  MILLER.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  amendment  that  provides  we  shall 
do  so? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  As  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  pointed  out  a  little 
while  ago,  we  have  had  much  experience 
in  buying  at  the  competitive  world  price. 
The  Defense  Department  always  does  it. 
There  is  no  question  about  the  Defense 
Department  buying  from  Russia.  It 
never  has. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  understood  that  the 
Senator  did  not  like  some  of  the  disad¬ 
vantage  of  buying  from  the  French,  in 
view  of  the  French  attitude  toward  our 
gold  situation. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  We  are  giving 
France  an  unnecessary  advantage  by 
paying  the  posted  price,  and  the  French 
companies  are  earning  20  to  40  percent 
more  than  the  competitive  world  price 
would  bring.  We  are  damaging  our  bal¬ 
ance  of  payments  by  doing  this.  I  am 
for  pm-chasing  from  the  French.  This 
amendment  does  not  preclude  that,  but 
it  provides  that  we  should  purchase  on  a 
competitive  basis,  and  not  on  an  artificial 
basis.  The  amendment  would  enable  us 
to  purchase  on  a  competitive  basis. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  wish  to  have  it  made 
clear  that  when  we  talk  about  the  world 
competitive  price  in  competition  under 
free  trade  we  should  not  take  into  ac¬ 
count  companies  under  Soviet  control  or 
other  Communist-dominated  oil  sup¬ 
pliers.  I  think  it  would  be  most  unfor¬ 
tunate,  for  example,  if  a  price  of  $3  a 
barrel  for  a  certain  type  of  oil  were  gen¬ 
erally  the  world  price,  but  the  Soviet 
Union  had  a  price  of  $2  a  barrel,  and  the 
$3  price  should  be  diluted  as  a  result. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  amount  of 
these  purchases  is  3  percent  or  less  of  the 
total  amount  of  all  AID  expenditures. 
None  of  the  rest  of  the  AID  expenditures 
are  paid  for  at  artificially  rigged  prices. 
The  other  AID  purchases  are  made  on 
the  basis  of  competitive  prices.  I  am  only 
saying  that  that  is  the  way  we  should 
buy  oil.  We  do  not  buy  other  com¬ 
modities  involved  in  AID  from  Russia  or 
other  Communist  countries.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  amendment  that  is  op¬ 
posed  to  the  present  practice  or  that 
would  persuade  us  to  feel  that  we,  as  a 
result  of  adoption  of  the  amendment, 
were  going  to  be  compelled  to  buy  oil 
from  Russia,  or  that  there  is  any  pos¬ 
sibility  of  it.  We  are  making  a  legisla¬ 
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tive  history  to  this  effect.  I  assure  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  and  other  Senators 
that  there  is  no  intention  that  we  should 
purchase  oil  from  Russia  or  other  Com¬ 
munist  countries. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  grant  that,  but  in 
determining  the  competitive  world  price, 
assuming  that  we  are  not  going  to  buy 
from  the  Soviet  Union  and  are  going  to 
buy  from  an  American-owned  company 
or  affiliate;  for  example,  it  seems  to  me 
the  decision  by  AID,  in  support  of  a  com¬ 
petitive  world  price,  should  not  be  guided 
by  or  affected  at  all  by  what  the  Soviet 
Union  is  offering  its  petroleum  prod¬ 
ucts  for.  That  is  my  point.  If,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  the  competitive  world  price,  ex¬ 
cluding  the  Soviet  Union  were  $3  a  bar¬ 
rel,  but  the  Soviet  price  were  $2  a  barrel, 
which  would  dilute  the  price  down  to 
about  $2.50  a  barrel,  it  seems  to  me  we 
would  have  an  artificial  price  which  we 
do  not  want  to  take  into  account. 

That  problem  can  be  taken  care  of  by 
legislative  history,  insofar  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  interpretation  of  his  amendment 
is  concerned.  All  I  want  to  be  certain 
about  is  that  when  we  talk  about  com¬ 
petitive  bid  prices  we  are  talking  about 
bids  which  do  not  take  into  account  bids 
or  prices  by  the  Soviet  Union  or  Commu¬ 
nist-controlled  countries.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield  before  he  leaves 
the  subject  of  posted  prices,  along  the 
lines  of  the  colloquy  a  moment  ago,  there 
is  something  that  disturbs  me.  It  is  one 
of  the  difficulties  the  Agency  encounters. 
What  was  the  expression  that  was  used? 
Was  it  “competitive  prices”? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Competitive  prices. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Competitive  prices, 
or  comparable  prices.  The  trouble  is 
that  in  most  areas  of  the  world  in  which 
AID  finds  itself  involved  in  these  trans¬ 
actions  there  is  a  single  supplier  or  there 
is  an  intercompany  arrangement,  and  a 
competitive  price  cannot  be  had.  A  com¬ 
petitive  bid  cannot  be  obtained;  so  a 
comparable  price  cannot  be  obtained.  In 
certain  countries  where  AID  finances 
the  import  of  petroleum  products,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  Vietnam  and  Laos,  virtually 
every  import  is  an  intercompany  trans¬ 
action. 

We  are  talking  about  competitive  bid¬ 
ding  and  comparable  prices  as  if  the 
conditions  which  prevail  in  this  country 
prevail  in  those  areas,  but  they  do  not. 
I  wish  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
would  comment  on  that  point. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Senator  has 
made  a  very  strong  point.  It  has  been 
stated  that  the  Defense  Department  is 
in  a  different  position.  The  position  I 
take  in  my  speech  is  that  this  is  exactly 
what  AID  should  fight  for.  The  bid  may 
not  be  accepted,  but  it  seems  to  me  AID 
should  at  least  ask  for  a  competitive 
bid.  If  it  gets  only  one,  at  least  it  has 
tried. 

The  Defense  Department  buys  all  over 
the  world  in  the  same  way.  It  has  been 
said  that  the  Defense  Department  buys 
a  great  deal  more.  That  is  true.  But 
AID  buys  $100  million  of  oil  products  in 
a  year. 
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We  all  know  the  way  the  oil  industry 
has  developed  in  this  country.  If  there 
are  two  or  three  competitors  in  Milwau¬ 
kee,  for  example,  and  one  company  cuts 
gas  prices,  a  company  like  Standard  Oil, 
Shell,  or  another  huge  giant,  does  the 
same  thing.  We  believe  that  if  the  same 
effort  were  made  to  obtain  a  world  com¬ 
petitive  price,  it  would  be  helpful. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
there  was  at  one  time  a  world  oil  cartel — 
there  still  is  a  world  oil  cartel  on  paper, 
and  partially  in  practice — that  the  oil 
wells  in  the  Persian  Gulf  area  have  such 
a  terrific  flow  each  hour  of  every  day 
that  production  costs  are  lower  there. 
The  oil  cartel  has  been  making  huge 
profits  per  barrel,  and  holding  prices 
down  to  somewhere  near  the  American 
level,  minus  freight — in  some  cases  plus 
freight;  but  now  that  more  competition 
has  come  into  the  field,  with  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  oil  wells  in  Algeria  and  the  Sa¬ 
hara  Desert,  there  are  signs  that  the  car¬ 
tel  is  in  difficulty  on  its  prices. 

As  I  understand  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin,  he  would 
try  to  use  the  growing  competition  as  a 
club  with  which  to  compel  the  cartel — 
largely  American  in  origin  but  not  en¬ 
tirely  American  in  origin — to  reduce  its 
prices.  I  believe  that  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  makes  a  strong  argument  to 
the  effect  that,  if  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  can  do  this,  why  cannot  AID  do  it 
also? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes,  indeed.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  been  most  help¬ 
ful  in  pointing  out  that  the  international 
oil  situation  is  such,  and  the  economic 
situation  is  such,  that  my  amendment 
would  work,  and  work  practically,  and 
work  well.  We  do  not  have  a  situation  in 
which  there  is  a  world  shortage  of  oil. 
There  is  an  excess  of  oil  in  the  world  to¬ 
day.  The  situation  Tends  itself  to  a 
buyer’s  market.  The  situation  is  such 
that  if  we  believe  in  competitive  prices, 
we  can  cut  the  costs  of  the  AID  program, 
save  the  taxpayers’  money,  and  also  as¬ 
sist  the  balance- of -payments  problem — 
although  on  a  moderate  scale. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bass 
in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Texas? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Is  the  Senator  suggest¬ 
ing  that  an  established  marketing  sys¬ 
tem  could  possibly  be  broken  or  upset  by 
AID  putting  out  $100  worth  of  petroleum 
purchases  for  competitive  bidding?  Ac¬ 
cording  to  AID,  it  would  make  the  prob¬ 
lem  more  difficult  and  would  remove, 
from  its  point  of  view,  any  effective  con¬ 
trol  over  the  prices  charged  to  AID. 
This  is  AID’S  contention. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  We  are  not  saying 
that  this  would  revolutionize  the  world 
procedure.  There  are  cases  in  which  it 
would  provide  competition  and  sub¬ 
stantially  reduce  prices.  In  many  other 
cases  it  would  not.  We  are  saying,  that 
there  will  at  least  be  an  attempt  to  get 
competitive  prices.  It  will  be  perfectly 
proper  and  legal,  under  the  amend¬ 
ment,  in  such  cases,  to  pay  comparable 
export  prices. 


Mr.  TOWER.  The  major  oil  com¬ 
panies  contend  that  this  would  upset 
the  arrangement  now  in  effect,  by  which 
the  oil  is  stored  and  distributed  through 
private  commercial  sources,  and  would 
make  it  incumbent  upon  AID  to  provide 
for  its  own  storage  and  transmission  fa¬ 
cilities. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  big  oil  com¬ 
panies  have  said  that  is  true.  But  it  does 
not  mean  that  it  follows — that  such 
would  be  the  case.  Of  course,  the  big  oil 
boys  do  not  wish  to  have  the  Federal 
Government  pay  less,  or  have  AID  pay 
less.  They  enjoy  getting  higher  prices, 
naturally.  They  cannot  be  blamed  for 
that.  They  wish  the  posted  prices  to  be 
maintained.  However,  there  is  no  ne¬ 
cessity  for  AID  to  establish  its  own  fa¬ 
cilities.  Because  we  have  the  posted 
price  situation,  as  I  point  out  in  my 
speech,  there  are  two  countries  which 
are  now  establishing  their  own  refining 
facilities  precisely  to  get  away  from  the 
posted  price  procedure  followed  by  AID. 
There  has  been  expropriation  in  two 
other  countries  because  of  the  present 
AID  policy. 

Mr.  TOWER.  For  example,  with 
Sukarno  expropriating  American  oil 
properties  in  Indonesia,  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Senator’s  amendment, 
would  Sukarno  be  eligible  to  enter  a  com¬ 
petitive  bid  for  AID-financed  oil  pur¬ 
chases? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  suppose  this  is 
true  of  almost  everything  sold.  The 
AID  agency  buys  a  myriad  items  of  which 
oil  is  only  3  percent.  Everything  else 
is  bought  on  a  competitive  basis.  It  is 
clear  that  it  would  not  be  in  the  interests 
of  this  country  to  have  AID  follow  a 
policy  of  buying  anything  from  Sukarno 
at  the  present  time,  or  from  Soviet  Rus¬ 
sia,  or  from  Red  China.  This  is  a  policy 
that  my  amendment,  it  seems  to  me,  does 
not  bear  on  directly. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  wish  to  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  a  Question.  I  do  not  wish  to  be  pro¬ 
vocative,  but  the  thought  came  to  my 
mind,  as  I  am  sure  it  has  come  to  the 
minds  of  other  Senators,  as  to  whether 
adoption  of  the  Senator’s  amendment 
would  be  a  vote  of  no  confidence  in  David 
Bell,  because  we  would  assume  that  AID 
wishes  to  buy  as  cheaply  as  possible. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  No,  indeed.  Quite 
the  contrary.  I  am  glad  the  Senator  has 
raised  that  point.  I  have  great  admira¬ 
tion  for  David  Bell.  I  believe  that  he 
has  been  a  superlative  Administrator — 
perhaps  the  best  foreign  aid  Administra¬ 
tor  we  have  ever  had.  He  is  operating 
in  a  difficult  field.  The  AID  Administra¬ 
tor,  Mr.  Bell,  at  one  time  suggested  this 
position,  but  he  was  overruled. 

Let  me  quote  a  regulation  which  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  for 
December  31,  1963,  which  was  never 
finally  approved  but  stated  under  sec¬ 
tion  201.63: 

Comparable  export  sales  within  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  this  paragraph  shall  not  include  sales 
to  affiliates. 

This  is  exactly  what  I  am  getting  at. 
Mr.  Bell  thought  it  was  a  good  system, 
but  later  he  was  persuaded  to  think 


otherwise.  When  we  modify  AID  pro¬ 
cedure,  or  amend  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  in  any  way,  why  should  it  be 
regarded  as  a  repudiation  or  criticism  of 
the  very  fine  AID  Agency  Administrator. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  has  just  stated  that  Mr.  Bell 
thought  this  was  a  good  system,  but 
now  he  says  that  he  is  against  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  Agency  is 
against  it.  It  is  for  the  administration’s 
bill,  of  course.  It  is  against  all  amend¬ 
ments  except  a  few  which  the  adminis¬ 
tration  will  offer. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  interested  in  Mr. 
Bell’s  judgment.  I  can  hardly  conceive 
that  his  judgment  would  be  suborned. 
It  deals  directly  with  the  question  of 
being  against  him  unless  he  had  some 
intellectual  conviction  on  the  subject. 
This  is  the  point  I  am  questioning.  Has 
the  Senator  had  any  opportunity  to  write 
to  him,  or  to  ask  him,  or  in  any  way 
to  find  out  why  he  has  apparently 
changed  his  views? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  The  AID  Agency  is 
against  the  amendment.  The  State  De¬ 
partment  is  against  it.  Mr.  Bell,  as  head 
of  the  AID  Agency,  speaks  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  of  course,  and  is  against 
the  amendment.  On  the  other  hand, 
I  believe  that  the  Senator  from  New 
York  is  sophisticated  enough  to  under¬ 
stand  how  these  things  operate.  When 
one  is  the  head  of  an  agency  he  accepts 
the  ruling  of  his  superiors.  Mr.  Bell 
is  an  able  man.  But  he  does  not  have 
the  complete  authority  to  speak  his 
mind  or  the  independence  of  a  U.S. 
Senator. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  feels,  then,  that  he  cannot  get 
any  help  from  him  in  terms  of  whether 
he  changed  his  mind  by  intellectual  con¬ 
viction  between  1963  and  now,  or  whether 
he  changed  his  mind  because  he  is  the 
head  of  the  AID  Agency? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  afraid  not. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  New  York 
for  his  comments. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
would  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  con¬ 
sider  a  possible  limitation  on  the  debate? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Yes,  indeed.  I 
shall  be  perfectly  happy,  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances,  to  allow  more  time  to  the 
opponents  than  to  the  proponents,  since 
I  have  already  taken  a  great  deal  of  time. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
about  to  discuss  the  possible  modification 
of  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  which  might  be  discussed  very 
briefly  before  the  time  limitation  is  put 
on.  It  might  save  some  time  if  we  could 
do  it  in  this  way. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT  TO  LIMIT 
DEBATE  ON  PENDING  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  45  minutes 
of  debate  be  allowed  on  the  pending 
amendment,  15  minutes  in  favor  of  the 
proponent,  and  30  minutes  in  opposition 
to  the  amendment,  the  time  to  be  divided 
between  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Proxmire]  and  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Sparkman]  or  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  FulbrightL 


12328 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  wonder  if  the 
majority  leader  could  modify  his  request 
to  have  the  time  begin  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  colloquy  which  I  should  like  to 
have  with  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin, 
and  which  I  am  sure  will  be  brief,  re¬ 
garding  a  possible  modification  of  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes;  with  that 
proviso. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  would  there  be  time  to  debate  it? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  cannot  hear  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Montana.  Will  he  restate 
his  request? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  debate  on  the  pending 
amendment  be  limited  to  45  minutes,  15 
minutes  to  be  under  the  control  of  the 
proponent  of  the  amendment,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Proxmire], 
and  30  minutes  under  the  control  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright]  or  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  will  the  time  begin 
to  run  at  the  conclusion  of  my  colloquy 
with  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  From  the  time  the 
Senator  concludes  his  colloquy. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  is 
it  the  intention  of  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  to  call  up  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  the  Treasury  and  Post 
Office  Departments  today? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  it  seems 
to  me  that  in  line  with  our  discussion  of 
the  competitive  world  price  and  in  our 
emphasis  on  the  buy-America  program, 
which  is  the  general  policy  of  AID,  we 
might  make  the  amendment  correspond 
with  that  policy  so  far  as  formal  com¬ 
petitive  bidding  procedures  are  con¬ 
cerned. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  would  favorably  consider  a  modifica¬ 
tion  of  his  amendment  so  that  on  line 
10,  page  1,  following  the  word  “sales,” 
we  would  insert  the  words  “by  U.S.  sup¬ 
pliers  or  other  affiliates.” 

This  would  make  it  very  clear  that  in 
the  event  there  is  competitive  bidding, 
it  will  be  competitive  bidding  with  re¬ 
spect  to  U.S.  suppliers  or  their  affiliated 
suppliers. 

In  the  case  of  a  French  oil  company, 
for  example,  if  AID  desires  to  follow  that 
route,  they  could  come  in  under  the  first 
clause  of  the  amendment,  so  that  it 
would  not  be  necessary  to  exclude  them. 
However,  it  would  make  it  clear  that 
when  we  talk  about  competitive  proce¬ 
dures  we  are  talking  about  American- 
owned  or  American-affiliated  oil  com¬ 
panies. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  would  not  like  to 
modify  my  amendment  in  that  way,  al¬ 
though  I  appreciate  the  help  of  the 


Senator  from  Iowa.  I  know  how  sincere 
he  is.  I  notice  that  we  buy  59.9  percent 
of  our  oil — at  least  AID  does — from  so- 
called  major  international  companies, 
like  Standard  Oil  Co.,  Royal  Dutch  Shell, 
Gulf  Oil,  British  Petroleum,  Standard 
Oil  of  California,  and  Texaco.  Most  of 
them  are  American  owned.  Some  are 
not.  Seventeen  percent  of  the  oil  is 
bought  abroad.  I  believe  it  a  healthy 
competitive  situation  to  have  the  other 
countries  of  the  free  world  involved  in 
this  competition,  especially  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  virtually  all  the  oil  is 
bought  abroad.  I  believe  none  of  it  is 
bought  in  this  country.  Therefore  it 
makes  sense  to  have  Standard  Oil,  for 
example,  in  competition  with  British 
Petroleum. 

The  American  taxpayers  are  better 
served  if  that  is  the  case,  because  they 
get  a  better  price,  and  the  foreign  aid 
program  costs  that  much  less. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  two  answers  to  what  the  Senator  has 
said.  The  first  is  that  we  do  not  follow 
that  policy  under  AID.  The  Senate  al¬ 
ready  has  recognized  that  policy. 
Granted  that  in  some  cases  a  lower  price 
may  be  available,  the  buy  America  policy 
requires  purchases  from  U.S.  suppliers. 

The  second  point  is  that  if  it  is  desired 
by  the  AID  administration  to  buy  from 
one  of  the  international  oil  companies 
which  is  not  a  U.S.  company  or  its  affil¬ 
iate,  it  can  do  so  by  using  the  “compar¬ 
able  export”  sales  prices  in  the  first  part 
of  the  amendment. 

Therefore  I  really  do  not  believe  that 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  correctly 
gages  the  thrust  of  my  proposal. 

What  I  am  trying  to  point  out  is  that 
when  we  get  into  the  competitive  bid 
procedure,  which  is  the  thrust  of  the 
amendment,  insofar  as  our  U.S.  com¬ 
panies  are  concerned,  they  are  the  ones 
who  will  enter  into  the  competitive  bid¬ 
ding.  If  that  is  not  satisfactory,  the 
AID  administration  can  come  in  under 
the  first  clause  of  the  amendment  and 
use  the  price  generally  charged  in  “com¬ 
parable  export”  sales. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  This  is  a  part  of  the 
provision  under  the  old  law,  too.  This 
proposal  would  not  change  it.  My 
amendment  has  nothing  to  do,  so  far  as 
I  know,  with  the  so-called  buy-America 
provision.  It  would  not  change  the  pres¬ 
ent  situation.  They  are  buying  now 
from  Royal  Dutch  Shell  and  British  Pe¬ 
troleum.  They  are  buying  it  under  the 
present  provisions  of  the  Buy-America 
Act.  There  is  nothing  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  would  vitiate  anything  in  the 
Buy-America  Act. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Then  I  fail  to  see  the 
difficulty  with  my  proposed  modification. 
Let  me  ask  the  Senator  a  question.  Sup¬ 
pose  there  is  a  situation  in  which  several 
U.S.-affiliated  companies  are  involved, 
and  a  French  company  is  also  involved. 
Under  my  amendment,  competitive  bid¬ 
ding  by  the  U.S.  company  would  be  the 
way.  But  I  point  out  to  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  that  if  that  competitive 
bid  is  not  adequate  and  not  satisfactory, 
or  if  it  should  be  deemed  to  be  over¬ 
reaching,  all  the  AID  administration 
would  have  to  do  would  be  to  take  the 
first  clause  of  the  amendment  and  see 
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what  the  French  price  would  be  under  the 
“comparable  sales”  provision,  and  it 
could  go  that  route. 

All  I  am  trying  to  do  with  my  modi¬ 
fication  is  to  make  it  clear  that  when 
we  have  competitive  bidding  it  be  com¬ 
petitive  bidding  among  U.S.  companies. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  sincere,  but  I  would  like  to  study 
the  full  impact  of  his  proposal.  My  pres¬ 
ent  reaction  is  that  I  would  be  against  his 
proposal.  However,  during  the  course 
of  the  presentation  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  and  other  Sena¬ 
tors,  we  shall  have  time  to  study  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
limitation  on  time  for  debate  begins  now. 
The  time  allowed  is  45  minutes — 30  min¬ 
utes  is  allowed  to  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
great  respect  for  the  sincere  purposes  of 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin.  However, 
likewise  I  honor  the  integrity  and  hon¬ 
esty  of  Mr.  Bell,  the  Administrator  of 
AID. 

There  is  pointed  divergence  between 
the  views  expressed  by  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  and  those  expressed  by  Mr. 
Bell,  the  Administrator.  I  should  like 
to  point  out  what  Mr.  Bell  has  said  on 
this  subject.  I  read  from  page  224  of 
the  hearings: 

The  executive  branch  strongly  opposes  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  amendment  is  based  on  assumptions 
which  are  incorrect.  Under  the  Senate 
amendment  there  would  be  no  effective  sav¬ 
ings  to  the  foreign  aid  program.  Further, 
the  amendment  would  have  the  following 
adverse  effects: 

(1)  The  amendment  would  increase  the 
administrative  burden  on  ATT)  in  carrying 
out  its  pricing  regulations  without  compen¬ 
sation  in  savings.  For  example,  it  would 
involve  AID  in  costly,  time-consuming  argu¬ 
ments  and  possible  litigation. 

(2)  The  amendment  will  make  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  foreign  exchange  laws  and 
regulations  of  foreign  countries  more  diffi¬ 
cult  and  will  invite  fraud  and  corruption  in 
the  administration  of  those  laws. 

(3)  The  actual  result  of  the  amendment 
would  be  to  deprive  AID,  in  many  cases,  of 
any  effective  control  over  prices  charged  in 
AID  financed  petroleum  sales. 

I  now  go  to  page  225 : 

Underlying  the  Senate  amendment,  is  the 
assumption  that  the  major  international 
petroleum  suppliers  sell  to  their  affiliates  in 
recipient  countries  at  so-called  “posted 
prices”  which  allegedly  exceed  prices  estab¬ 
lished  in  competitive  sales  to  other  pur¬ 
chasers  by  20  to  35  percent.  The  amendment 
is  apparently  intended  to  preclude  AID  from 
financing  posted  prices. 

He  goes  on  to  say : 

The  executive  branch  believes  that  these 
assumptions  are  incorrect. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
mentioned  these  only  a  few  minutes  ago. 
If  one  attempts  to  read  the  letter  sent 
to  the  committee  by  AID,  he  would  have 
to  spend  hours  to  interpret  and  under¬ 
stand  it  clearly.  The  significant  aspect 
of  the  treatment  of  this  subject  has  not 
been  mentioned  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  It  is  difficult  to  analyze  exactly 
what  the  ultimate  financial  impact  of 
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petroleum  and  crude  oil  buying  program 
will  be  on  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States. 

The  members  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  recognized  that  fact.  We 
called  upon  the  General  Accounting 
Office  to  study  the  question  and  report 
to  us.  The  General  Accounting  Office 
took  a  look  at  it  and  said,  “It  will  take 
us  3  months  to  delve  into  this  question 
and  to  reach  a  conclusion  that  we  can 
say  is  sound.  Even  then  we  shall  not  be 
prepared  to  report  to  you  in  writing,  but 
only  on  an  oral  basis.” 

I  point  that  out  to  show  the  complexity 
of  the  problem.  I  have  listened  to  this 
argument  for  2  years;  and,  having 
listened  to  it  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
and  in  the  committee,  I  must  say  that  it 
is  unclear  to  me.  I  make  no  confession 
that  I  am  possessed  of  a  dullness  of  mind 
so  grave  that  I  would  not  have  some  clar¬ 
ity  of  understanding  of  it  if  it  were  a  sim¬ 
ple  problem. 

It  must  be  admitted  that  the  problem 
is  complex.  The  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Proxmire],  having  in  mind  the 
good  of  the  taxpayer  and  the  purpose  to 
save  taxpayers’  dollars,  sincerely  and 
honestly  propounded  his  amendment. 
But  I  cannot  disregard  the  words  of  Mr. 
Bell  of  the  AID  program,  and  impliedly 
the  fortification  that  the  administration 
gives  that  it  is  not  extravagantly  and 
deliberately  feeding  dollars  into  the 
coffers  of  the  oil  companies. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has 
expired. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  an  additional  2  minutes 
to  me? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  best  in¬ 
formation  I  have  been  able  to  obtain 
from  the  AID  officials  is  that  only  in 
Laos  and  Vietnam  would  the  amendment 
make  any  difference,  because  in  all  other 
areas  AID  is  purchasing  on  a  so-called 
competitive  basis.  But  in  Laos  and  Viet¬ 
nam  as  little  as  1  percent  of  the  sales  in 
that  area  are  not  on  a  basis  of  inter¬ 
company  practices. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  AID  has  all  sorts 
of  requirements  to  protect  against  mo¬ 
nopolistic  practices.  The  prices  paid  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  reasonable  under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  and  there  is  no  information  to 
the  contrary. 

The  force  of  the  amendment  would  be 
to  try  to  determine  that  the  price  of 
99  percent  of  the  oil  ought  to  be  based 
upon  the  price  of  1  percent  of  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  believe  a  reading  of 
the  letter  will  disclose  that  in  Japan  we 
deliver  most  of  the  fuel,  and  there  we 
get  it  not  from  the  oil  companies,  but 
from  the  Department  of  Defense  which 
brings  in  its  large  ships  and  transfers  it. 
That  cannot  be  done  in  a  few  of  those 
countries  in  southeast  Asia. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  With  regard 
to  the  oil  which  we  have  delivered  in 


Japan,  the  Navy  furnishes  all  the  neces¬ 
sary  bulk  storage  facilities,  which  nat¬ 
urally  enable  us  to  buy  on  a  larger  basis 
and  for  our  own  use  rather  than  resale. 
That  action  then  tends  to  put  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  in  a  position  of 
buying  on  a  more  advantageous  basis. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  opinion  that  the  complexity  of  the 
problem  requires  a  detailed  study  by  the 
Accounting  Office  with  a  report  back  to 
our  committee  next  year  as  to  what 
should  be  done. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  2  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  Senator  from  Ohio 
is  absolutely  correct,  and  so  is  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana.  AID  has  provided 
us  with  a  summary  position  paper  which 
states : 

AID  does  not  finance  posted  prices  when 
other  prices  are  available.  A  review  of  AID 
expenditures  shows  that  AID  has  financed  at 
posted  prices  only  when  such  prices  are  the 
prevailing  ones  in  an  area,  and  at  discounted 
prices  when  there  is  a  pattern  of  discount¬ 
ing  in  an  area.  There  is  virtually  no  dis¬ 
counting  in  primary  places  where  the  prod¬ 
uct  has  been  financed  at  posted  prices. 

As  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  pointed 
out,  that  means  Vietnam  and  Laos. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  course  that  we  should  follow 
is  to  order  the  General  Accounting  Of¬ 
fice  to  check  into  the  question  and  to  give 
us  a  factual,  sound  report  about  what 
the  ultimate  fiscal  results  are  through 
the  practices  followed  by  AID. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  wonder  if  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  would  like  to 
use  a  portion  of  his  time. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
prefer  to  reserve  my  time,  because  I 
have  already  placed  most  of  my  argu¬ 
ment  into  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Did  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  say  that  he 
yielded  back  his  time? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  No;  I  said  I  would 
withhold  the  use  of  my  time.  Perhaps 
later  I  shall  yield  back  some  of  it. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
my  time  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield  10  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  apparently  pro¬ 
ceeds  on  the  basis  that  some  antitrust 
problem  might  be  involved.  The  AID 
administration  itself  points  out  that  as 
one  of  the  reasons  why  the  amendment 


should  not  be  agreed  to.  The  AID 
agency  is  not  set  up  to  be  an  antitrust 
agency.  That  is  the  function  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice,  and  it  should  remain 
with  the  Department  of  Justice.  If 
there  is  any  collusion  with  respect  to  oil 
prices,  those  who  are  guilty  of  the  col¬ 
lusion  should  be  prosecuted  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice. 

It  is  only  in  Vietnam  and  Laos  that 
AID  fails  to  purchase  at  so-called  com¬ 
petitive  prices.  But  in  those  particular 
areas,  AID  buys  the  oil  available  to  it,  be¬ 
cause  there  are  only  about  three  major 
companies  which  supply  oil  in  that  area. 

But  before  AID  buys  the  oil,  it  is  re¬ 
quired  to  certify  that  the  price  charged 
is  not  higher  than  any  of  the  following 
prices :  First,  the  prevailing  price  charged 
in  the  country  in  which  it  is  received  at 
the  time  of  export.  Second,  the  sup¬ 
plier’s  own  price,  the  price  of  the  one 
selling  it,  whether  it  be  Standard  Oil 
or  anyone  else  which  sells  to  other  cus¬ 
tomers  similarly  situated,  such  as  the 
price  for  oil  sold  in  Japan,  India,  or  other 
areas.  Third,  the  price  at  which  the 
product  is  purchased  does  not  exceed  the 
price  at  which  the  product  could  be  ob¬ 
tained  from  any  other  source.  Fourth, 
AID  required  to  certify  that  the  price  it 
pays  does  not  exceed  the  prevailing  mar¬ 
ket  price  in  the  United  States  at  the  time 
of  purchase. 

So  considered  from  any  basis  on  which 
one  could  determine  what  the  reasonable, 
fair  price  ought  to  be,  AID  is  required 
to  certify,  no  matter  how  one  considers 
the  situation,  in  four  different  ways: 
From  the  point  of  view  of  the  price  in 
the  country  in  which  it  is  buying  the 
oil ;  the  price  in  other  countries  similarly 
situated:  that  the  price  at  which  the 
seller  sells  to  others  is  not  exceeded;  and 
also  that  the  price  does  not  exceed  the 
prevailing  price  in  the  United  States. 

AID  is  following  these  practices. 
There  has  been  no  showing  whatever  that 
the  price  of  oil  is  excessive  when  sold 
in  the  two  countries  where  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  effective.  AID  tells  me 
that  this  amendment  would  in  effect 
force  on  it  an  impossible  way  of  trying 
to  determine  what  the  price  ought  to  be. 
I  am  informed  that  as  much  as  99  per¬ 
cent  of  the  oil  is  purchased  in  the  two 
countries  under  the  procedures  I  have 
outlined.  Only  about  1  percent  of  the 
oil  is  purchased  under  conditions  which 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  seeks  to  effect. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  stated 
that  there  was  some  controversy  as  to 
Standard  Oil;  that  Standard  Oil  was 
providing  a  discount  on  oil  sold  in  the 
Near  East.  The  Near  East  is  an  area  of 
surplus  oil.  Oil  can  be  bought  at  a  dis¬ 
count  in  the  Near  East  because  it  is  a 
glut  on  the  market  there.  But  in  Viet¬ 
nam,  Laos,  and  other  areas  there  is  no 
surplus  of  oil;  therefore,  oil  is  not  sold 
at  a  discount  in  those  areas. 

Also,  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
would  like  to  have  AID  do  business  in 
the  same  way  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  does  business.  In  some  in¬ 
stances,  the  AID  Agency  buys  oil  from 
the  Department  of  Defense,  because 
the  Department  of  Defense  has  certain 
purchasing  advantages  that  AID  does 
not  have. 
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Keep  in  mind  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  buys  oil  for  its  own  purposes. 
When  the  Department  of  Defense  buys 
oil  in  the  Far  East,  it  buys  for  storage  in 
the  huge  facilities  it  has  in  Japan.  It 
can  buy  oil  cheaper  in  the  Near  East, 
because  if  someone  has  oil  on  hand  that 
he  must  sell  in  a  hurry,  the  Department 
of  Defense  can  buy  it  at  the  cheapest 
price  and  still  have  a  place  to  store  it 
until  it  can  be  moved.  But  the  AID 
Agency  has  no  storage  facilities  and  does 
not  buy  for  its  own  use.  AID  buys  oil 
for  third  parties,  countries  we  are  seek¬ 
ing  to  aid — in  this  case,  Vietnam  and 
Laos. 

So  in  this  situation,  the  administration 
says  the  amendment  is  not  workable. 
AID  would  be  required  to  break  down  all 
the  usual  business  practices  under  which 
the  free  enterprise  system  operates  in 
the  area,  in  order  to  achieve  the  purposes 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  has  pro¬ 
posed.  There  is  no  showing  that  even  if 
that  were  done,  5  cents  would  be  saved. 
So  why  do  it? 

As  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Lattsche]  so  well  pointed  out,  this  sub¬ 
ject  could  well  be  studied  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office.  Senators  who  have 
been  Members  of  this  body  for  as  long  as 
a  year  know  that  the  General  Accounting 
Office  is  the  most  scrupulous  investigator 
the  Government  has  in  respect  to  such 
practices.  Yet  the  GAO  says  that  it 
would  require  at  least  3  months  to  make 
an  adequate  study  to  determine  whether 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  would  achieve  any  satisfac¬ 
tory  results.  Until  that  time,  both  GAO 
and  those  who  have  responsibility  for  the 
program  believe  the  procedure  that  is 
now  in  operation  should  be  continued. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Could  the  Senator  ex¬ 
plain  to  me — he  did  try,  but  I  must  admit 
that  I  am  still  somewhat  confused — why 
a  procedure  which  is  perfectly  satisfac¬ 
tory  to  the  Department  of  Defense,  a  de¬ 
partment  which  buys  much  more  oil  than 
AID — is  not  perfectly  good  for  AID, 
which  buys  a  hundred  million  dollars’ 
worth  of  oil  and  is  losing  some  $16  mil¬ 
lion  a  year  because  it  is  paying  much 
more  for  its  oil  than  it  has  to? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  men¬ 
tioned  the  $16  million  difference  based 
on  an  assumption  that  a  statement  made 
by  a  former  company  executive  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  Near  East  would  be  correct 
if  applied  to  Vietnam  and  Laos. 

There  is  from  time  to  time  a  substan¬ 
tial  discount  against  the  posted  prices  in 
the  Near  East.  That  happens  when 
companies  producing  in  the  area  have 
more  oil  on  hand  than  they  can  store 
or  handle.  When  oil  is  in  large  surplus, 
they  put  it  up  for  sale,  and  anyone  can 
get  a  discount.  However,  in  Vietnam 
there  is  a  deficit  situation,  as  there  is 
in  Laos.  Those  countries  do  not  produce 
oil.  Therefore,  to  quote  AID,  there  is  no 
basis  to  say  that  one  can  buy  oil  in  defi¬ 
cit  areas  on  the  same  basis  that  it  can 
be  purchased  in  surplus  areas.  If  oil 
were  known  to  be  in  surplus  in  Vietnam, 
producers  would  direct  their  ships  to 
places  where  the  oil  could  be  sold,  or  at 


least  to  a  place  like  Japan  where  it  could 
be  stored. 

If  one  had,  as  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  has,  facilities  in  Japan  to  store 
fantastic  quantities  of  oil,  and  there  were 
a  tanker  at  sea  with  oil  to  sell  and  no 
one  else  to  sell  oil  to,  then  the  tanker 
might  well  sell  his  oil  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  at  Japan  even  if  he  had  to 
sell  at  a  discount.  However,  AID  does 
not  buy  oil  for  its  own  use.  It  is  buying 
for  Laos  and  Vietnam,  which  are  the 
ultimate  recipients. 

When  the  oil  is  required,  the  buyer  is 
willing  to  pay  the  regular  prices,  because 
he  is  buying  to  fill  the  need  of  another. 
So  the  assumption  that  the  oil  would  be 
for  sale  at  a  discount  is,  according  to 
AID,  completely  unfounded. 

The  only  support  that  the  Senator  has 
for  his  statement  is  a  reference  to  an 
area  which  is  producing  oil  and  which, 
as  we  know,  has  oil  running  out  of  its 
ears;  namely,  the  Near  East. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  find  the 
able  argument  of  the  Senator  rather  un¬ 
persuasive. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  have  never  known  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  to  agree  with  me  on 
anything  involving  oil  or  gas. 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  Senator  will  agree 
that  I  do  agree  with  him  on  patents. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  happy 
to  agree  with  that  statement. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  am  un¬ 
der  the  impression  that  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment  buys  a  great  deal  of  oil  in  the 
Far  East  and  in  Japan,  and  that  it  pays 
posted  prices  nowhere.  Why  should  AID 
pay  posted  prices  for  its  oil  from  the 
Far  East  when  the  Defense  Department 
pays  far  lower  prices  for  its  oil? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  may  I  have  2  additional  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Alabama  has  6  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  additional  minutes  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized  for 
2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  suggestion  that  has  been  made 
concerning  the  Department  of  Defense 
would  also  be  true  of  AID  in  all  countries 
except  these  two  countries,  Vietnam  and 
Laos.  That  is  the  prevailing  practice  for 
the  purchase  of  oil  in  all  countries  ex¬ 
cept  these  two.  However,  in  these  two 
countries,  the  prevailing  practice  is  to 
pay  the  posted  price.  In  doing  so,  AID 
is  required  to  find  out  that  the  price  they 
pay  does  not  exceed  the  prevailing  price 
in  the  source  country  at  the  time  of 
export. 

Therefore,  the  prices  they  are  charging 
cannot  exceed  the  price  at  which  oil  is 
for  sale  in  Vietnam  or  Laos.  We  are 
speaking  only  of  those  two  countries. 

The  price  paid  cannot  exceed  the  price 
for  which  the  same  companies  sell  oil  to 
customers  similarly  situated.  The  price 
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cannot  exceed  the  price  for  which  oil  can 
be  obtained  from  other  sources.  It  can¬ 
not  exceed  the  prevailing  market  price 
in  the  United  States.  AID  is  bound  by 
those  four  standards.  They  say  that  they 
can  operate  as  they  are  operating.  How¬ 
ever,  to  do  as  has  been  suggested  here 
would  get  them  into  situations  in  which 
they  do  not  desire  to  be  involved.  It 
would  require  that  they  break  up  the 
business  practices  of  companies  dealing 
in  those  areas,  without  any  showing  that 
they  would  save  money  by  doing  so. 

In  the  next  instance,  AID  would  be 
required  to  take  over  the  job  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice,  which  they  do  not 
seek,  and  try  to  be  the  antitrust  agency. 
The  Department  of  Justice  has  that  as  its 
responsibility. 

These  are  American  companies.  If 
they  conspire  or  act  in  concert  to  over¬ 
charge  the  public,  the  Department  of 
Justice  has  the  responsibility  to  go  into 
it.  AID  does  not  want  that  job. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  an  additional  30  seconds  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
Department  of  Defense  maintains  its  own 
storage  and  transmission  facilities?  Is 
it  not  true  that  the  amendment,  if  agreed 
to,  might  require  AID  to  establish  its  own 
transmission  and  storage  facilities? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Perhaps  so. 
That  would  cost  a  great  deal  of  money. 
It  does  not  make  much  sense  to  store 
this  much  oil  in  Vietnam  or  Laos,  where 
the  Vietcong  are  trying  to  destroy  ma¬ 
teriel  all  the  time. 

The  Department  of  Defense  has  a  dif¬ 
ferent  system  of  buying — although  in  all 
foreign  countries  save  those  two,  it  is  the 
same — in  countries  where  the  competi¬ 
tive  situation  determines  the  price. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Except  in  Vietnam  and 
Laos,  and  there  it  is  the  same. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct.  However,  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment  has  its  own  storage  and  bulk 
facilities.  It  is  in  a  position  to  buy  and 
store  oil.  If  a  company  has  vast  storage 
and  bulk  facilities,  it  can  buy  oil  cheaper 
than  otherwise. 

Mr.  TOWER.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  a  number 
of  Senators  were  not  able  to  hear  the 
arguments  of  Senators  opposed  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
memorandum  prepared  in  the  Office  of 
International  Development  summarizing 
the  position  of  the  Agency  against  the 
Proxmire  amendment  may  appear  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  memorandum  is  as  follows: 

Petroleum  Prices  and  Barter 
Transactions 

(Summary  position  paper  on  amendments 

Nos.  235  and  236,  by  Senator  Proxmire) 

This  amendment  deals  with  two  dis¬ 
tinctly  separate  Issues.  A  summary  of  the 
arguments  opposing  this  amendment  ap- 
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pears  directly  below.  Following  the  sum¬ 
mary,  detailed  arguments  are  set  forth. 

I.  PETROLEUM  PRICES 

The  amendment  should  be  rejected  be¬ 
cause  : 

A.  It  would  leave  AID  in  certain  situations 
with  no  meaningful  basis  for  evaluating  pe- 
treloum  prices. 

B.  AID,  on  the  basis  of  statutory  authority 
and  administrative  regulations,  presently  has 
a  complete  system  for  reviewing  petroleum 
prices. 

C.  The  factual  basis  for  the  amendment 
is  incorrect. 

D.  The  amendment  attempts  to  raise  ques¬ 
tions  concerning  the  entire  distribution  and 
pricing  systems  of  the  international  oil  com¬ 
panies.  If  these  complex  issues  need  to  be 
discussed,  they  should  be  considered  sepa¬ 
rately  and  completely,  when  all  the  facts  are 
available,  and  not  as  part  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act. 

II.  BARTER  TRANSACTIONS 

The  amendment  should  be  rejected  be¬ 
cause  it  could  stop  barter  transactions, 
which  help  the  TJ.S.  balance-of-payments 
position  and  increase  U.S.  agricultural  ex¬ 
ports. 

DISCUSSION 

Section  604(b)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  establishes  a  “prevailing  market  price” 
test  for  all  products  financed  by  AID,  in¬ 
cluding  petroleum  products.  This  amend¬ 
ment  appears  to  eliminate  not  only  the  “pre¬ 
vailing  market  price”  test  when  AID  fi¬ 
nances  the  purchase  of  petroleum  products 
but  also  the  other  price  tests  for  petroleum 
products  that  AID  has  established  on  an  ad¬ 
ministrative  basis.  By  so  doing,  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  prevent  AID  from  exercising 
effective  control  over  the  prices  charged  in 
many  AID-financed  petroleum  purchases. 

The  significant  feature  of  this  amendment 
is  that  it  states  that  AID  cannot  use  any 
intercompany  transactions  as  one  of  the  bases 
for  determining  prices  in  comparable  export 
sales. 

It  is  this  feature  that  causes  the  difficulty. 
Seventy-five  percent  of  bulk  fuels  and  at 
least  90  percent  of  lubricants  in  world  trade 
move  in  intercompany  transactions.  In  fact, 
in  certain  countries  for  which  AID  finances 
the  import  of  petroleum  products,  such  as 
Vietnam  and  Laos,  virtually  every  import  is 
an  intercompany  transaction. 

This  amendment,  however,  says  that  AID 
must  exclude  the  prices  charged  in  inter¬ 
company  transactions  when  AID  calculates 
the  prices  charged  in  comparable  sales.  The 
amendment,  therefore,  would  leave  AID  in 
many  cases  with  no  way  of  determining  com¬ 
parable  prices.  For  this  reason  the  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  rejected. 

It  should  be  noted  that  under  present  law 
and  administrative  regulations  there  are  de¬ 
tailed  price  requirements  for  AID-financed 
petroleum  purchases. 

AID  Regulation  1,  which  implements  the 
existing  statutory  price  requirements,  re¬ 
quires  every  supplier  of  an  AID-financed  pe¬ 
troleum  shipment  to  certify  in  writing  that 
the  price  charged  is  no  higher  than  any  of 
the  following  prices  for  comparable  exports: 

1.  The  prevailing  price  in  the  source  coun¬ 
try  at  the  time  of  export, 

2.  The  supplier’s  own  price  in  sales  to  other 
customers  similarly  situated, 

3.  The  price  at  which  the  product  could 
be  obtained  from  any  other  source,  and 

4.  The  prevailing  market  price  in  the 
United  States  at  the  time  of  export. 

In  determining  whether  regulation  X  has 
been  complied  with,  AID  not  only  reviews 
all  the  relevant  documents  but  also  applies 
various  tests.  These  tests  may  include  com¬ 
parisons  with  AID-financed  sales  of  com¬ 
parable  products  in  other  countries,  exami¬ 
nation  of  the  supplier’s  records  to  check 
prices  in  other,  non-AID-financed  sales  and 
a  review  and  comparison  based  on  price  and 


product  information  received  from  various 
sources.  Upon  occasion  AID  requires  addi¬ 
tional  certifications  from  ranking  officials  of 
supplying  companies. 

It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  existing  leg¬ 
islation  and  regulations  are  sufficient  to  keep 
a  careful  check  on  petroleum  prices  in  AID- 
financed  sales.  This  unnecessary  amend¬ 
ment,  which  imposes  an  unworkable  stand¬ 
ard,  should  be  rejected. 


Response  to  Statements  re  Petroleum 
Pricing 

1.  “AID  unnecessarily  finances  petroleum 
products  at  posted  prices.” 

AID  does  not  finance  at  posted  prices  when 
other  prices  are  available.  A  review  of  AID 
expenditures  shows  that  AID  has  financed  at 
posted  prices  only  when  such  prices  are  the 
prevailing  ones  in  an  area  and  at  discounted 
prices  when  there  is  a  pattern  of  discounting 
in  an  area.  There  is  virtually  no  discounting 
in  the  primary  places  where  AID  has  been 
financing  at  posted  prices,  Vietnam  and  Laos. 

2.  "Whenever  AID  financed  purchases  of 
any  petroleum  product  (crude  oils,  bulk  fuels 
or  lubricants) ,  it  was  paying  an  average  of  30 
percent  more  than  it  should  have.” 

The  only  evidence  supporting  this  asser¬ 
tion  is  a  statement  by  a  director  of  Standard 
Oil  that  in  the  Middle  East  there  has  been  an 
XI  to  16  percent  (not  30  percent)  differential 
between  actual  prices  and  posted  prices  for 
crude  oils.  First,  AID-financed  purchases  of 
crude  oils  in  the  Middle  East  have  been  at 
actual  or  competitive  prices.  Second,  in 
countries  such  as  Vietnam  and  Laos,  where 
AID  has  been  financing  at  posted  prices,  there 
is  virtually  no  discounting,  because  the  over¬ 
supply  that  exists  in  the  Middle  East  does  not 
exist  in  the  Far  East.  There  is  no  evidence 
that  AID  has  been  paying  more  than  it  should 
have. 

3.  “AID  should  be  able  to  avoid  paying 
posted  prices  in  the  Far  East  since  the  DOD 
does  not  pay  posted  prices.” 

The  following  points  are  relevant  in  re¬ 
butting  this  assertion: 

(a)  DOD  operates  its  own  storage  and  dis¬ 
tribution  facilities  in  Japan,  where  AID  does 
not. 

(b)  DOD  can  enter  into  long-term  con¬ 
tracts  for  a  variety  of  products,  whereas  AID 
does  not  purchase  on  its  own  behalf  and  the 
procurement  it  finances  is  necessarily  limited 
to  the  particular  product  needed  in  the  re¬ 
cipient  country  at  a  given  time. 

(c)  DOD  is  itself  an  end-user  and  does  not 
resell  in  competition  with  the  oil  companies 
or  their  affiliates  (this  factor  may  signifi¬ 
cantly  influence  the  price  at  which  the  oil 
companies  are  willing  to  sell  to  DOD) . 

(d)  On  a  worldwide  basis  DOD  purchases 
about  15  times  the  volume  that  AID  finances. 

(e)  Section  601(b)(4)  of  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  states,  in  effect,  tliat  AID  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable  should  carry  out 
programs  of  assistance  through  private  chan¬ 
nels. 

Moreover,  when  AID  has  been  able  to  utilize 
DOD  stocks  in  Japan,  it  has  done  so.  In  the 
Korean  program,  which  has  now  ended,  AID 
made  extensive  use  of  DOD  stocks  and  con¬ 
sequently  financed  purchases  at  discounted 
prices. 

BARTER  TRANSACTIONS 

This  amendment,  which  attempts  to  re¬ 
quire  that  commissions  in  barter  transac¬ 
tions  be  paid  by  the  supplier  or  the  recipient 
country,  should  be  opposed  for  the  following 
reasons: 

1.  In  a  barter  transaction  the  United 
States  is  using  surplus  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities,  rather  than  dollars,  to  obtain  some¬ 
thing  needed  by  a  recipient  country.  It  has 
the  effect  of  permitting  offshore  procure¬ 
ment,  without  any  dollar  outflow,  of  prod¬ 
ucts  of  which  the  United  States  is  a  net  im¬ 
porter,  and  the  additional  benefit  of 
increasing  U.S.  agricultural  exports. 


This  amendment  might  stop  barter  trans¬ 
actions.  The  present  commission  system, 
which  was  decided  upon  after  review  by  the 
Executive  Stockpile  Committee  in  1960  and 
the  CCC  Board  of  Directors  in  1962,  has  sig¬ 
nificantly  increased  barter  transactions 
(from  0  to  $28  million  in  3  years)  without 
significant  cost  to  the  United  States.  In 
fact,  in  only  a  very  few  barter  transactions 
does  AID  use  its  funds  to  pay  any  commis¬ 
sion. 

2.  In  addition  to  hurting  U.S.  balance-of- 
payments  efforts  and  U.S.  agricultural  ex¬ 
ports,  the  amendment  would  impose  an  un¬ 
fair  burden  on  the  supplier  or  the  recipient 
country.  A  barter  rather  than  direct  pro¬ 
curement  is  used  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the 
United  States.  This  is  no  reason  for  the 
supplier  or  the  recipient  country  to  pay  any 
commission  that  may  be  involved. 

3.  The  present  procedures,  arrived  at  after 
careful  and  lengthy  study,  have  proved  ef¬ 
fective  in  aiding  the  U.S.  balance-of-pay- 
ments  position  and  increasing  agricultural 
exports.  These  procedures  should  not  be 
changed  in  the  absence  of  compelling  evi¬ 
dence  that  new  procedures  would  bring 
greater  benefit  to  the  United  States. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President, 
would  it  be  agreeable  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  if  the  senior  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  yielded  back  all  but  4 
minutes  of  his  time  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  yielded  back  his  time? 

As  the  mover  of  the  amendment,  I  pre¬ 
fer  to  conclude  the  debate. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  That  is  agreeable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  is  recognized  for 
4  minutes. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
who  is  one  of  the  ablest  debaters  in  the 
country,  has  based  his  entire  argument 
against  this  amendment,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  on  the  condition  that  there  is 
a  deficit  of  oil  in  the  Far  East  and  a  sur¬ 
plus  of  oil  in  the  Middle  East. 

I  have  before  me  a  report  from  a  re¬ 
cent  issue  of  Business  Week  magazine. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  referred  to 
Vietnam  and  Laos.  I  am  not  referring 
to  Indonesia. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Business  Week  magazine  of  recent  date 
contains  an  article  entitled  “Japan’s  Oil 
Hunger  Sets  Off  a  Free-for-All.” 

This  article  concerns  the  Japanese 
market.  I  read  from  the  article : 

With  oil  in  oversupply  everywhere,  an  im¬ 
posing  array  of  companies — international 
majors  and  international  Japanese  outfits — 
is  engaged  in  a  free-for-all  to  win  larger 
shares  of  the  expanding  market. 

The  resulting  competition  is  frenzied. 
Prices  are  being  cut  to  the  quick — even  be¬ 
low  costs  in  some  products.  Distributors 
steal  dealers  and  customers  with  abandon. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  no  plau¬ 
sible  argument  has  been  made  against  my 
amendment.  The  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  who  is  another  very 
persuasive  debater,  cited  the  report  by 
the  executive  branch  against  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Senator  stated  that  he  could  not 
understand  it.  I  agree.  I  submit  AID 
has  no  argument  against  this  amendment 
except  their  great  prestige.  In  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  real  case  they  have  wisely  re- 
sorjted  to  confusion  plus  confusion  com¬ 
pounded.  And  frankly,  the  combination 
of  the  administration  plus  the  oil  indus- 
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try  plus  confusion  is  a  devastating  op¬ 
ponent  in  any  debate. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  why  should  this 
amendment  be  considered  complex  or 
confusing? 

What  is  confusing  about  it?  What  are 
we  asking?  Our  arguments  are  not  con¬ 
fusing.  We  are  saying  that  the  AID 
agency  should  not  pay  rigged  posted 
prices.  We  say  that  it  should  pay  com¬ 
petitive  prices.  What  is  confusing  about 
that?  What  is  complicated  about  that? 

After  all,  any  Senator  who  is  in  favor 
of  keeping  the  cost  of  the  AID  pro¬ 
gram  down,  should  vote  for  the  amend¬ 
ment.  Any  Senator  who  is  in  favor  of 
competition  should  vote  for  the  amend¬ 
ment.  Any  Senator  who  feels  that  our 
expenditures  overseas,  when  they  are  ex¬ 
cessive,  damage  our  balance  of  payments 
should  vote  for  the  amendment. 

What  is  confusing  or  contradictory 
about  these  arguments? 

One  other  phase  of  the  amendment 
concerns  the  barter  contractor’s  com¬ 
missions.  The  fact  Is  that  barter  con¬ 
tractor’s  commissions  are  not  paid  by 
buyers  anywhere — except  and  only  ex¬ 
cept  in  the  case  of  the  AID  Agency. 

We  say  that  the  regular  commercial 
practice  used  elsewhere  should  be  used  by 
AID. 

It  is  clear  that  this  amendment  would 
save  the  money  of  the  taxpayers.  A 
precedent  has  been  established  and  fol¬ 
lowed  successfully  for  years  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense.  We  should  follow 
that  precedent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  expired.  The  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin.  On  this  ques¬ 
tion,  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or¬ 
dered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  calif 
the  roll.  _ 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  .  If  he  were  present  and  voting, 
he  would  vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  at  liberty 
to  vote,  I  would  vote  “nay.”  Therefore 
I  withhold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Ervin],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  and  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss]  are  absent  on  of¬ 
ficial  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  and  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Ervin].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  would  vote 
“yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis], 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  are  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis]  would  vote 
“nay.” 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  29, 


nays  60,  as  follows: 

Bartlett 

[No.  110  Leg.] 
YEAS— 29 
Fong 

Muskie 

Boggs 

Gore 

Nelson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Gruening 

Proxmire 

Cannon 

Javits 

Ribicofit 

Case 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Robertson 

Church 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Russell,  Ga. 

Clark 

McGovern 

Tydings 

Cooper 

McIntyre 

Williams,  Del. 

Dodd 

McNamara 

Young,  Ohio 

Douglas 

Mondale 

Aiken 

NAYS — 60 

Hill 

Murphy 

Allott 

Holland 

Neuberger 

Anderson 

Hruska 

Pastore 

Bass 

Inouye 

Pearson 

Bayh 

Jackson 

Pell 

Bennett 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Randolph 

Bible 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Russell,  S.C. 

Brewster 

Kuchel 

SaltonstaU 

Burdick 

Lausche 

Scott 

Cotton 

Long,  Mo. 

Simpson 

Dirksen 

Long,  La. 

Smathers 

Dominick 

McCarthy 

Smith 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Sparkman 

Ellender 

McGee 

Stennis 

Fannin 

Metcalf 

Talmadge 

Fulbright 

Miller 

Thurmond 

Harris 

Monroney 

Tower 

Hartke 

Montoya 

Williams,  NJ. 

Hayden 

Morton 

Yarborough 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

NOT  VOTING — 11 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hart 

Moss 

Carlson 

Magnuson 

Prouty 

Curtis 

Mansfield 

Symington 

Ervin 

Morse 

rts.c.  56a)  ”,  to 
insert  “$115,- 

:  word  “aircraft”, 
and  Insert  "$23,- 


Mr.  President,  I 


So  Mr.  Proxmire’s  amendments  (No. 
236)  were  rejected. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN, 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  amend¬ 
ments  were  rejected  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be 
laid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


TREASURY, 
executive 
ATIOI 


POST  OI 
OFFICE 

1966 

Mr.  XlANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  pend¬ 
ing /pusiness  be  temporarily  laid  ah 
ana  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
aeration  of  Calendar  No.  263,  H.R.  706( 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
7060)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Treasury  and  Post  Office  Departments, 
the  Executive  Office  of  the  President,  and 
certain  independent  offices  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1966,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  with  amendments. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Virginia  is  recognized. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unan:mous  consent  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  to  the  pending  bill 
be  considered  and  agreed  to  en  bloc,  and 
that  the  bill  as  thus  amended  be  regarded 
for  the  purpose  of  amendment  as  original 
text,  provided  that  no  point  of  order  shall 


be  considered  to  have  been  waived  by 
reason  of  agreement  to  the  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  tl 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  committee  amendments,  agr^fed  to 
en  bloc,  are  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  line  10,  after  the  Word  “ex¬ 
penses”,  to  strike  out  “$5,875,000y/and  Insert 
“$5,874,000”. 

On  page  6,  line  2,  after  ‘ 
strike  out  “$101,000,000” 

510,000”. 

On  page  6,  line  20,  after, 
to  strike  out  "$22,500,< 

125,000”. 

On  page  7,  line  21/ after  the  word  "appli¬ 
cants”,  to  strike  otyC  $154,600,000”  and  insert 
“$164,500,000” 

On  page  8,  lUie  7,  after  the  word  “Com¬ 
missioner”,  to/strike  out  “$439,000,000”  and 
insert  “$446^(50,000”. 

On  page/6,  after  line  8,  to  insert: 

dministrative  provision 
“Not/to  exceed  2>/2  per  centum  of  any 
appropriation  available  to  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue/Service  for  the  current  fiscal  year  may 
b ^/transferred,  with  the  approval  of  the  Bu- 
of  the  Budget,  to  any  other  such  ap- 
ropriation  or  appropriations,  but  no  such 
appropriation  shall  be  increased  by  more 
than  2  y2  per  centum  by  such  transfers,  and 
any  such  transfers  shall  be  reported  prompt¬ 
ly  to  the  Appropriations  Committees  of  the 
House  and  Senate.” 

On  page  8,  line  25,  after  the  word  “exceed”, 
to  strike  out  “forty-five”  and  insert  “one 
hundred  and  twenty-five”,  and  on  page  9, 
line  6,  after  “(5  U.S.C.  55a)”,  to  strike  out 
“$12,627,000”  and  insert  “$12,105,000”. 

On  page  11,  line  23,  after  the  word  “law”, 
to  strike  out  “$4,298,900,000”  and  insert  “$4,- 
321,350,000”,  and  on  line  24,  to  insert  the 
following  proviso: 

“Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  5  per  centum 
of  any  appropriation  available  to  the  Post 
Office  Department  for  the  current  fiscal  year 
may  be  transferred,  with  the  approval  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  to  any  other  such 
appropriation  or  appropriations;  but  the  ap¬ 
propriation  "Administration  and  regional 
operation”  shall  not  be  increased  by  more 
than  $1,000,000  as  a  result  of  such  transfers:". 

On  page  13,  line  6,  after  the  word  “Govern¬ 
ment”,  to  strike  out  "$226,000,000”  and  insert 
“$216,000,000”. 

On  page  13,  line  13,  after  the  word  “plans”, 
to  strike  out  "$95,000,000”  and  insert  “$110,- 
000,000”. 

On  page  15,  line  19,  after  “(5  U.S.C.  55a) ", 
tto  strike  out  "$7,920,000”  and  insert  “$7,- 
3,000”. 

t  the  top  of  page  19,  to  insert  a  new  title 
as  fallows: 

V - FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE 

PRESIDENT 

"International  Monetary  Fund  increase  in 
quota} international  Monetary  Fund 

"To  finance  an  increase  in  the  quota  of 
the  United  States  in  the  International  Mon¬ 
etary  Fund,  $N035, 000,000  to  be  available 
from  June  2,  19&§,  and  to  remain  available 
until  expended.” 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  has  au- 
thor'zed  me  to  present,  to  the  Senate  its 
report  No.  275  on  the  pending  bill  (H.R. 
7060)  making  appropriations  for  the 
Treasury  and  Post  Office 'Departments, 
Executive  Office  of  the  President,  and 
certain  independent  agenciesx  for  fiscal 
year  1966  and  on  a  1965  supplemental  re¬ 
quest  for  the  International  Monetary 
Fund. 

Members  will  find  on  their 
printed  copies  of  the  bill  and  commit 
report,  and  I  will  now  present  to  tf 
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tnK.  tax  on  telephone  users  for  local  and 
long-distance  telephone  calls. 

ThAse  abominable  taxes  were  imposed 
during'World  War  n  as  necessary  fund¬ 
raising  measures  for  the  war  effort  and 
to  restrain  the  use  and  purchase  of 
scarce  and'vital  services  and  commodi¬ 
ties.  For  example,  to  discourage  people 
from  traveling-by  airplanes  and  to  en¬ 
courage  spending  money  to  purchase 
Government  bonds  instead  of  buying 
jewelry,  leather  goods,  and  so  forth.  To¬ 
day,  however,  the  imposition  of  excise 
taxes,  or  the  so-called  luxury  taxes,  un¬ 
necessarily  burdens  Aihericans.  They 
serve  only  to  help  restrict  private  pur¬ 
chasing  power,  to  stifle  incentive,  and  to 
hold  back  economic  growth.  \ 

Mr.  President,  the  Nation  \is  in  the 
midst  of  an  unprecedented  period  of 
prosperity  in  which  our  economy  has 
continually  moved  ahead  for  52  months. 
All  indications  are  that  this  will  Con¬ 
tinue.  There  is  no  doubt  whatever  that 
this  is  in  large  part  due  to  the  income, 
tax  cut  enacted  last  year.  This  placed' 
$14  billion  in  the  pocketbooks  of  Amer¬ 
ican  working  men  and  women,  created 
an  additional  $28  billion  in  consumer 
buying  power,  aided  in  the  creation  of 
nearly  2  million  additional  jobs  which 
brought  about  the  lowest  unemployment 
rate  in  7  years,  and  allowed  businessmen 
to  invest  an  additional  $6%  billion  in 
plants  and  machinery.  All  this  occurred 
while  prices  remained  stable.  This  is  an 
unprecedented  achievement. 

I  am  delighted  that  the  President  has 
recommended  a  7-percent  reduction  in 
the  telephone  tax  effective  next  January, 
with  complete  repeal  by  1969,  and  the  re¬ 
duction  and  eventual  elimination  of  the 
tax  on  automobiles,  and  elimination  of 
the  taxes  on  such  items  as  jewelry,  furs, 
toilet  articles  and  cosmetics,  luggage, 
handbags  and  other  leather  goods. 
These  may  have  been  luxuries  in  years 
gone  by,  but  today  they  are  necessities. 
Ask  any  businessman  if  his  briefcase  or 
luggage  is  a  luxury.  Ask  any  women  if 
she  considers  her  handbag  and  lipstick 
as  luxuries.  It  certainly  is  not  realistic 
in  this  day  and  age  to  term  light  bulbs, 
telephones,  television  sets,  automobiles,, 
radios,  refrigerators,  Ashing  poles,  and 
inexpensive  cameras,  “luxuries.”  / 

Inasmuch  as  some  excise  taxes/are 
necessary  for  our  good  “Uncle”  to  operate 
efficiently,  I  am  not  opposed  tc/sump- 
tuary  taxes  on  alcohol  and  cigarettes  and 
tobacco  which  have  been  imposed  for 
many  years,  and  which  bring  in  sizable 
revenues  to  our  Government.  However, 
I  am  definitely  opposed  tjs  the  regressive 
taxes  on  necessities, /which  lay  the 
heaviest  burden  on  the'poorest  people. 

Mr.  President,  I  /was  distressed  that 
the  President  recommended  the  5-per¬ 
cent  tax  on  air  travel  be  made  perma¬ 
nent  and  that  additional  taxes  be  placed 
on  the  air  /Transportation  industry. 
Travel  by  aii/is  no  longer  a  luxury.  It  is 
a  vital  and  fundamental  part  of  our 
transportation  system  and  communica¬ 
tions  network.  In  most  instances  it  is  a 
necessity .  It  is  just  about  the  only 
meads  of  public  transportation  between 
many  of  our  cities,  and  in  some  States, 
such  as  Alaska,  it  is  practically  the  only 


means  of  transportation.  Twenty  or 
twenty-five  years  ago  air  travel  might 
have  been  considered  a  luxury  in  many 
instances,  but  today  there  are  few  who 
would  question  the  fact  that  it  is  a  neces¬ 
sity  for  millions  of  Americans.  It  is  un¬ 
conscionable  to  continue  to  levy  the  tax 
on  air  transportation. 

It  has  been  argued  that  at  the  present 
time  the  civil  users  of  our  airways  are  not 
paying  their  full  share  of  airway  costs. 
Frankly,  I  do  not  believe  this  is  a  valid 
argument.  In  the  past,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  subsidized  our  railways  and 
still  does  so  by  various  means.  The  tax 
on  railways  passengers  was  abolished 
some  time  ago.  Many  industries  have 
been  indirectly  aided  and  subsidized  by 
the  Federal  Government,  but  special 
taxes  are  not  placed  on  them  because  of 
that  fact.  At  a  time  when  we  are  elim¬ 
inating  taxes  on  furs,  playing  cards,  juke¬ 
boxes,  and  other  purely  amusement  de¬ 
vices,  it  is  unconscionable  to  add  to  the 
cost  of  necessary  air  travel. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  submit  for 
appropriate  reference  an  amendment  to, 
HR.  8371  which  would  completely 
ab6|ish  the  5-percent  tax  on  air  trans¬ 
portation.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  t|ie  amendment  be  printed/  and 
print ed  in  the  Record.  / 

The  ^RESIDING  OFFICERS  The 
amendment  will  be  received/  printed, 
printed  in  tne  Record,  and  ajipropriately 
referred.  \  / 

The  amendrhent  (No./251)  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance,  as 
follows:  \  / 

On  page  3(5,  beginning  with  line  23,  strike 
out  all  through  line/6\pn  page  31  (section 
303  of  the  bill,  relating  to,  tax  on  transporta¬ 
tion  of  persons  by/air) .  \ 

On  page  46,  strike  out  linek  6  through  10. 

Mr.  YOUN6  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President, 
the  same  reasoning  applies  td\our  inland 1 
waterway^  The  President  has  recom¬ 
mended/a  tax  of  2  cents  per  gallon  on  all 
fuel  u/ed  for  travel-  on  the  inlandNvater- 
waysf  both  for  .business  and  recreational 
purposes.  The  imposition  of  this 'tax 
would  do  great  harm  to  the  economyVf 
/the  State  of  Ohio.  Our  great  State  lk 
bounded  on  the  north  by  Lake  Erie  and 
on  the  south  and  much  of  the  east  by  the 
Ohio  River,  two  of  the  world’s  greatest 
inland  waterways.  In  addition,  Ohio 
teems  with  rivers  which  are  vital  to  the 
economy  of  the  State — the  Scioto,  the 
Maumee,  the  Cuyahoga,  the  Miami,  the 
Mahoning,  the  Muskingum,  to  name  a 
few.  Also,  our  State  abounds  in  great 
inland  lakes  which  provide  recreational 
facilities  for  boating  enthusiasts — Grand 
Lake  and  Indian  Lake,  to  name  two  of 
the  largest.  A  tax  on  fuel  used  on  these 
important  waterways  could  be  ruinous  to 
many  parts  of  the  State.  The  same  is 
true,  I  am  sure,  of  many  States  in  the 
Union  blessed  with  great  inland  water¬ 
ways. 

Low-cost  water  transportation  and 
the  national  policies  which  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  have  been  fully  justified  by  expe¬ 
rience.  We  must  continue  as  we  have 
done  since  the  earliest  days  of  the 
republic,  when  the  Northwest  Ordinance 
of  1787  was  adopted,  and  the  first  settlers 
floated  down  the  Ohio  River,  to  improve 


and  maintain  our  lakes  and  rivers,  har/ 
bors,  bays,  and  sounds  as  common  high¬ 
ways  forever  free  to  all  our  people,  with¬ 
out  tolls  or  taxes  or  any  imposition  on 
their  use.  Andrew  Jackson  truly  said 
long  ago :  / 

All  Improvements  effected  by.tthe  general 
funds  of  the  Nation  for  general/use  should  be 
open  to  the  enjoyment  of /all  our  fellow 
citizens,  exempt  from  the  payment  of  tolls 
or  any  imposition  of  that  <maxacter. 

A  reversal  of  that  policy  pursued  with¬ 
out  significant  interruption  since  the 
earliest  days  of  our  national  life,  through 
the  imposition  of, tolls  or  user  taxes  would 
discourage  waterway  use  and  waste 
priceless  public  assets.  Imposing  such 
regressive  taxes  should  not  even  be  con¬ 
sidered.  Jt  would  severely  dislocate 
established  competitive  and  community 
relationships  and  discourage  economic 
growth,  inflicting  serious  hardships  on 
communities  in  depressed  areas  whose 
future  prospects  depend  directly  on  full 
development  of  their  water  resources. 
/The  use  of  the  waterways  of  our  States 
and  the  Nation  should  always  be  avail¬ 
able  and  free  for  all  our  citizens. 

It  would  be  unconscionable  to  consider 
imposing  a  discriminatory  excise  tax  or 
any  sort  of  tariff,  or  tax,  on  the  use  of 
our  waterways.  To  do  so  would  be  con¬ 
trary  to  the  public  interest,  against  the 
public  welfare,  and  would  hamper  our 
economy.  It  would  mean  the  loss  of  their 
jobs  for  hundreds  of  thousands  of  worthy 
and  industrious  men  and  women,  and 
economic  depression  for  many  areas  of 
the  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Finance  will 
eliminate  the  outrageous  5-percent  tax 
on  air  travel  when  it  considers  this  gen¬ 
eral  legislation.  Also,  I  shall  strongly 
oppose  any  attempt  to  impose  a  tax  on 
those  who  use  our  inland  waterways. 

Each  year  since  World  War  n  the 
Congress  has  extended  these  excise  taxes 
for  1  year,  holding  out  the  promise  to 
citizens  that  each  year  will  be  the  last 
year  for  them.  Very  shortly  the  annual 
renewal  date  will  be  upon  us.  This  year 
that  promise  will  become  a  reality.  After 
SJune  30  of  this  year,  most  of  these 
regressive  excise  or  sales  taxes  will  no 
longer  plague  Americans.  They  will  be 
swept  out  of  existence  and  be  buried  un- 
wept,\unhonored,  and  unsung. 


STRENGTHENING  THE  EDUCATION¬ 
AL  RESOURCES,  AND  FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE  FOR  STUDENTS  IN 
POSTSECONDARY  AND  HIGHER 
EDUCATION— AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT  NO.  252 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  ^President,  I  submit 
an  amendment,  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  me,  to  the  bill  (S.  6000  to  strengthen 
the  educational  resources \f  our  colleges 
and  universities  and  to  proSdde  students 
in  postsecondary  and  higher\education. 
This  amendment,  if  adopted,  wifi  expand 
the  National  Defense  Educationist.  pro¬ 
viding  grants  and  stipends  to  encourage 
the  training  of  students  and  teachers 
for  work  in  international  affairs,  xhe 
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Amendment  would  add  less  than  $3.5  mil¬ 
lion  to  the  appropriation  request  for  the 
National  Defense  Education  Act  in  fiscal 
yearN.966,  and  would  amend  the  National 
Defence  Education  Act  to — 

Provide  grants  to  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities  bo  aid  in  the  establishment  and 
operation  of  international  affairs  pro¬ 
grams  to  tra[n  individuals  for  overseas 
business  or  Government  work,  for  work 
in  the  United  States  in  international  af¬ 
fairs,  or  for  teaching  or  research  work  in 
international  affairs; 

Provide  stipends  for  students  under¬ 
taking  advanced  training  in  order  to 
teach  international  affairs  in  colleges; 
and  \ 

Provide  grants  to  colleges  to  help  in 
the  establishment  of  short-berm  or  reg¬ 
ular  session  institutes  on  international 
affairs  for  high  school  teachers,  with 
stipends  for  those  participatingSin  the 
program.  \ 

This  legislation  is  required  to  meet,  the 
growing  national  need  for  expertise\in 
international  affairs.  The  bill  grew  out 
of  a  Library  of  Congress  survey  of  321 
U.S.  universities  and  colleges,  conducted 
several  years  ago  at  my  request,  which 
emphasized  the  need  for  expanding  and 
improving  programs  in  international  af¬ 
fairs  studies  on  high  priority. 

A  greater  number  of  students,  teachers, 
businessmen,  professional  people,  and 
Government  officials  must  be  better  pre¬ 
pared  to  deal  with  the  growing  chal¬ 
lenges  and  opportunities  in  the  interna¬ 
tional  field.  The  increasing  responsibili¬ 
ties  inherent  in  U.S.  free  world  leader¬ 
ship  require  additional  efforts  to  improve 
the  quality  and  expand  the  scope  of  in¬ 
ternational  affairs  studies. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
appropriately  referred. 

The  amendment  (No.  252)  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  253 

Mr.  CASE  submitted  amendments,  in¬ 
tended  to  be  proposed  by  him,  to  Senate 
bill  600,  supra,  which  were  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF 
1 965— AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENTS  NO.  2  54 

Mr.  ELLENDER  submitted  amend¬ 
ments,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him, 
to  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  which 
were  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to 
be  printed. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  255 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk,  for  appropriate  reference,  an 
amendment  to  S.  1837,  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1965,  and  ask  that  it 
may  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed, 
printed  in  the  Record,  and  will  lie  on  the 
table. 

The  amendment  (No.  255)  is  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


On  page  4,  line  21,  strike  out  “July  1,  1966” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “July  1,  1967.” 

On  page  4,  line  24,  strike  out  “$7,000,000” 
an  1  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$9,000,000.” 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
very  simple  amendment,  providing  for 
modest  expansion  in  the  provision  for 
assistance  to  American  schools  and  hos¬ 
pitals  abroad. 

In  the  first  instance,  it  would  extend 
until  July  1,  1967  the  exclusion  from  the 
provisions  of  the  Battle  Act  which  these 
projects  have  enjoyed.  As  reported  by 
the  committee,  S.  1837  would  repeal  this 
exclusion  effective  July  1,  1966.  It  seems 
to  me  that  since  the  bill  provides  general 
authorization  for  foreign  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  over  a  2 -year  period,  it  is  only 
fair  that  the  Battle  Act  exclusion  should 
remain  in  effect  for  the  term  of  the  bill. 

There  is  a  specific  case  in  point  to 
which  this  2-year  extension  would 
apply.  It  is  the  American-sponsored 
children’s  hospital  in  Krakow,  Poland, 
which  has  been  supported  under  the  for¬ 
eign  assistance  program  since  1959.  Al¬ 
though  the  main  hospital  structure  has 
been  completed,  the  American  committee 
responsible  for  this  excellent  project, 
now  is  actively  contemplating  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  nurses’  residence  and 
school  and  a  new  laboratory  structure. 
They  hope  to  be  able  to  undertake  a 
feasibility  study  of  these  proposed  expan¬ 
sions  with  counterpart  assistance  during 
fiscal  1966,  and  if  the  results  are  favor¬ 
able,  to  proceed  with  construction  in  fis¬ 
cal  1967.  They  could  not  proceed  beyond 
the  feasibility  study  under  the  repeal 
date  of  July  1,  1966  provided  in  the  bill 
approved  by  committee.  For  this  reason, 
it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  only  fair  that 
the  exclusion  extend  to  July  1,  1967,  so 
that  this  worthy  project  could  be  under¬ 
taken  if  it  is  found  to  be  feasible. 

Second,  my  amendment  would  in¬ 
crease  by  $2  million  the  amount  author¬ 
ized  for  use  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1966  and  1967. 

I  would  say  at  the  outset  that,  in  offer¬ 
ing  this  amendment,  I  am  not  an  ad¬ 
vocate  of  indefinite  expansion  of  our 
various  assistance  programs.  In  the 
case  of  the  hospitals  and  schools,  how¬ 
ever,  I  note  that  the  total  authorization 
is  being  cut  from  $18  million  for  fiscal 
1965  to  $7  million  in  each  of  the  next  2 
fiscal  years,  by  terms  of  the  committee 
bill.  While  I  agree  with  many  of  the 
guidelines  which  the  administration  has 
laid  down  with  respect  to  continuation 
of  this  kind  of  assistance,  it  does  seem 
to  me  that  the  phaseout  has  been  ex¬ 
tremely  abrupt,  and  that  it  will  redound 
to  the  detriment  of  many,  many  worthy 
projects  around  the  world.  I  under¬ 
stand,  moreover,  that  the  $7  million 
which  had  been  allowed  by  the  admin¬ 
istration,  is  very  fully  programed  and 
that  there  is  virtually  no  leaway  for 
meeting  new  needs. 

The  amendment  which  I  propose  would 
allow  a  modest  increase  of  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  $9  million  in  each  of  the  2  fiscal 
years.  It  would  riot,  to  be  sure,  cover  all 
of  the  worthy  projects  which  probably 
should  be  supported,  but  it  will  allow  at 
least  for  consideration  of  some  of  the 
most  deserving. 
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In  particular,  it  might  allow  for  the 
$175,000  needed  to  make  a  feasibility 
study  of  the  Krakow  Hospital  expansion 
project,  and  subsequent  construction 
funds  if  that  study  is  favorable. 

Another  extremely  worthy  project 
which  has  come  to  my  attention  and 
which  certainly  should  receive  consid¬ 
eration  under  this  program  is  the  Hadas- 
sah-Hebrew  University  Medical  Center 
in  Jerusalem,  which  is  an  expanding 
complex  of  the  most  modern  facilities 
for  teaching,  healing,  and  research  in 
most  of  the  medical  sciences,  including 
medical,  dental,  nursing,  and  pharmacol¬ 
ogy  schools.  This  facility,  which  is  train¬ 
ing  an  increasing  number  of  medical 
specialists  for  service  throughout  the 
eastern  Mediterranean  and  African  re¬ 
gions,  is  strongly  supported  by  the  Ha- 
dassah  Medical  Relief  Association,  Inc., 
a  nonprofit  organization  with  bi'anches  in 
the  50  States.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  notwithstanding  the  superb  efforts 
of  this  association  to  support  the  center 
in  Jerusalem,  there  are  distinct  limits  to 
the  volunteer  support  which  can  be 
counted  on  to  finance  capital  expansion 
of  the  Center. 

I  attach  at  this  point  a  list  of  facilities 
planned  under  the  capital  construction 
program  of  the  Hadassah  Center  for  the 
years  1966  and  1967,  and  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  it  may  be  inserted  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Hadassah  Medical  Relief  Association,  Inc., 

Programs  of  New  Capital  Construction 

and  Research  for  Fiscal  Years  1966  and 

1967 

Hadassah-Selingsburg  Comprehensive 
School. 

Hadassah -Brandeis  Vocational  School. 

Vocational  guidance  facilities. 

J.  F.  Kennedy  Memorial  Center. 

Nurses  residence. 

Kidney  transplant  laboratory  and  operat¬ 
ing  theater. 

Neurological  institute. 

Ophthalmological  institute. 

Nursing  postgraduate  school. 

New  research  laboratories. 

Equipment  for  mother  and  child  pavilion. 

Research  animal  breeding  house. 

Residents  and  interns  hostel. 

Pediatric-student  conference  room. 

Air  conditioning  of  radial  intensive  care 
unit  of  the  medical  center. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  total  cost  of  these 
projects  planned  at  the  Jerusalem  Center 
will  be  about  $4,375,000  and  that  only 
about  $2  million  can  be  anticipated  in 
contributions  to  the  Hadassah  Relief 
Association  and  that  the  balance  must 
come  from  other  sources.  Hadassah 
hopes  that  it  might  be  considered  for 
counterpart  assistance  under  terms  of 
the  amendment  which  I  propose. 

I  might  add  that,  with  regard  to  the 
two  projects  which  I  have  mentioned, 
there  are  ample  prospects  for  financing 
through  U.S.-owned  counterpart  cur¬ 
rency.  I  understand  that  the  United 
States  is  credited  with  a  favorable  bal¬ 
ance  of  approximately  $62  million  in 
Israeli  pounds  and  approximately  $494 
million  in  Polish  zlotys.  To  my  mind, 
there  could  be  no  more  worthy  way  of 
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of  these  foreign  currency 


1URITY  AMENDMENTS  OF 
-AMENDMENTS 

JDMENT  NO.  256 

Mr.  DOUGLAS  submitted  amend¬ 
ments,  intended  ro  be  proposed  by  him, 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  6(^5)  to  provide  a  hos¬ 
pital  insurance  program  for  the  aged  un¬ 
der  the  Social  Security  Act  with  a  sup¬ 
plementary  health  benefits  program  and 
an  expanded  program  of Nnedical  assist¬ 
ance,  to  increase  benefits  under  the  Old- 
Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance 
System,  to  improve  the  Federal-State 
public  assistance  programs,  ana\for  other 
purposes,  which  were  referred\to  the 
Committee  on  Finance  and  ordered,  to  be 
printed. 

NOTICE  OF  HEARINGS  BY  COMMIT 

TEE  ON  LABOR  AND  PUBLIC  WEL¬ 
FARE 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate,  I  would 
like  to  announce  the  following  schedule 
of  hearings  on  bills  pending  before  the 
Senate  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Com¬ 
mittee  and  assigned  to  subcommittees 
which  I  chair: 

June  22  through  25,  the  Subcommittee 
on  Labor  will  hear  witnesses  on  S.  256, 
repeal  of  section  14(b)  of  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act;  and  on  S.  731  and 
H.R.  5883,  amendments  to  the  bonding 
provisions  of  the  Labor-Management  Re¬ 
porting  and  Disclosure  Act. 

July  6  through  9  and  12  through  16, 
the  subcommittee  will  hear  witnesses  on 
S.  1986,  extension  of  coverage  of  mini¬ 
mum  wage  and  amendments  to  the  over¬ 
time  provisions  of  the  Fair  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  Act. 

Meanwhile,  the  Select  Subcommittee 
on  Poverty,  which  has  pending  S.  1759, 
amendments  to  the  Economic  Opportu¬ 
nity  Act,  will  hear  witnesses  on  June  28 
and  29. 


so  notify  Mr.  Gle^ 
of  the  Senate  Cq 
Operations. 


By  Mr.  SMATHERS : 

Editorial  entitled,  “Santo  Domingo, ”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Washington  Daily  News  of 
June  4,  1965. 


ON  DO- 
SURPLUS/ 


NOTICE  OF  HEARINGS 
MESTIC  AND  FOREIGN 
PROPERTY  PROGRAM 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President/  as 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on/For- 
eign  Aid  Expenditures  of  the  /Senate 
Committee  on  Government  Operations,  I 
wish  to  announce  that  that  subcommit¬ 
tee  will  hold  hearings  on  the  domestic 
and  foreign  surplus  property  program  on 
Thursday,  June  10  at  2  p.m.,  and  Friday, 
June  11  at  10  a.m.,  inborn  3302  of  the 
New  Senate  Office  /Building.  Future 
hearings  will  be  helcLon  this  subject  and 
those  who  desire  t </ testify  later  should 


Shriver  of  the  staff 
ittee  on  Government 


EDITORIALS,  ARTI- 
PRINTED  IN  THE  AP- 


ADDRESSgS, 

CLES./ETC., 

PEN0IX 

Or/request,  and  by  unanimous  consent, 
addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc.,  were 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Appendix,  as 
follows: 


U.S.  POLICY  ON  VIETNAM— ADDRESS 
BY  THE  VICE  PRESIDENT 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  on 
June  1,  at  Michigan  State  University,  in 
East  Lansing,  Mich.,  Vice  President  Hu¬ 
bert  H.  Humphrey  delivered  an  address 
on  the  administration’s  position  in  the 
Vietnam  conflict. 

In  his  usual  able  manner,  the  Vice 
President  underscored  the  basic  reasons 
governing  the  involvement  of  the  United 
States  in  southeast  Asia. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  text 
of  his  address  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Address  by  the  Vice  President  at  Michigan 
State  University,  East  Lansing,  Mich., 
on  June  1,  1965 

at  is  a  pleasure  to  accept  the  invitation  of 
the.  Michigan  State  People-to-People  Com-/ 
mitt^e  to  discuss  U.S.  policy  in  Vietnam. 

Coming  here  today  from  Washington^— 
once  aptly  described  as  “a  city  of  southern 
efficiency,  and  northern  charm” — it  is  refresh¬ 
ing  to  return  to  the  atmosphere  of /excite¬ 
ment,  of  expectation  and  love  of/learmng 
that  is  characteristic  of  a  great  ..university. 

Action  is  to\the  politician  wh/t  reflection 
is  to  the  scholar — and  as  a  p/itical  leader, 
it  is  a  rewarding\experience  t6  confront  the 
enthusiastic  questioning  of /The  student  and 
the  careful  scrutiny\of  thar  professor. 

It  is  a  welcomed— irSrisby — experience. 

It  is  welcome,  because  nowhere  are  solid 
arguments  and  percejfw^e  judgments  more 
appreciated. 

It  is  risky  because  nothing  chills  nonsense 
like  exposure  to  the  brisk  airspf  a  university. 

The  subject  /which  I  am  'about  to  dis¬ 
cuss  with  yovyrs  appropriate  fqr  this  audi¬ 
ence  because/it  pertains  to  warXand  peace. 

No  group/Should  be  more  interested  in  war 
and  peac</than  those  who  will  be  'expected 
to  bear  /the  brunt  of  the  fightingVf  war 
should/come. 

It  is  therefore  a  natural  and  heathy 
phe/omenon  that  war  and  peace  in  soinji- 
ea/fc  Asia  should  have  become  the  subject 
?ely  debate  and  vigorous  discussion  t 
miversity  campuses  across  the  country. 

As  the  debate  on  U.S.  policy  in  Vietnam 
has  flourished  during  the  past  6  months,  the 
United  States  has  continued  to  be  challenged 
to  match  deeds  with  words  in  opposing 
aggression  and  defending  the  freedom  of  a 
friendly  nation. 

We  have  met  that  challenge. 

Our  firm  and  decisive  response  to  naked 
aggression  against  South  Vietnam  has 
demonstrated  to  our  friends  that  our  power 
remains  pre-eminent  and  our  devotion  to 
freedom  firm — and  to  our  foes  that  the 
United  States  is  no  paper  tiger. 

The  measured  application  of  American 
power  proves  that  we  are  prepared  to  meet 
aggression  in  whatever  form,  that  we  shall 
not  be  forced  to  choose  between  humiliation 
and  holocaust,  that  the  firmness  of  our  re¬ 
sponse  in  no  way  diminishes  our  devotion 
to  peace. 

Our  action  in  Vietnam  is  a  part  of  the  con¬ 
tinuing  struggle  which  the  American  people 
must  be  prepared  to  wage  if  we  are  to  pre¬ 
serve  free  civilization  as  we  know  it  and  re¬ 
sist  the  expansion  of  Communist  power. 

It  is  a  further  indication  that  the  break¬ 
up  of  the  bipolar  world,  which  has  character¬ 
ized  the  international  relations  of  the  past 
two  decades,  and  the  easing  of  tensions  be¬ 
tween  East  and  West  following  the  nuclear 
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test  ban,  may  have  changed  the  pattern  qf 
U.S.  Involvement  in  world  affairs,  but  it  Jaas 
not  diminished  it. 

We  retain  the  role  of  leader  of  tb/  free 
world  that  we  inherited  at  the  end  q f  World 
War  II,  and  in  that  role  our  responsibilities 
remain  worldwide.  In  that  role  our  responsi¬ 
bility  extends  to  distant  Asia  a d  well  as  "to 
countries  on  our  doorstep.  J 

President  Johnson  has  m/de  it  unmis¬ 
takably  clear  that  we  intend  to  meet  those 
responsibilities.  / 

It  was  in  the  role  of  defender  of  the  free 
world  that  we  originally/made  a  commitment 
to  Vietnam  in  1954.  / 

It  was  in  this  role/that  three  administra¬ 
tions  maintained  that  commitment. 

Although  as  st/dents  of  history  you  may 
debate  the  wisdom  of  the  original  decision 


the  responsibilities  which  the 
juished  in  1954,  this  question 
Relevance  for  the  policymaker 


to  take  up 
French  relir 
has  little 
today.  / 

Presid/ht  Johnson  in  his  Baltimore  speech 
of  April  7  and  his  Washington  speech  of 
May  i"i  spelled  out  those  alternatives  and 
whipn  we  have  chosen  as  the  basis  of  our 
policy. 

They  are  three: 

First.  In  the  face  of  armed  conflict,  in 
the  face  of  continued  aggressions,  we  will 
not  withdraw,  we  will  not  abandon  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  Vietnam.  We  shall  keep  our  word. 

Our  refusal  to  withdraw  is  based  on  our 
recognition  that  sudden  withdrawal  from 
Vietnam  would  only  weaken  the  position  of 
free  societies  in  Asia — which  could  only  re¬ 
gard  withdrawal  as  a  loss  of  interest  by  the 
United  States  in  the  area  and  an  enticement 
to  accommodate  themselves  to  Communist 
China. 

In  refusing  to  withdraw  we  reject  the  be¬ 
lief  that  by  some  Hegelian  law  of  inevitabil¬ 
ity,  China  is  destined  to  swallow  up  all  of 
Asia.  And  I  find  it  curious  that  proponents 
of  the  inevitability  theory  so  often  combine 
it  with  advocacy  of  the  Titoist  doctrine  that 
Vietnam  would  become  an  independent  neu¬ 
tral  nation  if  we  would  withdraw  our  mili¬ 
tary  forces.  The  arguments  are  absolutely 
incompatible. 

We  refuse  to  withdraw  in  the  certain 
knowledge  that  withdrawal  would  mean  the 
betrayal  of  those  who  have  opposed  the 
spread  of  communism  in  southeast  Asia, 
would  mean  certain  death  or  exile. 

Finally,  in  relation  to  the  Sino-Soviet  con¬ 
test,  a  withdrawal  by  us  would  vindicate  the 
Chinese  thesis  that  militancy  pays — and  dis¬ 
credit  the  Soviet  thesis  of  peaceful  coexist- 
.ence. 

Second.  Recognizing  that  a  political  so- 
liltion  of  the  conflict  is  essential,  we  stand 
ready  to  engage  in  unconditional  discus¬ 
sion^  We  have  no  desire  for  further  mili¬ 
tary  escalation  of  the  war.  We  stand  ready 
to  consider  any  solution  which  would  bring 
peace  and  justice  to  all  of  Vietnam,  North 
and  South/ 

I  would  Like  to  make  crystal  clear  who 
is  in  favor  or\a  political  settlement  and  who 
is  opposed,  who  has  offered  the  olive  branch 
and  who  has  rejected  it.  President  John¬ 
son  has  affirmed  laot  only  our  willingness  to 
hold  unconditional  discussions  to  end  the 
war,  but  our  ardent,  ^esire  to  do  so. 

What  has  been  the/response  of  the  Com¬ 
munist  governments  in.  Hanoi  and  Peiping? 

They  have  rejected  evfery  peace  offer  from 
any  source.  They  have  spurned  the  efforts 
of  the  U.N.  to  mediate.  They  have  scorned 
the  offer  of  the  British.  Thdv  have  brushed 
aside  the  efforts  of  the  Indian,  Government. 
In  short — the  Communist  governments  in 
Hanoi  and  Peiping  have  rejected,  all  efforts 
to  restore  peace  and  justice  to  the/people  of 
Vietnam. 

Third.  We  recognize  that  the  people  of 
Vietnam  must  have  a  cause  for  whicji  to 
fight,  they  must  have  hope  of  a  better  "toy. 
We  have  made  it  clear  to  the  people  of  Viot- 
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nanx  that  to  improve  their  lives  and  fulfill 
theirViopes  we  stand  ready  to  support  a 
massi^X  cooperative  development  effort^— not 
only  foXvietnam  but  for  all  of  southeast 
Asia.  It  ib  our  hope,  as  President  Johnson 
has  said,  toat  “the  works  of  peace  can  bring 
men  togethwsjn  a  common  effort  to  abandon 
forever  the  works  of  war.” 

These  three  principles — honoring  our  mili¬ 
tary  commitmentVa  continuing  willingness  to 
seek  a  political  sorution,  and  a  massive  eco¬ 
nomic  development^  program — remain  the 
bases  of  our  policy. 

The  struggle  in  Vietfiam  has  a  special  sig¬ 
nificance  for  the  Uni  tea.  States  as  the  de¬ 
fender  of  the  free  world  because  it  confronts 
us  with  a  bold  new  formXof  aggression — 
which  could  rank  in  military  importance 
with  the  discovery  of  gunpowder.  I  refer 
to  the  war  of  national  liberation. 

Vietnam  offers  a  classic  example  of  what 
can  be  accomplished  by  militant  Communist 
forces  intent  on  deliberate  subversion  of  a 
country  from  within.  \ 

There  we  have  seen  a  Communist  stat£  re¬ 
fuse  to  leave  its  neighbors  in  peace.  \We 
have  seen  the  infiltration  of  Communist 
cadres  to  strengthen  and  direct  guerrilla  wa 
fare  in  violation  of  international  accords' 
We  have  seen  the  Communists  who  control 
and  direct  the  war  from  Hanoi  insist  that 
the  war  in  South  Vietnam  is  internal  be¬ 
cause  many  of  the  Vietcong  are  South  Viet¬ 
namese.  We  have  seen  them  portray  the 
struggle  as  a  civil  war — in  which  the  popu¬ 
lar  forces  are  arrayed  against  American  im¬ 
perialism. 

It  is  this  new  sophisticated  form  of  war¬ 
fare  that  is  becoming  the  major  challenge  to 
our  security,  to  the  security  of  all  free 
nations.  This  new  warfare  is  often  more 
dangerous  than  the  old — a  war  in  which  the 
leaders  cannot  be  located,  in  which  the 
sources  of  supply  cannot  be  easily  cut  off, 
in  which  the  enemy  forces  are  not  outsiders 
but  indigenous  troops— in  which  signed 
truces  do  not  halt  the  struggle. 

The  supreme  challenge  today  is  to  prove 
to  our  Communist  foes  and  our  freedom- 
loving  friends  that  the  new  face  of  war  is  no 
less  pernicious  than  the  old,  that  it  can 
be  defeated  by  those  of  strong  mind,  stout 
heart,  and  a  will  of  steel.  We  know  now 
that  most  Communist  regimes  do  not  desire 
to  blow  the  world  to  pieces.  They  prefer  to 
pick  it  up  piece  by  piece. 

How  do  we  successfully  meet  the  challenge 
posed  by  wars  of  national  liberation?  We 
need  a  balanced  military  force  comprising 
air,  sea,  and  land  power.  We  need  maximum 
flexibility  in  our  forces — making  it  possible 
to  respond  rapidly  to  any  situation.  We  need 
men  experience  in  guerrilla  and  psychological 
warfare,  in  all  the  paramilitary  arts  that  ar§ 
practiced  in  wars  of  national  liberation, 
must  adapt  our  aircraft  and  ships  to  the  ca 
ditions  we  find.  We  must  relearn  the/xac- 
tics  of  ground  warfare  in  a  guerrilla  setting 
and  adapt  our  equipment  and  our  y^eapons 
accordingly. 

Overwhelming  military  power  al6ne  is  not 
an  adequate  response  to  wars  of  National  lib¬ 
eration.  Since  these  wars  feetf  on  seething 
social  discontent,  success  in  countering  them 
requires  a  subtle  blending  /f  economic  aid, 
political  expertise,  educational  efforts,  in¬ 
formation  and  propaganda  programs — com¬ 
bined  with  military  power. 

Where  wars  of  liberation  flourish,  the  mili¬ 
tary  struggle  is  but  <me  part  of  a  larger  social 
and  political  struggle.  And  these  struggles 
will  continue  anoT  revolutionary  ferment  will 
increase  until  ^governments  come  to  power 
capable  of  i implementing  systematic  social 
and  economic  programs  designed  to  abolish 
shocking  social  and  economic  inequality  be¬ 
tween  the  privileged  few  and  the  impover¬ 
ished  masses,  between  glittering  capitals  and 
festering  slums,  between  favored  urban  en¬ 
claves  and  primitive  rural  areas. 

for  the  masses  of  the  people  in  the  de- 
Sloping  countries  of  Asia  who  have  never 


known  the  benefits  of  modern  civilization, 
the  status  quo  is  no  longer  a  burden  to  be 
patiently,  borne,  but  an  oppressor  to  be  cast 
off. 

The  primary  responsibility  for  preserving 
the  independence  and  security  of  a  country 
remains  with  the  people  and  the  government 
of  that  country.  If  the  people  and  their 
leaders  have  no  will  to  preserve  their  inde¬ 
pendence,  no  outside  force  can  save  them. 
If  the  government  can  provide  the  people 
with  a  cause  for  which  to  fight,  with  a  pro¬ 
gram  inspiring  sacrifice  and  effort,  that  gov¬ 
ernment  can  be  capable  of  defending  itself 
against  Communist  infiltration  and  subver¬ 
sion  from  within.  Where  subversion  from 
within  is  supported  from  outside,  as  is  the 
case' in  Vietnam,  outside  assistance  is  needed 
if  such  a  government  is  to  achieve  this  capa¬ 
bility.  In  many  areas  of  the  world,  the 
United  States  has  inherited  the  role  of  pro¬ 
tector  and  defender  of  non-Communist  na¬ 
tions  which  are  under  Communist  assault. 
It  is  a  role  we  have  not  sought.  It  is  often 
a  painful  and  expensive  one.  But  it  is  an 
essential  one — both  to  the  security  of  the 
non-Communist  world  and  to  our  own. 

As  I  have  noted,  in  overcoming  wars  of 
national  liberation  no  one  mode  of  response 
is  adequate.  At  this  point  I  would  like  to 
ckll  attention  to  the  nonmilitary  side  of 
•the,  struggle  that  is  required  in  this  complex 
situation.  My  example  again  is  Vietnamy 
I  refek  to  the  little  noticed  side  of  the  strug 
gle — the  struggle  for  a  better  life.  It  is  the 
battl©  oK  the  Vietnamese  people  not  mere¬ 
ly  to  survive,  but  to  build,  to  make  progress, 
to  move  forward. 

In  the  past  decade,  rice  production  has 
been  doubledX  Com  output  is  expected  to 
be  four  times  aXjarge  next  year/as  it  was  in 
1962.  Pig  production  has  more/chan  doubled 
since  1955. 

The  average  Vietnamese  c/n  expect  to  live 
only  35  years.  Yet  there  /(re  only  200  civil¬ 
ian  doctors.  A  new  medical  school  we  are 
helping  to  build  will  gdaxjuate  that  number 
of  new  doctors  each  year. 

Meanwhile,  we  have  helpeli  vaccinate  more 
than  7  million  people  against  cholera  and 
millions  more  against  other  diseases.  More 
than  12,000  hannet  health  stations  have  been 
built  and  stored  with  medical  supplies. 

In  Vietnam — as  everywhere — “civilization 
is  a  race  between  education  and  catastro¬ 
phe.”  Education  is  the  foundation  of  any 
country/  future.  For  it  is  impossible  tXrun 
a  government,  local  or  national,  to  man 
torieg  or  to  enrich  the  national  life  withoi 
trained  and  educated  people.  Elementary 
spnool  enrollment  was  300,000  in  1955 — it  is 
ive  times  that  number  today.  Vocational 
school  enrollment  has  quadrupled.  The  uni¬ 
versity  population  is  increasing  steadily. 

This  progress  has  been  achieved  against 
the  most  appalling  odds.  It  has  been  made 
despite  the  carefully  planned  and  executed 
program  of  terror  and  harassment  carried 
out  by  the  Vietcong. 

There  is  a  curious  misconception  abroad 
that  the  Vietcong  is  a  great  idealistic  move¬ 
ment,  a  sort  of  “Indochinese  wing  of  the 
American  Populist  Party” — to  use  Arthur 
Schlesinger’s  phrase.  In  reality,  they  are,  he 
continues,  “a  collection  of  very  tough  terror¬ 
ists  whose  gains  have  come  in  the  main 
not  from  the  hopes  they  have  inspired  but 
from  the  fear  they  have  created.” 

In  the  countryside,  agricultural  stations 
have  regularly  been  destroyed  and  medical 
clinics  raided.  Malaria  control  team  mem¬ 
bers  have  been  killed  or  kidnaped.  Village 
chiefs,  schoolteachers  and  others  who  rep¬ 
resent  order  and  social  service  have  been 
made  special  targets  by  the  terrorists. 

All  told,  it  is  estimated  that  10,000  civilian 
officials  have  been  killed  or  kidnaped  since 
1954.  If  one  were  to  use  comparable  fig¬ 
ures  for  the  United  States  in  relation  to  pop¬ 
ulation,  this  would  amount  to  130,000  offi¬ 
cials. 


Yet  the  effort  goes  on  despite  these  at¬ 
tacks  and  dangers.  Brave  and  tireless  Viet-, 
namese  continue  to  take  seeds  and  fertilize 
and  farming  know-how  to  the  village!^; 
teachers  continue  to  man  the  schools;  m/ai- 
cal  teams  go  into  the  country  despit^  the 
clear  and  always  present  danger.  Amd  at 
their  side — I  am  proud  to  say — go  American 
civilian  workers.  And  they,  too,  Have  been 
killed  and  kidnaped.  These  meyand  wom¬ 
en,  Vietnamese  and  American-^find  increas¬ 
ingly  of  other  nationalities — mre  the  unsung, 
unpublicized  heroes  of  this'  phase  of  the 
struggle.  So  long  as  they  .persevere  wars  of 
national  liberation  can  be/defeated. 

As  I  understand  it,  you  have  decided  to 
participate  in  this  struggle  by  adopting  the 
hamlet  of  Long  Yeiyln  Tay  Ninh  Province. 
This  hamlet,  60  mfios  from  Saigon,  has  vig¬ 
orously  resisted  .absorption  into  Vietcong 
hands.  I  am  tojd  you  plan  to  raise  funds — 
to  build  a  new/two-room  school,  to  construct 
an  open-air  inarket  and  to  pay  for  both  a 
schoolteacher  and  a  health  officer.  These 
are  things/the  people  of  the  hamlet  them¬ 
selves  hatfe  decided  they  most  need  and  want. 

I  ha/e  heard  that  word  of  Michigan 
State”/  program  has  struck  sparks  in  other 
canyruses  as  well. 

lis  is  most  encouraging,  most  inspiring. 
E6r  the  need  is  so  great — not  just  the  physi¬ 
cal  need,  but  the  need  for  people  to  know 
that  other  people  stand  with  them.  In  this 
fashion  you  will  be  helping  the  Vietnamese 
people  build  a  future  for  themselves.  You 
will  be  working  to  defeat  a  new  and  perni¬ 
cious  form  of  aggression  against  mankind. 

In  assisting  independent  nations — whether 
in  southeast  Asia  or  in  our  own  hemisphere — 
there  will  be  required  on  our  part  patience 
as  well  as  courage,  "the  will  to  endure  as  well 
as  the  will  to  resist.” 

But  our  willingness  to  meet  our  obligation 
to  assist  free  nations  should  not  be  confused 
with  a  desire  to  extend  American  power  or 
impose  American  ways. 

We  do  not  aspire  to  any  Pax  Americana. 
We  have  no  desire  to  play  the  role  of  global 
gendarme.  Where  multilateral  organizations 
are  ready  and  capable  of  assuming  the  burden 
of  defending  independent  nations  from  Com¬ 
munist  assault,  of  preventing  internal  re¬ 
bellions  from  leading  to  chaos  and  anarchy, 
we  welcome  their  intervention.  As  we  know 
from  recent  history,  international  organiza¬ 
tions  like  the  U.N.  are  not  always  capable  of 
stepping  in  quickly.  When  they  are  capable 
we  welcome  their  presence. 

Our  stakes  in  southeast  Asia  are  too  high 
for  the  recklessness  either  of  withdrawal  or 
>f  general  conflagration.  We  need  not  choose 
;tween  inglorious  retreat  or  unlimited  re- 
t  aviation.  The  stakes  can  be  secured 
through  a  wise  multiple  strategy  if  we  but 
sustain  our  national  determination  to  see  the 
job  through  to  success. 

Our  Vietnamese  friends  look  forward  to 
the  day  Vhen  national  independence  and 
security  will  be  achieved,  permitting  the 
withdrawal  of  foreign  forces.  We  share  that 
hope  and  thaX  expectation. 

But  we  knotX^that  that  hope  cannot  be 
achieved  if  the  USited  States  shirks  its  obli¬ 
gations,  if  it  attempts  to  withdraw  from  the 
world,  to  retreat  frota  its  responsibilities  as 
a  world  leader.  If  we  refuse  to  share  the 
burden  of  preserving  the  peace — who  will 
take  it  on?  If  we  refuse  to  share  the  burden 
of  defending  free  societies,  Vho  can  guarantee 
their  survival?  If  we  willNnot  join  in  the 
defense  of  democracy,  what^re  its  future 
prospects? 

I  fail  to  see  the  logic  of  those'who  recom¬ 
mend  that  we  withdraw  from  thXworld.  If 
we  are  concerned  about  our  national^ security 
in  all  its  aspects,  we  cannot  ignore  Asia  be¬ 
cause  Europe  has  been  made  securev  We 
learned  by  hard  experience  in  Europe\fhat 
involvement  is  the  price  of  resisting  agg 
sion,  that  appeasement  is  not  only  mo 
wrong,  but  a  threat  to  national  security. 
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^ope ration.  This  stems  from  the  fact  that 
even  ra  the  largest  cities  the  county  has  re- 
sponsioillty  for  many  of  the  most  important 
function\  such  as  welfare,  care  of  the  aged, 
mental  h<sUth,  juvenile  matters,  courts  and 
penal  administration. 

The  trend  to  the  suburbs  has  brought  the 
urban  county  Tface  to  face  with  becoming  a 
regional  city  providing  a  host  of  municipal 
services  once  theroole  responsibility  of  cities. 

Out  of  all  these  discussions,  both  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  Sf%te  and  local  government 
officials  who  come  here  and  from  Federal 
officials  administering^he  programs,  these 
seem  to  be  basic  facts: 

Federal  grants-in-aid  rriust  continue  to  be 
used  to  encourage  the  StateVnd  local  govern¬ 
ments  to  overhaul  their  machinery  and  un¬ 
dertake  reforms  that  will  make  them  more 
effective  tools  in  the  Federal  partnership  of 
government 

State  governments  must  continue  the  proc¬ 
esses  now  underway  to  revamp  their  con¬ 
stitutions  to  bring  them  into  the  modern  era 
of  transportation  and  communications,  give 
more  power  to  city  and  county  governments, 
cooperate  in  regional  projects  and  provide 
regional  planning  among  themselves. 

State  and  local  governments  must  be  giveri\ 
a  greater  voice  in  determining  domestic 
policies  through  congressional  action  to  re¬ 
quire  that  Federal  programs  be  administered 
by  intergovernmental  boards  which  include 
them,  in  the  fashion  of  the  Advisory  Com- 
■  mission  on  Intergovernmental  Regulations. 

County  governments  must  reorient  them¬ 
selves  as  government  units  of  the  future  by 
replacing  sole  authorities  of  boards  of  judges 
or  commissioners  with  an  administrative 
executive  such  as  mayors  in  city  govern¬ 
ments  and  by  becoming  active,  vibrant  co¬ 
ordinated  area  units. 

The  time  has  come  for  an  overall  approach 
to  the  problem  of  government  financing  with 
a  goal  of  finding  the  most  efficient  way  of 
channeling  the  share  of  gross  national 
product  needed  to  finance  Federal,  State  and 
local  administration. 

SPUR  FOR  ACTION 

There  is  a  growing  awareness  at  all  levels' 
of  enlightened  leadership  that  a  govern¬ 
ment  of  freemen  is  only  the  vehicle  for  do¬ 
ing  cooperatively  what  they  cannot  do  for 
themselves  individually.  This  leadership  is 
attempting  to  galvanize  the  laggards  into  a 
new  preservation  of  our  constitutional 
concept. 

Perhaps  the  best  summation  lies  in  the 
story  of  a  visit  home  by  the  great  Daniel 
Webster  to  one  of  his  New  England  towns.  As 
he  walked  along  the  street,  a  woman  stopped 
him  on  the  sidewalk  and  asked: 

‘‘How  goes  it  with  the  Union,  Mr.  Webstef?” 

“It  goes  well  with  the  Union,  madam,” 
Webster  is  reported  to  have  replied.  Jit  will 
as  long  as  freemen  care.” 


APPOINTMENT  OP  SAMUEL  C.  JACK- 
SON  TO  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY 

COMMISSION 

Mr.  PEARSON.  Mi'.  President,  re¬ 
cently  the  President/appointed  members 
to  <he-  Equal  Opportunity  Commission, 
created  by  Congress  by  means  of  the 
Civil  Rights  Apt  of  1964.  Among  those 
appointed  to  u\e  Commission  was  Sam¬ 
uel  C.  Jacksdn,  of  Topeka,  Kans. 

I  compliment  the  President  for  his  se¬ 
lection,  pmd  was  happy  to  be  able  to  en¬ 
dorse  Jar.  Jackson’s  nomination.  He  is 
an  outsanding  civic  leader,  a  respected 
attorney,  a  fine  public  servant,  and  a 
rered  leader  of  his  race. 

On  May  13,  1965,  the  Topeka  State 
Journal,  in  a  lead  editorial,  commented 


on  Mr.  Jackson’s  appointment.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  editorial  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  with  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  Topeka  (Kans.)  State  Journal, 
May  13,  1965] 

A  Good  Man  for  the  Job 
President  Johnson  made  a  wise  decision 
when  he  nominated  Samuel  C.  Jackson,  a 
Topekan,  to  be  a  member  of  the  newly  cre¬ 
ated  Equal  Opportunity  Commission.  Jack- 
son  has  served  Kansas  and  the  local  commu¬ 
nity  in  a  number  of  ways,  and  he  will  be 
serving  the  Nation  in  his  new  job. 

The  Commission  was  created  by  the  Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1964  to  administer  title  7  of  the 
act  prohibiting  racial  discrimination  in  em¬ 
ployment.  Jackson’s  background  should 
qualify  him  to  be  a  member  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion. 

Since  1962,  Jackson  has  been  institutional 
attorney  for  the  Kansas  State  Department 
of  Social  Welfare.  He  is  president  of  the 
Topeka  branch  of  the  National  Association 
for  the  Advancement  of  Colored  People  and 
has  been  a  regional  attorney  for  the  NAACP. 
le  also  has  been  active  in  collegiate,  State 
atod  county  Republican  organizations.  A 
Topekan  since  1943,  Jackson  is  a  graduate  o: 
Washburn  University  School  of  Law 

“I  recognize  the  law  must  be  enforced  vig¬ 
orously,  but  with  restraint  so  the  rights  of 
the  employer  as  well  as  minority  groups  will 
be  fully  aM  equally  protected,”  Jackson  said 
upon  announcement  of  his  nomination.  His 
statement  Was  typical  of  the  yay  he  has 
functioned  in  the  past. 

As  presidenttrf  the  Topekybranch  of  the 
NAACP,  Jackson\has  direct^a  a  number  of 
civil  rights  demonstrations'  and  programs  in 
the  community.  He  hy  been  firm  in  his 
pursuit  of  the  goals  \f/minority  groups  and 
fair  to  the  majority. /He  can  be  expected  to 
conduct  himself  sinrfilarly  in  his  new,  full¬ 
time  job  of  advancing  the  cause  of  civil 
rights  on  the  national  level) 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Missouri.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senate  is  considering  one  of  the  most  • 
•  important  bills  in  the  history  of  U.S. 
foreign  assistance.  The  bill  before  us 
would  end  the  current  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  by  June  30,  1967.  This  bill  requests 
a  sweeping  12-month  search  for  a  new 
U.S.  aid  program.  Meanwhile,  it  would 
authorize  $3.35  billion  dollars  for  each  of 
the  final  2  years  in  the  current  program. 

If  this  bill  is  enacted  in  the  same  gen¬ 
eral  form  as  reported  by  the  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee,  the  Senate  will  have 
initiated  the  first  broad-scale  reevalua¬ 
tion  of  foreign  aid  since  the  current  pro¬ 
gram  was  adopted  in  1961. 

In  my  opinion,  this  bill  does  not  sug¬ 
gest  that  there  is  something  wrong  with 
the  basic  principle  of  foreign  aid.  The 
principle  of  foreign  aid  is  as  right  today 
as  it  was  in  1947  when  President  Harry 
Truman  launched  the  Marshall  plan — 
America’s  enormously  successful  effort  to 
revive  war-torn  Europe.  As  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  states  in  its  report 
on  the  bill  now  before  us : 

Some  kind  of  foreign  assistance  program  is 
essential  to  the  national  interests  of  the 
United  States. 
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Mr.  President,  at  this  very  moment 
American  boys  are  fighting  in  the  jungles, 
skies,  and  seas  of  southeast  Asia.  They 
are  fighting  to  preserve  the  right  of  all 
less-developed  Asian  countries  to  grow 
and  prosper  without  the  constant  threat 
of  Communist  domination. 

American  boys  are  being  killed  in  ac¬ 
tion.  American  boys  are  being  wounded. 
If  we  permit  poverty,  disease,  starvation, 
and  economic  instability  to  continue 
elsewhere  in  the  world,  I  do  not  doubt 
for  a  minute  that  American  boys  will 
again  have  to  fight  Communist  aggres¬ 
sion. 

Are  we  going  to  fight  communism  with 
our  dollars  or  only  with  our  American 
boys? 

While  communism  breeds  on  poverty 
and  despair,  American  aid  can  bring 
hope  to  millions  of  underprivileged  peo¬ 
ples.  Either  we  keep  helping  these  peo¬ 
ples  in  less-developed  countries  to  stand 
on  their  own  feet,  or  we  are  going  to  have 
to  keep  sending  American  boys  to  fight. 
I  would  much  rather  send  American 
technicians,  American  food,  and  Amer¬ 
ican  dollars  to  build  a  more  peaceful  and 
prosperous  world. 

The  great  question  this  bill  raises  is: 
What  aid  program  will  best  advance 
American  interests  in  future  years? 

The  establishment  of  a  Foreign  Aid 
Planning  Committee,  called  for  in  this 
bill,  could  help  us  answer  that  question. 
Of  course,  President  Johnson  has  already 
had  our  current  program  under  review. 
Not  long  after  he  became  President  he 
appointed  a  high-level  committee  to 
study  U.S.  foreign  aid.  But  without  the 
long  period  for  study  recommended  by 
this  bill,  it  has  been  difficult  to  take  a 
completely  new  look  at  the  full  scope  of 
U.S.  aid  operations. 

In  my  remaining  time,  Mr.  Preisdent, 
I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  the  tremendous  effort  our 
country  is  making  to  provide  technical 
assistance  abroad.  Title  n — Technical 
Cooperation  and  Development  Grants — 
and  title  IV — Alliance  for  Progress 
grants — would  authorize  $280  million  for 
U.S.  technical  assistance  in  fiscal  year 
1966.  This  amounts  to  around  12  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  U.S.  nonmilitary  aid 
authorization.  In  addition  the  Agency 
for  International  Development  will  con¬ 
tribute  first,  $65  million  to  the  United 
Nations  expanded  program  of  technical 
assistance  and  the  United  Nations  Spe¬ 
cial  Fund;  and,  second,  $5  million  for 
United  Nations  technical  and  operation¬ 
al  assistance  to  the  Congo. 

When  combined  with  funds  recovered 
from  earlier  programs,  titles  II  and  IV 
would  provide  $92  million  for  Africa,  $70 
million  for  Latin  America,  $46  million 
for  the  Near  East  and  south  Asia,  $34 
million  for  the  Far  East,  and  $59  million 
for  research,  program  support,  and  in¬ 
terregional  activities.  The  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee  this  year  found  these 
technical  assistance  programs  “among 
the  most  praiseworthy  and  hopeful  ele¬ 
ments  in  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act.” 

U.S.  technical  assistance  concentrates 
on  building  the  human  resources  neces¬ 
sary  for  economic  development.  Our 
programs  reach  out  to  countries  des- 
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perately  in  need  of  technical  specialists 
in  education,  food  and  agriculture, 
health  and  sanitation.  We  provide 
American  know-how  and  training  for 
the  local  administrators  of  schools  and 
universities,  agricultural  extension  serv¬ 
ices,  public  health  systems,  trade  asso¬ 
ciations,  labor  unions,  and  cooperatives. 

We  are  today  beginning  to  meet  the 
vast  skilled  manpower  shortage  which 
plagues  so  many  less-developed  coun¬ 
tries. 

In  around  40  less-developed  countries, 
where  development  is  in  its  earliest 
stages,  more  than  50  percent  of  U.S.  aid 
is  for  technical  assistance.  In  25  coun¬ 
tries — primarily  in  Africa — all  U.S.  aid 
is  for  technical  assistance.  Today,  over 
5,000  American  experts  are  working 
abroad  giving  personal,  face-to-face  at¬ 
tention  to  the  burning  needs  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  vital  projects.  Meanwhile,  ap¬ 
proximately  9,000  citizens  from  less- 
developed  countries  are  training  at  U.S. 
business  firms  and  industries,  colleges 
and  universities,  hospitals  and  local. 
State  and  Federal  Government  agencies. 

The  task  of  building  new  institutions 
and  of  training  an  adequate  number  of 
new  technicians  is  exceedingly  difficult. 
It  takes  a  long  time.  So  we  must  renew 
our  determination  to  continue  these 
projects  until  our  objectives  are 
achieved.  We  must  not  be  satisfied  with 
short-run  technical  assistance  programs 
whose  results  are  lost  in  a  few  years. 
Our  impact  must  be  made  strong  and 
long  lasting. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  to  see  the 
recent  efforts  to  improve  the  ties  be¬ 
tween  the  Agency  for  International  De¬ 
velopment  and  our  universities  and  col¬ 
leges.  Approximately  70  U.S.  universi¬ 
ties  and  colleges  are  already  performing 
technical  assistance  tasks  under  AID 
contracts  worth  around  $160  million. 
This  year  I  am  cosponsoring  a  bill, 
S.  1212,  which  would  greatly  increase 
Federal  assistance  to  U.S.  institutions 
which  are  contributing,  or  wish  to  con¬ 
tribute,  to  the  U.S.  technical  assistance 
efforts  abroad. 

The  U.S.  commitment  to  provide  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  is  already  meeting  with 
a  good  response  from  schools  and  busi¬ 
ness  firms  across  the  country.  Every 
State  in  the  Union  is  now  sharing  in  the 
U.S.  aid  program.  I  am  particularly 
pleased  to  note  that  Missouri  is  pro¬ 
viding  an  example  of  what  many  States 
are  doing  to  achieve  U.S.  aid  objectives 
around  the  world. 

Since  1957,  for  instance,  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Missouri  has  been  carrying  out 
an  extensive  program  of  agricultural 
assistance  in  northeast  India.  By  the 
end  of  last  year,  14  top  agricultural  ex¬ 
perts  had  been  sent  to  India  by  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Missouri.  The  university  to¬ 
day  is  concentrating  its  efforts  at  India’s 
new  Orissa  University  of  Agriculture 
and  Technology.  This  university  was 
modeled  after  the  U.S.  land-grant  uni¬ 
versity. 

At  the  same  time,  a  number  of  out¬ 
standing  Indian  students  are  studying 
agriculture  and  veterinary  science  at  the 
University  of  Missouri  at  Columbia. 
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Last  year,  Missouri’s  Prof.  C.  R.  Meeker 
launched  a  program  to  demonstrate  irri¬ 
gation  pumps  in  a  group  of  Indian  vil¬ 
lages.  Village  committees  of  farmers  as¬ 
sisted  in  the  planning  of  the  demonstra¬ 
tion  program.  These  demonstrations 
have  already  led  to  the  increased  use  of 
irrigation  pumps  throughout  the  area. 
New  land  is  being  put  into  production 
and  new  crops  are  being  introduced. 

Also  last  year,  with  the  help  of  the 
University  of  Missouri’s  Dr.  J.  M.  Poehl- 
man,  the  Orissa  University  set  up  an 
agricultural  experiment  station.  This 
required  the  organization  of  a  university 
farm.  Tractors,  pumps,  and  bullock 
carts  were  pooled  and  the  crop-weather 
observatory  was  included  in  the  plan. 
Agricultural  research  is  arleady  in  pro¬ 
gress  under  the  new  agricultural  experi¬ 
ment  station. 

One  of  our  biggest  successes  has  been 
the  creation  of  a  system  of  poultry  pro¬ 
duction.  Dr.  Quinton  Kinder,  poultry 
expert  from  the  University  of  Missouri, 
successfully  introduced  poultry  develop¬ 
ment  plans  in  both  Assam  and  Orissa. 
Prof.  C.  R.  Meeker,  an  extension  adviser 
from  the  University  of  Missouri,  recently 
reported  that: 

Where  feed  costs  for  poultry  and  eggs  in 
the  United  States  run  about  50  percent  of 
the  cost  of  production,  here  (India)  it  is 
more  nearly  80  to  85  percent.  The  univer¬ 
sity  is  attempting  to  solve  this  problem  by 
introducing  hybrid  maize  cultivation  during 
the  rabi  season.  Thousands  of  acres  stand 
idle  following  paddy  harvest  due  to  lack  of 
irrigation  which  will  be  needed  for  maize 
production.  If  irrigation  is  widely  ex¬ 
panded,  maize  could  also  become  an  im¬ 
portant  crop  and  make  possible  the  expan¬ 
sion  of  livestock  production  on  a  broad 
scale. 

This  is  the  great  challenge  of  technical 
assistance. 

But  as  the  challenge  is  great  so  are  the 
rewards.  The  Missouri  trained  Indian 
who  now  heads  the  University  of  Assam’s 
poultry  program  wrote : 

The  unique  services  of  Professor  Kinder 
to  our  poultry  unit,  and  the  U.S.  AID  co¬ 
operation  and  dedication  of  the  fine  build¬ 
ings  to  us,  will  be  written  in  the  letters  of 
gold  in  our  hearts. 

Since  1951,  U.S.  technicians  have  put 
in  1,000  man-years  of  service  in  India. 
Over  4,200  Indian  trainees  have  studied 
in  the  United  States.  More  than  1,000 
of  these  Indian  trainees  studied  U.S. 
methods  of  rural  extension,  irrigation, 
seed  production,  and  dairy  production. 
With  the  assistance  of  U.S.  experts,  over 
1.2  million  acres  of  land  have  been  irri¬ 
gated.  Food  storage  capacity  has  in¬ 
creased  from  75,000  tons  in  1925  to  more 
than  3  million  tons  this  year. 

U.S.  assistance  to  the  Indian  national 
malaria  program  has  practically  elimi¬ 
nated  a  disease  which  formerly  incapaci¬ 
tated  100  million  Indian  people  each 
year.  U.S.  technical  assistance  in  this 
project  is  coordinated  with  the  World 
Health  Organization. 

U.S.  technical  experts  have  also  played 
a  significant  role  in  the  improvement  of 
industrial  management  in  India.  Three 
hundred  managers  and  technicians  have 
received  training  in  the  United  States. 


American  advisory  services  resulted  in 
the  organization  of  central  mechanical 
liaison  units  which  insure  optimum 
utilization  of  $150  million  worth  of  heavy 
construction  equipment. 

Technical  assistance  today  is  vital.  It 
is  necessary  b^fSre  a  country  can  begin 
the  long  process  of  industrialization.  It 
is  essential  for  increasing  the  food  supply 
where  population  explosion  keeps  mil¬ 
lions  on  the  verge  of  starvation. 

Through  technical  assistance  Ameri¬ 
cans  develop  person-to-person  relation¬ 
ships  with  the  recipients  of  our  foreign 
aid.  And  in  doing  so,  bonds  of  friend¬ 
ship  are  made  which  may  some  day  be 
crucial  in  the  paths  of  many  new  na¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  President,  I  conclude  by  urging 
that  strong  consideration  be  given  in 
the  future  to  expanding  our  technical  as¬ 
sistance  programs.  We  have  a  vast 
abundance  of  technical  skills.  We  have 
created  the  most  technically  advanced 
country  in  the  world.  Our  great  system 
of  university  education  provides  the 
scientific  methods  with  which  to  meet  the 
world’s  new  challenges  and  problems. 

There  have  been  troubles  with  admin¬ 
istering  foreign  aid.  There  has  been  mis¬ 
management.  But  we  cannot  pause.  We 
must  correct  our  mistakes.  And  then  we 
must  get  on  with  the  job  of  helping  these 
nations  to  stand  on  their  own  feet.  We 
must  move  on,  for  there  is  still  much  to 
be  done. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 


V  ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  further  business  to  come  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
stand  Mn  adjournment  until  12  o’clock 
noon  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  4 
o’clock  and  32  minutes  p.m.)  the  Senate 
adjournedVuntil  tomorrow,  Wednesday, 
June  9,  1966,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  June  8  (legislative  day  of  June 
7),  1965:  \ 

International  AtVmic  Energy  Agency 
Veme  B.  Lewis,  ofNMaryland,  to  be  the 
Deputy  Representative  Vf  the  United  States 
of  America  to  the  International  Atomlo 
Energy  Agency,  vice  Prank  K.  Hefner. 

In  the  Air  fWce 

The  following-named  officers  to  be  assigned 
to  positions  of  Importance  aim  responsibility 
designated  by  the  President  ill  the  grade  of 
lieutenant  general,  under  the  provisions  of 
section  8066,  title  10  of  the  U&ited  States 
Code: 

Maj.  Gen.  Sam  Maddux,  Jr.,  1561)1,  Regular 
Air  Force.  \ 

Maj.  Gen.  Joseph  H.  Moore,  1836A,Vtegular 
Air  Force.  \ 

The  following  officers  to  be  placed  on  the 
retired  list  In  the  grade  indicated  unde\  the 
provisions  of  section  8962,  title  10  ofPhe 
United  States  Code:  \  j 

Gen.  Walter  C.  Sweeney,  Jr.,  555A  (majV 
general,  Regular  Air  Force)  U.S.  Air  Force.  \ 
Gen.  Mark  E.  Bradley,  562A  (major  gen¬ 
eral,  Regular  Air  Force)  U.S.  Air  Force. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Ellender  introduced  farm  bills  and  announced  hearings,  and  he  and 

Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  discussed  this  subject.  Senate  debated  foreign  aid  authoriza-. 
)en.  Williams,  N.J.,  defended  Secretary  Wirtz  regarding  Mexican  farm  labor  program. 
House  committee  reported  revised  disaster  relief  brll.  House  Rules  Committee  cleared 
housing  bill.  Sen.  Tower  submitted  and  discussed  measure  to  curtail  beef  imports 
when  danger  of  foot-and-mouth  disease. 


..  FOREIGN  AID*  Continued  debate  on  S.  1837,  the  foreign  aid  authorization  billo 

pp.  12566-73,  12588-603 

_ _  _  ^ 

'•  FARM  PROGRAM.  In  o^nnoction  f/i-th  introduction  of  a  farm  bill,  -Son.  Ellender  an¬ 
nounced  hearings/to  begin  Juno  16,  discussed  various  farm-program  proposals,  and 
discussed  the  Jbtton  program  with  Sen,  Williams,  Del,  pp,  12503-^6 

>•  FARM  LABOR.  /Son*  Williams,  N,  J.,  defended  the  actions  of  Secretary  \Jirtz  regard¬ 
ing  the  question  as  to  whether  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program  should  he  contin¬ 
ued,  and/Sen,  Inouye  inserted  articles  which,  he  said,  indicated  that  sqme  Calif, 
growers'  are  not  sorry  to  see  discontinuance  of  the  program,  pp,  12603-lX 

-  WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  works  of  improvement  for 
Crooked  Creek,  Ala.;  Haney  Creek,  Ark$  Upper  Crooked  Creek,  Ark.;  Muddy  Fork  qf 
Silver  Creek,  Ind,;  Cub  Creek,  Nebr.;  Assunpink  Creek,  N.  J,*  St,  Thomas  Lodemay 
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Buffalo  Creek,  Ohio;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee,  Also  Lower  little 
Tallapoosa  River,  Ga,;  Uncle  John  Creek,  Okla.;  Wilson  Spring  Creek,  Term.;  At- 
toyac  Bayou,  Tex.;  Castleman  Creek,  Tex,;  and  Donahue  Creek,  Tex.;  to  Public  Woj 
Committee,  p,  12502 


5.  FARM  LOAU\.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  the  Consolidat¬ 
ed  Farmer s\Home  Administration  Act  so  as  to  permit  release  of  valueless  liens;  to 
Agriculture 'and  Forestry  Committee,  p.  125C2 


6,  PERSONNEL.  The\Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
S.  1496,  to  repeal  the  act  which  prohibits  the  detail  of  field  personnel  to  duty 
in  D.  C.  except  for  performance  of  duties  in  connection  with  thei/  field  offices 
(S.  Rept.  309);  witij  amendment  S.  1495,  to  permit  variation  of  the  40-hour  work¬ 
week  of  Federal  employees  for  educational  purposes  (S.  Rept.  310);  and  without 
amendment  H.  R.  1782,  \o  amend  the  Retired  Federal  Employees  /Health  Benefits  Act 
with  respect  to  Government  contribution  for  expenses  incurred  in  administration 
of  the  Act  (S.  Rept,  3C7)\  p.  12502 

Received  from  the  Civil  Service  Commission  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  Sec.  7 
of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  so  as  to  prpVide  for  payment  of  travel 
cost  for  applicants  invited  by,  a  department  to  visit  At  for  purposes  connected 
with  employment;  to  Government  operations  Committee/  p.  12502 


7.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen,  Hartke  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  2t)45,  his  bill  to  improve  the 
operation  and  administration  of  theNAntidumping^ct  of  1921,  pp.  12540—1 
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8.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  The  Public  Works  Commijt’kee  reported  without  amendment  S.  2089, 
to  provide  assistance  to  the  States  oy  California,  Oregon,  Washington,  Nevada, 
and  Idaho  for  the  reconstruction  of  Areas  damaged  by  recent  floods  and  high 
waters  (H.  Rept.  482).  (p.  12497)./  This  bill\is  a  substitute  for  S.  327,  which 
was  vetoed  by  the  President. 


9. 


DEBT  LIMIT.  By  a  vote  of  229  td  164,  passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  8464,  to 
provide,  for  the  period  beginning  on  July  1,  1965,  \nd  ending  on  June  30,  1966^ 
a  temporary  increase  in  the/ public  debt  limit  set  forth  in  section  21  of  the 
Second  Liberty  Bond  Act.  /pp.  12431-50,  12475 


10.  TARIFF.  Passed  as  repo/ted  H.  R.  4493,  to  continue  throug'h  June  30,  1967,  the 
existing  suspension  ox  duties  for  metal  scrap,  pp.  12450-j 

Passed  without  a/endment  H.  R.  5768,  to  extend  for  an  additional  temporary 
period  the  existing  suspension  of  duties  on  certain  classifications  of  yarn  of 
silk.  p.  12451 

Passed  as  reported  H,  R.  7621,  to  amend  title  I  of  the  Tariff  Met  of  1930  to 
limit  button  /blanks  to  raw  or  crude  blanks  suitable  for  manufacture  into  buttons 
p.  10451-2 


11.  HOUSING.  /The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Rules  Committee  "Granted  an\open 

rule,  waiving  points  of  order,  with  2  hours  of  general  debate,  making  H.R.  8822 
in  order  to  be  offered  a  substitute,  on  H.  R.  6927,  to  establish  a  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development."  p.  D504 

tep.  Dwyer  commended  the  above  action  and  inserted  the  text  of  her  testimo'fc 
H.  R.  8822.  pp.  12480-1 


June  9,  1965 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


12565 


ADdgESS  by  Robekt  W.  Sarnoff,  Chairman 
oe\the  Board,  National  Broadcasting 
Co.Xinc.,  at  the  Bethany  College 

Commencement,  Bethany,  W.  Va.,  June  6, 

1965 

It  is  a  pleasure  and  privilege  to  share  this 
happy  day  mh  you.  I  am  grateful  for  the 
honor  that  haSxbeen  bestowed  upon  me,  both 
in  becoming,  along  with  you  graduates,  an 
alumnus  of  this  distinguished  college  and  in 
the  opportunity  td\deliver  its  parting  words 
to  you. 

The  commencemenK  speaker  who  hopes  to 
dispense  something  of\alue  inevitably  con¬ 
fronts  a  practical  handicap  and  a  theoretical 
advantage.  The  handicapvis  that  he  has  a 
tough  act  to  follow — the  facility  of  this  in¬ 
stitution,  which  has  guided  \nd  influenced 
your  thoughts  over  the  last  4  years.  The  ad¬ 
vantage  is  that,  whatever  the  Character  of 
his  remarks,  he  has  the  last  wor\  and  per¬ 
haps  the  final  impression. 

A  college  commencement  can  be  perceived 
in  a  variety  of  ways,  depending  on  the  role 
one  plays  in  it.  For  the  graduate  it  is  at 
once  an  ending  and  a  beginning.  This 
pect  of  such  a  day  has  been  illustrated  in' 
cartoon  I  recall  seeing  in  the  New  Yorker' 
magazine.  It  pictured  a  graduate,  cap  and 
gown  somewhat  askew,  clutching  his  di¬ 
ploma,  striding  happily  to  greet  his  equally 
happy  parents  after  the  ceremony,  and  ex¬ 
claiming:  “Well,  here  we  go.  Dog  eat  dog.” 
As  one  who  is  beginning  to  measure  the  time 
since  his  own  commencement  in  decades, 
rather  than  years,  I  can  assure  you  the 
phase  of  your  lives  you  are  entering  today  is 
not  so  hazardous  as  all  that.  But  to  be 
wholly  realistic,  it  is  one  that  will  continue 
to  demand  the  very  best  you  can  give  it. 
Ours  is  a  world  and  an  era  marked  by  accel¬ 
erating  change  and  growing  complexity — 
characteristics  which  become  more  apparent 
when  viewed  in  the  perspective  of  history. 

In  bygone  days,  some  philosophers  were 
given  to  debating  such  esoteric  matters  as 
how  many  angels  could  dance  on  the  head  of 
a  pin.  Their  modern  counterparts  struggle 
with  the  question  of  how  many  people  can 
stand  on  the  face  of  the  earth.  In  the  era 
when  Bethany  was  founded,  learned  men 
preoccupied  themselves  in  seeking  the  origin 
of  our  species.  That  search  still  goes  on,  in 
far  greater  depth,  but  it  has  given  ground  to 
the  more  pressing  concern  for  our  survival. 

Scarcely  a  generation  ago,  engineers  began 
struggling  with  the  task  of  linking  city  to 
city  with  adequate  highways,  and  now  we  are 
beating  a  path  to  the  moon.  When  most  of 
you  seniors  were  born  we  were  fighting  in  a 
world  wax  that  mankind  hoped  would  end 
all  wars.  Now  we  are  striving  to  prevent 
war  that  we  fear  would  end  all  mankind. 

This  spring,  a  group  of  five  intellect! 
gathered  in  a  New  York  hotel  to  debate 
whether  man  could  survive  the  kind  of 
world  he  himself  is  creating.  Thgy  con¬ 
cluded  that  he  probably  could,  but/xo  quote 
the  New  York  Times’  report  of  the  discus¬ 
sion,  “they  left  open  such  details  as  the 
quality  and  the  circumstajjfces  of  that 
survival.” 

One  can  be  as  pessimist!^  or  as  optimistic 
as  he  chooses  in  pondering  those  details. 
But  the  opinion  of  the  noted  anthropologist, 
Dr.  Margaret  Mead,  who  participated  in  the 
debate,  commends  iteelf  to  the  optimist: 
that  is,  a  new  elemAit  of  stability  has  been 
introduced  into  our  turbulent  world  through 
the  enormous  recent  advances  in  communi¬ 
cations  that  inake  possible  the  universal 
sharing  of  knowledge  and  the  unification  of 
the  worldwide  scope  of  modern  civilization. 

Indeedyas  we  have  approached  the  brink 
of  destitution,  our  technology  has  given  us 
not  only  the  means  to  avert  disaster  but  to 
enriejs  our  lives  as  well.  As  we  have  accu¬ 
mulated  problems,  we  have  accumulated 
iwledge,  and  our  modern  techniques  of 
lunication,  sired  by  the  science  of  elec¬ 


tronics,  have  emerged  as  potentially  the 
greatest  single  influence  upon  man’s  develop¬ 
ment. 

Computers  have  extended  the  capabilities 
of  the  human  mind  to  a  degree  that  staggers 
the  mind  itself.  With  their  capacity  to 
handle  masses  of  data  at  speeds  measured 
in  millionths  of  a  second,  they  provide  the 
means  of  gaining,  assimilating,  relating, 
storing  and  imparting  knowledge  and  in¬ 
formation  for  rapid  use  in  an  infinite  variety 
of  ways,  ranging  from  the  pragmatic  de¬ 
mands  of  business  and  government  to  the 
abstract  needs  of  researchers  and  scholars. 

They  have  already  had  a  profound  effect 
on  industry  in  speeding  up  processing  of 
paper  work,  performing  intricate  calcula¬ 
tions,  assisting  and  implementing  executive 
decisions.  And  their  uses  by  government 
extend  from  the  pursuit  of  tax  dodgers  to 
the  guidance  of  space  flights.  But  impres¬ 
sive  as  their  present  applications  are,  they 
have  barely  scratched  the  surface  of  their 
potential. 

The  blending  of  computers  and  communi¬ 
cations  offers  the  promise  of  solving  some  of 
our  most  vexing  social  problems — in  educa¬ 
tion,  urban  planning,  efficient  utilization  of 
natural  resources,  air  and  water  pollution, 

'  rising  population,  famine,  poverty  and  dis¬ 
ease— not  merely  on  a  regional  basis,  but  on 
a  worldwide  scale. 

■raking  health  as  an  example,  it  will, 
the  foreseeable  future,  be  possible  to  ma 
tain  a\complete  medical  history  of  every 
person  ih.  the  nation,  which  would  bg  kept 
up-to-dat\in  a  regional  computer  for/lnstant 
consultation,  by  any  physician  or /hospital. 
With  such  aVecord,  diagnosis  wild  be  easier 
and  more  complete  than  by  present  methods. 
These  records,  lk  the  aggregate  would  con¬ 
stitute  a  nationa\  health  profile,  constantly 
under  analysis  b\  systems  of  computers, 
promptly  noting  trends  in  public  health, 
including  the  warning,  sjgns  of  an  epidemic 
or  an  emerging  viral  strain. 

In  time,  the  correlation,  of  vast  quantities 
of  medical  data  ami  such, other  factors  as 
air  pollution,  or  work  and  nutritional  habits 
could  add  signifipantly  to  theS^earch  for  new 
treatments  and/cures. 

In  business/and  industry,  computer  sys¬ 
tems  will  permit  centralized  control  over 
vast  enterprises.  The  computersNwill  as¬ 
similate  information  on  market  trends,  pro- 
duction/schedules,  availability  of  rawViate- 
rials  afid  means  of  distribution  and  other 
relevant  data  and  present  it  to  manegement 
witp  alternatives  for  a  decision.  The  deA 
sipn  made,  it  will  be  transmitted  by  com- 
iter  to  automated  production  facilities  and 
''fully  implemented.  Or,  the  business  execu¬ 
tive  will  be  able  to  command  his  operation 
through  participation  in  essential  discus¬ 
sions  on  a  closed-circuit  television  system, 
while  computers  provide  necessary  informa¬ 
tion  on  the  screen  or  provide  it  in  print 
through  desk  instruments. 

Researchers  and  scholars  will  call  upon 
knowledge  centers — computer  systems  that 
with  the  push  of  a  button  in  the  laboratory 
or  library  will  allow  them  to  tap  all  the  ac¬ 
cumulated  knowledge  in  their  fields  of  in¬ 
terest. 

In  all  of  their  applications,  computers  will 
be  linked  on  a  global  basis  by  satellites, 
cables,  microwave  systems,  as  well  as  stand¬ 
ard  telephone  and  telegraph  connections,  so 
that  knowledge  developed  in  one  place  can  be 
made  available  immediately  in  any  spot  on 
the  globe.  They  will  respond  to  pushbutton 
operation,  handwriting,  images,  or  voice.  Ul¬ 
timately,  huge  quantities  of  information  may 
be  transmitted  regionally  or  globally  by  laser, 
a  single  beam  of  intense  light  inherently 
capable  of  delivering  all  the  information 
transmitted  by  all  the  television  stations,  ra¬ 
dio  stations,  teletypewriters,  and  telephones 
in  the  world,  operating  at  the  same  time. 

At  present,  there  are  computer  centers  in 
operation,  whose  services  are  supplied  to  sub¬ 


scribers  in  much  the  same  fashion  as  lawy 
yers  and  accountants  supply  legal  and  finan¬ 
cial  capability.  The  next  step  will  he?  a 
nationwide  network  of  such  centers,  accumu¬ 
lating  and  storing  information  to  Income 
readily  available  for  a  wide  range  differ¬ 
ent  requirements.  This  informatiqftcan  en¬ 
compass  varied  data,  from  all  social  security 
records  to  insurance  records,  income  tax  rec¬ 
ords,  patent  records,  the  immediate  status  of 
all  freight  cars  on  all  railways,  the  record  of 
all  jet  planes  and  seats  available  on  them  at 
any  given  time.  The  scored  information 
could  also  include  programs  for  the  specific 
use  of  these  records  in  innumerable  ways. 
Such  a  system  could/serve  all  these  diverse 
uses,  no  one  of  which  might  justify  a  na¬ 
tional  computer  network  for  itself. 

But  these  and  others  are  professional, 
specialized,  an^/highly  sophisticated  applica¬ 
tions  of  our  ijfodern  communications.  They 
will  have  defep  and  far-reaching  impact  on 
the  society/in  which  you  will  live  and  work, 
but  their/mfluence,  for  most  individuals,  will 
be  indirect.  The  more  personal  and  vivid 
influence  of  communications  on  the  indi- 
vidura  will  continue  to  derive  from  the  mass 
media  that  are  available  to  serve  his  own 
‘eds  and  interests,  when  he  chooses  to  call 
5n  them.  Among  them  none  is  more  power¬ 
ful  or  pervasive  than  television. 

As  the  only  medium  capable  of  combining 
sight,  sound,  color,  and  immediacy,  it  is  an 
information  and  educative  force  without 
equal.  Its  acceptance  by  the  public  is  illu¬ 
strated  again  and  again  by  the  size  of  audi¬ 
ence  drawn  to  the  live  coverage  of  major 
events  and  by  surveys  documenting  the  pub¬ 
lic’s  overwhelming  reliance  on  television  for 
information  on  the  happenings  and  issues 
of  the  day.  It  has  carried  an  entire  popula¬ 
tion  to  a  depth  and  breadth  of  experience 
that  only  a  relatively  few  could  have  attained 
a  generation  ago.  It  has  exposed  even  the 
most  parochial  minds  to  the  broad  vistas  of 
history,  science,  the  humanities,  and  the  pop¬ 
ular  and  fine  arts.  It  has  introduced  the 
farmer  to  the  subway  motorman  and  involved 
the  man  on  the  street  in  the  problems  and 
crises  of  his  world,  at  home  and  abroad. 

Television  is,  moreover,  a  mass  medium 
truly  in  the  public  domain — shaped  by  the 
tastes,  preferences,  and  choices  of  its  audi¬ 
ences,  who  day  by  day  elect  precisely  how 
they  will  be  served  by  it.  And  it  is  this 
essential  aspect  of  the  medium  that  has 
drawn  the  charge  that  it  too  often  encour¬ 
ages  conformity,  superficiality,  and  passivity. 

The  unrest  comes  largely  from  the  intel¬ 
lectual  community  with  demands  that  tele¬ 
vision  purvey  more  social  criticism  and  less 
situation  comedy,  more  learned  debate  and 
fewer  light  dramas,  more  culture  for  chil¬ 
li  remand  fewer  cartoons. 

TheVdemand  is  not  wholly  unreasonable, 
nor  is  criticism  entirely  undeserved.  But 
by  its  ve^v  nature  a  mass  medium  such  as 
television  inust  reflect  the  wishes  of  the  so¬ 
ciety  it  serves.  If  it  regularly  reaches  too 
far  beyond  the  limits  of  interest  of  most  of 
its  audience,  it  \s  not  serving  them  effectively. 
On  the  other  liquid,  if  it  fails  to  lead  and 
does  not  rise  above  a  common  denominator, 
it  is  abdicating  its\wn  true  potential.  The 
problem  is  one  of  balance,  which  is,  of  course, 
a  matter  of  degree.  However,  in  a  constantly 
changing  society  it  is  unlikely  that  we  will 
ever  succeed  in  defining  t^e  precise  and  prop¬ 
er  balance  for  a  medium  that  strives  to  meet 
all  the  conflicting  requirements  of  the  total 
public  it  serves. 

In  the  last  analysis,  the  pubOic  itself  will 
determine  the  degree  to  whicHVit  accepts 
television  as  a  cultural  and  educational  force. 
Hopefully,  it  will  strike  an  appropriate  bal¬ 
ance  between  what  it  wants  and  what  it 
needs.  While  massive  force  feeding  hassbeen 
used  successfully  in  producing  pate  de“foie 
gras,  it  is  a  useless  technique  for  raising  the 
taste  and  cultural  or  educational  sights  of  a 
society. 
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The  experience  of  educational  television— 
nolusommercial  stations  that  provide  both 
formal  instruction  and  informal,  or  cultural, 
infornteition — offers  an  interesting  case  in 
point,  ’the  Federal  Government  shares  in 
the  costNff  constructing  and  equipping  such 
facilities  On  a  matching  basis,  providing  up 
to  $1  million  in  a  single  State.  After  that 
the  station  management  must  find  its  own 
financial  backl' 

While  few,  if  Spy,  educational  stations  are 
without  financialVorri.es,  a  station's  solvency 
seems  to  depend  «n  its  role  in  the  com¬ 
munity.  An  educational  television  station, 
primarily  serving  a  teaching  function  and 
deriving  the  bulk  of  itAsupport  from  muni¬ 
cipal  or  State  governme®,  appears  to  stay 
out  of  financial  difficulty^  An  educational 
station  broadcasting  to  thX  community  at 
large  is  on  its  own  to  a  far’creater  extent. 
The  degree  to  which  the  community  needs 
and  wants  what  it  offers  determines  its  abil¬ 
ity  to  raise  funds  from  the  community. 

Among  the  nearly  100  education^  televi¬ 
sion  stations  in  the  country  there  areVotable 
examples  of  community  acceptance.  ■ ^The 
station  in  Chicago,  for  example,  raised  25 
percent  of  its  budget  from  the  general  publ 
including  corporations.  It  has  175,000 
200,000  contributors,  with  the  number  ris¬ 
ing  15  to  20  percent  each  year.  The  San 
Francisco  station  reports  great  success  with 
an  annual  option  of  donated  merchandise 
in  raising  its  $400,000  budget.  Among  the 
largest  educational  stations  is  Boston,  oper¬ 
ating  on  a  $1  million  annual  budget,  nearly 
half  of  which  comes  from  public  subscrip¬ 
tions.  When  the  station  burned  3  years  ago, 
more  than  50,000  Bostonians  contributed 
well  over  $1  million  to  the  rebuilding  fund. 

Regrettably,  this  pattern  has  not  applied 
universally.  For  example,  the  principal  New 
York  educational  station  has  had  a  serious 
problem  in  seeking  to  match  its  aspirations 
with  the  funds  available  to  it.  Since  its 
establishment  3  years  ago,  the  station’s  advo¬ 
cates  have  hailed  it  as  an  opportunity  tc 
close  what  they  regard  as  a  cultural  gap 
the  community  by  offering  programing  th&t 
is  not  available  from  the  city's  six  commer¬ 
cial  stations.  Yet,  despite  energetic  And 
continued  backing  from  two  FCC  Chairmen 
and  from  the  city’s  television  columnists  and 
editorial  writers,  more  than  $5  million  in 
Ford  Foundation  funds,  and  genermis  con¬ 
tributions  and  promotional  supjmrt  from 
commercial  broadcasting  organizations,  it  is 
in  severe  economic  difficulties.  Lt  has  not 
yet  been  able  to  develop  a  sufficient  base  of 
financial  support  among  residents  of  the 
largest  metropolitan  area  in  thA  world,  whose 
special  interests  it  is  designed^  to  meet.  Un¬ 
questionably,  it  faces  a  greater  challenge 
than  most,  because  of  the  /ichness  and  va¬ 
riety  of  the  intellectual  and  cultural  oppor¬ 
tunities  directly  available/n  New  York. 

Across  the  co-untry  there  is  ample  evidence 
that  when  a  communit/  itself  decides  it  has 
a  cultural  gap,  it  can  he  successful  in  filling, 
it.  In  St.  Paul,  Miiyh.,  $900,000  in  private 
subscriptions  was  raised  to  supplement  pro¬ 
ceeds  from  a  bond  issue  for  the  construction 
of  an  arts  and  science  center.  In  Houston, 
the  Alley  Theater/raised  $900,000  toward  the 
construction  of  two  new  theaters.  There  are 
many  more  examples,  but  without  doubt  the 
most  stunningyis  the  $18.5  million  raised  by 
private  subscription  toward  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  ^spectacular  Los  Angeles  Music 
Center. 

The  lessen,  it  seems,  is  that  the  threshold 
requirement  of  educational  television — as  of 
any  enterprise — is  to  locate  its  market  and 
identify  the  need  it  intends  to  fill.  Whatever 
may  b/ said  of  commercial  television,  critical 
or  commendatory,  it  has  acknowledged  that 
demsfnd.  Its  successes  and  failures  are  a 
hanfly  book  of  reference  for  the  educational 
broadcaster  who  would  aline  the  goals  of  the 
academies  with  the  tumult  of  the  market¬ 
place.  In  any  community  the  educational 


broadcaster  and  the  advooates  of  educatioi 
television  must  face  a  basic  question :  Doe: 
sufficient  segment  of  the  public  believe  thfere 
is  a  need  that  is  not  being  satisfied  by/the 
total  information  and  cultural  resources  of 
the  community,  including  its  comnmrcial 
television  stations,  its  colleges  and  /niver- 
sities,  art  galleries,  museums,  theaters,  con¬ 
cert  halls  and  adult  educational  facilities? 
For  educational  television — like  /ny  other 
service  to  the  public — can  be  sustained  only 
to  the  extent  that  it  meets  a  real  need  and 
want  in  its  area;  if  not,  no  amount  of  arti¬ 
ficial  respiration  will  sustain  iy permanently. 

This  applies  not  only  to  ^educational  or 
commercial  television,  but  asr  well  to  the  in¬ 
tellectual  and  cultural  development  of  a  na¬ 
tional  or  world  society.  If  is  not  to  ignore 
the  distinction  between  mimediate  satisfac¬ 
tion  and  ultimate  fulfillment.  But  it  em¬ 
phasizes  that  the  ques/  for  knowledge  and 
cultural  experience  must  begin  with  the  in¬ 
dividual  and  its  fulfillment  is  a  personal 
discipline.  No  matte/ how  skillfully  you  have 
been  taught  or  ho vf  high  your  academic  at¬ 
tainment,  you  will/take  away  from  your  ex¬ 
perience  on  this  campus  only  what  you  have 
put  into  it.  Af  best  you  will  take  more 
than  a  coherent  aggregate  of  facts  and  fig¬ 
ures  or  the  rudiments  on  which  to  build  a 
\career.  Thos/  of  you  who  will  profit  most 
tom  your  years  of  formal  schooling  are  the 
men  and  women  who  have  comprehended 
tha\  education  is  a  lifetime  process,  and  a 
whoirv  voluntary  one.  You  will  have  rec- 
ognize\/,hat  it  is  within  your  power  to 
determine  the  quality  and  circumstances  of 
man’s  Survival  by  the  manner  in  which  you 
put  tp  use\the  great  new  tools  technology 
has  maced  arsman’s  disposal. 

TTiey  will  deliver  what  you  ask  of  them, 
ana  it  is  left  tdswou  to  exploit  their  advan¬ 
tages,  support  what  they  offer  that  is  of 
ilue,  discourage  what  is  not. 

One  hundred  and  twenty-five  years  ago,  the 
r  founder  of  this  college  wrote  of  the  liberal 
arts  and  sciences  thatVthey  open  to  us  an 
extensive  acquaintance  Vith  literature,  sci¬ 
ence,  and  art;  and  thus  furnish  us  with  the 
means  of  extending  our  acquaintance  with 
nature,  society,  and  the  Bible*,  to  any  extent 
commensurate  with  the  wanes  of  our  na¬ 
ture  and  the  limits  of  our  existence.” 

He  could  not  have  foreseen  how  far  the 
limits  of  our  existence  would  be  extended, 
but  our  acquaintance  with  the  world  in 
which  we  live  will  always  be  bound  by  the 
wants  of  our  nature.  That  is  a  truth  aljd  a 
challenge  that  stalks  us  all  . 

Congratulations  and  good  luck. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask' 
that  the  unfinished  business  be  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  if  morning  business  is 
concluded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Gore 
in  the  chair) .  Is  there  further  morning 
business?  If  not,  morning  business  is 
jfiosed^ 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  unfinished 
business  be  laid  before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
1837)  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  22  8 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  No.  228,  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  amend¬ 
ment  (No.  228)  as  follows: 

On  page  18,  line  22,  insert  the  following; 
‘‘Add  to  such  section  620  a  new  subsection 
as  follows; 

*‘‘(n)  In  order  to  encourage  preservation 
of  the  financial  solvency  of  the  United 
Nations  which  is  being  threatened  by  the 
failure  of  some  member  nations  to  pay  cur¬ 
rently  their  assessments  and/or  contribu¬ 
tions  to  the  United  Nations,  no  assistance 
shall  be  furnished  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  to  the  government  of  any  nation 
which  is  more  than  one  year  in  arrears  in  its 
payment  of  any  assessment  by  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  for  its  regular  budget  or  for  peace 
and  security  operations,  unless  a  report  is 
first  furnished  by  the  President  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate 
and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  setting  forth  his  determination 
that  such  assistance  should  nevertheless  be 
furnished,  accompanied  by  the  reasons  for 
such  determination,  including  the  assurance, 
if  any,  given  by  the  government  concerned  of 
paying  (independently  of  such  assistance) 
all  such  arrearages  and  placing  its  payments 
of  such  assessments  on  a  current  basis  or  an 
explanation  of  the  unusual  and  exceptional 
circumstances  which  make  it  economically 
incapable  of  giving  such  assurance.’  ” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Iowa  will 
yield  without  losing  the  floor,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senator  yields  for  that 
purpose,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

[No.  Ill  Leg.] 

Allott  .  Gruening  Montoya 

Bass  Harris  Murphy 

Bible  Hill  Pastore 

Burdick  Hruska  Ribicoff 

Church  Javits  Russell,  S.C. 

Clark  Jordan,  Idaho  Saltonstall 

Cooper  Kuchel  Simpson 

Dirksen  Mansfield  Thurmond 

Ervin  McCarthy  Young,  N.  Dak. 

Gore  Miller  Young,  Ohio 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hart],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  and  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Proijty]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pear¬ 
son]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A 
quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  be 
directed  to  request  the  attendance  of 
absent  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Sergeant  at  Arms  will  execute  the  order 
of  the  Senate. 

After  a  little  delay,  Mr.  Aiken,  Mi’. 
Anderson,  Mr.  Bartlett,  Mr.  Bayh,  Mr. 
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Bennett,  Mr.  Boggs,  Mr.  Brewster,  Mr. 
Cannon,  Mr.  Case,  Mr.  Cotton,  Mr. 
Curtis,  Mr.  Dodd,  Mr.  Dominick,  Mr. 
Douglas,  Mr.  Eastland,  Mr.  Ellender, 
Mr.  Fannin,  Mr.  Fong,  Mr.  Fulbright, 
Mr.  Hartke,  Mr.  Hickenlooper,  Mr. 
Holland,  Mr.  Inouye,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr. 
Jordan  of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Kennedy 
of  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Kennedy  of  New 
York,  Mr.  Lausche,  Mr.  Long  of  Missouri, 
Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana,  Mr.  McClellan, 
Mr.  McGee,  Mr.  McGovern,  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Intyre,  Mr.  McNamara,  Mr.  Metcalf,  Mr. 
Mondale,  Mr.  Monroney,  Mr.  Morse, 
Mr.  Morton,  Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Mundt,  Mr. 
Muskie,  Mr.  Nelson,  Mb’s.  Neuberger, 
Mr.  Pell,  Mr.  Proxmire,  Mr.  Randolph, 
Mr.  Robertson,  Mr.  Russell  of  Georgia, 
Mr.  Scott,  Mrs.  Smith,  Mr.  Sparkman, 
Mr.  S tennis,  Mr.  Symington,  Mr.  Tal- 
madge,  Mr.  Tower,  Mr.  Tydings,  Mr. 
Williams  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Williams 
of  Delaware,  and  Mr.  Yarborough 
entered  the  Chamber  and  answered  to 
their  names. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell  of  South  Carolina  in  the  chair) .  A 
quorum  is  present. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  invite 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  to  some  mimeographed  material 
on  their  desks,  which  may  help  them 
^follow  what  I  have  to  say. 

The  United  Nations  Charter  is  a  docu¬ 
ment  to  which  our  country  subscribed 
with,  I  am  sure,  the  full  intention  that 
the  principles  contained  therein  be 
adhered  to. 

I  do  not  believe  that  it  was  our  inten¬ 
tion  that  these  principles  be  violated  or 
winked  at,  that  the  United  Nations  would 
exist  merely  as  a  debating  society. 
Rather,  it  was  our  intention  that  it  exist 
as  a  moral  force  for  world  peace  at  the 
very  least. 

Unfortunately,  many  members  have, 
by  their  selfish  actions,  prevented  the 
United  Nations  from  realizing — except  in 
a  very  modest  way — the  noble  purposes 
intended  for  it. 

In  fact,  as  a  result  of  the  failure  of  a 
majority  of  the  members  to  pay  their 
just  dues  and  assessments,  the  United 
Nations  is  virtually  bankrupt. 

There  were,  as  of  March  31  of  this 
year,  71  members  of  the  114-nation 
world  organization  which  had  failed  to 
pay  just  dues  and  assessments  totaling 
$132  million. 

These  assessments  were  apportioned 
on  a  basis  of  relative  ability  to  pay  by  a 
committee  representing  a  true  cross- 
section  of  the  membership  so  that  the 
concept  of  equal  sharing  of  burdens 
in  financing  the  United  Nations  would 
be  followed. 

I  think  we  should  reexamine  these 
apportioned  burdens: 

The  United  States:  31.91  percent. 

I  might  add  that  due  to  the  additional, 
voluntary  contributions,  the  U.S.  portion 
comes  to  well  above  this  figure.  This  is 
the  official  amount  apportioned  to  the 
United  States. 

Sixteen  West  European  nations:  22.77 
percent. 


Canada,  Australia,  and  New  Zealand: 
5.13  percent. 

Parenthetically,  I  might  point  out  that 
these  20  nations  shoulder  nearly  60  per¬ 
cent  of  total. 

Thirty-five  members  of  the  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  African  Unity:  1.70  percent. 

South  Africa:  0.52  percent. 

This  translates  into  2.22  percent  for 
the  African  nations. 

Twenty-two  Latin  American  coun¬ 
tries  :  4.61  percent. 

Twenty-three  Asian  countries:  11.36 
percent. 

The  Soviet  Union  and  Eastern  Euro¬ 
pean  countries:  21.56  percent. 

I  would  suggest  that  if  any  nation  had 
a  right  to  object,  it  would  or  should  be 
the  United  States. 

Yet  the  nations  with  the  least  to  pay 
are  the  most  numerous  among  the  delin¬ 
quents. 

Last  November,  while  a  member  of  the 
U.S.  delegation  to  the  Commonwealth 
Parliamentary  Association  Conference 
in  Jamaica,  the  delegate  from  Malaysia 
put  great  stress  upon  the  need  for  ad¬ 
herence  to  the  principles  of  the  Charter 
of  the  United  Nations.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  he  was  thinking  of  the  determina¬ 
tion  recited  : 

To  save  succeeding  generations  from  the 
scourge  of  war,  which  twice  in  our  lifetime 
has  brought  untold  sorrow  to  mankind  and 
to  reaffirm  faith  in  fundamental  human 
rights,  in  the  dignity  and  worth  of  the  hu¬ 
man  person,  in  the  equal  rights  of  men  and 
women  and  of  nations  large  and  small,  and 

To  establish  conditions  under  which 
justice  and  respect  for  the  obligations  aris¬ 
ing  from  treaties  and  other  sources  of  in¬ 
ternational  law  can  be  maintained. 

But  whether  it  is  these  principles,  or 
the  moral  principle  that  membership  in 
the  United  Nations  shall  be  open  only 
to  peace-loving  nations,  or  the  principle 
that  those  nations  more  than  2  years 
delinquent  in  the  payment  of  their  dues 
and  assessments  lose  their  vote,  or  that 
each  nation  should  be  prompt  in  pay¬ 
ment  of  these  dues  and  assessments — 
each  comprises  a  part  of  the  charter. 
Let  one  of  them  be  stamped  on  with 
impunity  by  any  member,  large  or  small, 
and  the  honor,  the  dignity,  and  the  self- 
respect  of  every  other  member  will  have 
been  wounded;  and  the  integrity  of  the 
United  Nations  will  have  been  damaged. 

The  hopes  and  aspirations  of  millions 
of  innocent  people  will  be  ignored  if  ex¬ 
pediency  rules  over  principle  in  the 
United  Nations. 

The  success  of  the  United  Nations  can¬ 
not  be  taken  for  granted  any  more  than 
freedom  can  be  taken  for  granted.  The 
price  to  be  paid  is  eternal  vigilance  and 
steadfast  adherence  to  principle.  It  will 
be  an  empty  speech  to  talk  about  rights 
of  individuals  and  rights  of  nations  un¬ 
less  there  is  an  accompanying  determi¬ 
nation  by  individuals  and  nations  to 
carry  out  the  responsibilities  which  are 
correlated  to  those  rights. 

The  United  States  must  take  a  posi¬ 
tion  of  firmness  in  dealing  with  those 
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who  would  flout  the  principles  of  the 
United  Nations. 

I  know  of  no  better  place  to  exert  firm 
leadership  than  in  the  case  of  those  na¬ 
tions  to  which  we  provide  aid. 

This  is  the  thrust  of  my  amendment 
which  would  withhold  aid  from  delin¬ 
quent  nations  until  they  see  fit  to  prac¬ 
tice  fiscal  integrity  before  the  United 
Nations. 

My  amendment  provides  for  this  with¬ 
holding  of  aid  from  nations  which  are 
more  than  1  year  in  arrears  in  their 
assessments.  It  contains  what  I  believe 
to  be  a  reasonable  “escape  clause,”  en¬ 
abling  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  use  discretion  to  waive  this  prohibi¬ 
tion  if  he  finds  that  a  delinquent  nation 
is  either  unable  to  pay  its  assessments 
due  to  exceptional  economic  circum¬ 
stances  or  has  given  reasonable  assur¬ 
ance  that  it  will  get  its  payments  on  a 
current  basis. 

I  recognize  that  the  Soviet  Union  and 
some  of  its  satellites  account  for  half  of 
the  total  delinquencies.  I  recognize  that 
we  do  not  furnish  the  Soviet  Union  and 
most  of  its  satellites  foreign  aid. 

But  in  encouraging  the  nations  to 
which  we  furnish  aid  to  pay  up  in  their 
assessments,  we  would  be  placing  the 
Soviet  Union  in  a  position  to  answer  to 
world  opinion. 

By  emphasizing  to  these  nations  that 
we  are  serious  in  wanting  to  save  the 
United  Nations,  we  would  be  doing  much 
to  shore  up  the  financial  foundations  of 
this  world  organization. 

Need  I  remind  my  colleagues  that  the 
United  Nations  is  currently  burdened 
with  nearly  a  $300  million  debt — $106,- 
300,000  deficit  on  regular  budget  and 
peacekeeping  operations,  some  $40  mil¬ 
lion  owed  on  a  headquarters  loan,  an 
estimated  $1.3  million  owed  on  the  Old 
League  of  Nations  building  in  Geneva, 
and  an  estimated  $147  million  owed  on 
bonds. 

Of  the  114-member  world  body,  the 
United  States  during  fiscal  year  1964 
furnished  aid  to  94.  Fifty  of  these  na¬ 
tions  are  delinquent  in  one  or  more  of 
their  assessments  to  the  United  Nations. 

And  of  these  50,  46  would  be  affected 
by  my  amendment  which  provides  that 
assistance  will  be  withheld  from  any  na¬ 
tion  over  1  year  delinquent  in  United 
Nations  dues. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  prepared  a  table 
of  these  46  nations.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Fifty-one  nations  to  which  the  United 
States  has  furnished  aid  since  1946  are  de¬ 
linquent  in  one  or  more  of  their  assessments 
to  the  United  Nations. 

Excluding  Cuba,  50  of  these  countries  re¬ 
ceived  some  type  of  assistance  from  the 
United  States  in  fiscal  year  1964.  Forty-six 
would  be  affected  by  the  Miller  amendment 
which  provides  that  assistance  will  be  with¬ 
held  from  any  nation  over  1  year  delinquent 
in  United  Nations  dues. 


No.  104- 
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Countries  which  woxild  be  affected  by  Miller  amendment 


Country 

Total  U.S.  aid, 
fiscal  year  1964 

U.N.  arrear¬ 
ages,  calendar 
year  1963  and 
prior 

U.N.  arrear¬ 
ages  for  all 
years 

$43, 600, 000 
14, 800, 000 

1  41,  400,  000 

$66,228.00 
670, 822. 15 
3, 092, 143.  00 
56,  070.  00 
930, 749. 50 
3,  240.  00 
342, 116.  00 
6, 218,  493.  00 
8,  845.  00 
18,  950.  59 
3, 644.  81 
67,  724.  02 
6,855. 84 
15,  203.  00 

11,  059.  00 
16, 143,  083.  00 

12,  090.  00 

$74, 750. 31 
1, 750, 673. 15 
3, 253, 651. 00 
94, 097.  00 

80,  700, 000 
401,  500, 000 

1, 954,  266.  00 
8, 845.  00 
593,  496.  00 
10,  733, 165.  00 
48,  594.  00 

1, 100,  000 

Chile  _ . . . . . . 

142;  900,  000 

183,  800,  000 

2, 900,  000 

16,  400,  000 

41,  965.  71 
34, 225. 57 
116, 684.  01 
55,  638. 72 
22,  018.  00 
19,  578.  00 
17, 752, 565. 00 
49,  627.  00 
23,  879.  00 
87, 985.  50 
184, 179.  00 

1,  200, 000 

16,  600, 000 
30, 800,  000 
15,  900,  000 

19,  200,  000 

32, 300,  000 

15,  500,  000 

19, 800,  000 

17,  064.  00 
49,  400.  60 
96,  502.  00 

Haiti  _ _ _ 

3, 700,  000 

24,  600,  000 

58, 800,  000 

76,  617.  00 
23,  434.  00 
20,  910.  00 
17, 318.  00 

83, 432.  00 
31, 953.  00 
24,  259.  00 
40,  262.  55 

200,  000 

Mali.  _ _ _ _ - . . 

3,  300,  000 

800,000 

108, 700,  000 

1,  228, 888.  00 
8, 845.  00 

1, 354, 965. 00 
48,  593. 77 

6, 400,  000 

8, 100,  000 

44,  639.  00 

84, 133.  00 
38, 470. 50 

2, 400,  000 

29,  214.  50 
37, 279.  50 
55, 410.  00 
168,  577. 78 

18,  200,  000 

37,  279.  50 
95, 159.  00 
175,  614. 78 

9,  500,  000 
120, 100,  000 

15,  000,  000 

3,  665,  051.  00 
188,  277.  00 

4, 322, 387.  50 
221, 105.  00 
134, 811. 00 
79,  699.  00 

17,  200,  000 

122,855.00 
30,  014.  00 

6,  200,  000 

4, 100, 000 

28,  583. 32 

68, 332. 32 
1,975,356.00 
144,  625.  00 
101, 366.  00 
35, 384.  00 

81,600,000 

1, 818, 833.  00 
75, 067.  00 
51, 681.  00 

7, 500, 000 

3, 400,  000 

81,600,000 

12, 962.  00 

1, 700, 000 

29,214.50 

41,  625.  50 
374, 322.  52 
54,  365. 14 

144, 500,  000 

326, 300.  00 

900,000 

21, 797.  00 

9,  000, 000 

136,  052. 44 

240, 446. 44 
127, 129.  50 

5,  700, 000 
75, 600,  000 

87, 380.  50 

301, 453.  00 

333, 269.  00 

i  Includes  Luxembourg. 

Sources:  U.N.  Secretariat,  “Statement  on  the  Collection  of  Contributions  as  a  iMar.  31,  1965,  U.S.  Overseas 
Loans  and  Grants,  Fiscal  Year  1964,  AID,  Sept.  4,  1964.” 


Mr.  MILLER.  Of  the  46  nations  which 
would  come  under  the  provisions  of  my 
amendment,  14  in  the  past  year  or  so 
have  been  the  scenes  of  anti-American 
demonstrations.  These  included:  Argen¬ 
tina,  Belgium,  Bolivia,  Brazil,  Congo — 
Brazzaville,  the  Dominican  Republic, 
Guatemala,  Nicaragua,  Panama,  Peru, 
Somalia,  Sudan,  the  United  Arab  Repub¬ 
lic,  and  Uruguay. 

Of  the  46,  15  voted  more  often  with  the 
Soviet  Union  than  the  United  States 
during  the  18th  General  Assembly  (1963) 
of  the  United  Nations,  the  last  year  in 
which  votes  are  recorded.  These  in¬ 
cluded:  Afghanistan,  Ethiopia,  Guinea, 
Iraq,  Jordan,  Mali,  Nepal,  Poland,  Saudi 
Arabia,  Somalia,  Sudan,  Syria,  United 
Arab  Republic,  Yemen,  and  Yugoslavia. 

Action  on  my  amendment  would  have 
an  indirect  effect  on  resolution  of  the 
problem  relating  to  peacekeeping  and 
assessment  controversies  which  is  tear¬ 
ing  the  United  Nations  apart  today. 

On  February  27  of  this  year,  this  33- 
nation  Special  Committee  on  Peace¬ 
keeping  Operations  was  created  to  seek 
a  solution  to  the  question  of  those  na¬ 
tions  subject  to  article  19  of  the  Charter. 
This  article  dictates  that  countries  more 
than  2  years  in  arrears  on  their  assess¬ 
ments  shall  be  deprived  of  their  right  to 
vote  in  the  Assembly. 

Yet  this  committee,  to  put  it  mildly, 
was  stacked  against  any  real  possibility 
of  the  article  being  enforced. 

Why?  Because  19  members  of  that 
committee  are  delinquent  in  assessments : 


France,  the  Soviet  Union,  Ethiopia, 
Mauritania,  United  Arab  Republic, 
Afghanistan,  Iraq,  Thailand,  Argentina, 
Brazil,  El  Salvador,  Mexico,  Italy,  Spain, 
Czechoslovakia,  Hungary,  Poland,  Ru¬ 
mania,  and  Yugoslavia. 

That  is  well  over  half  of  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  membership. 

And  who  is  the  committee  chairman? 
None  other  than  Assembly  President 
Alex  Quaison-Sackey  of  Ghana,  a  country 
with  a  record  of  hostility  to  the  United 
States  notwithstanding  our  record  of  an 
immense  amount  of  aid  to  her. 

Of  the  46  which  would  be  affected  by 
the  Miller  amendment,  four — France, 
Spain,  Yugoslavia  and  Brazil — were  listed 
as  late  as  last  year  as  among  the  major 
free  world  traders  with  Cuba. 

These  are  all  factors  which  should  be 
weighed  in  the  consideration  of  my 
amendment.  I  am  hopeful  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  recognize  that  had  it  acted  fa¬ 
vorably  on  this  amendment  in  previous 
years — and,  Mr.  President,  this  is  the 
fifth  time  that  this  amendment  in  sub¬ 
stance  has  been  presented  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate — had  the  Senate  acted,  the  financial 
crisis  of  the  U.N.  might  well  have  been 
prevented. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  this 
proposed  action  was  rejected  by  the  Sen¬ 
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ate  in  1963  by  a  vote  of  roughly  3  to  1. 
It  was  again  rejected  in  1964  by  a  vote 
of  52  to  25.  There  are  no  more  com¬ 
pelling  arguments  for  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment  this  year  than  there  were 
last  year  or  the  year  before. 

Essentially,  the  amendment  proposes 
to  have  the  United  States  unilaterally 
apply  sanctions  to  countries  for  nonpay¬ 
ments  of  United  Nations  assessments, 
even  though  the  countries  are  not  sub¬ 
ject  to  any  sanction  by  the  United  Na¬ 
tions.  This  amendment  would  apply  a 
1-year  standard,  rather  than  the  2 -year 
standard  of  the  United  Nations  Charter. 

I  am  informed  that,  of  all  aid  recipi¬ 
ents  under  the  1965  program,  only  Ye¬ 
men  would  be  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  article  19  of  the  United  Nations  Char¬ 
ter.  The  other  aid-recipient  countries 
which  are  listed  as  an  argument  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Iowa,  are  not  now  subject 
to  sanction  under  article  19  of  the  United 
Nations  Charter. 

If  we  were  to  apply  this  standard  to 
countries  which  could  not  make  up  the 
1-year  deficit  to  the  U.N.,  the  country 
that  would  probably  be  most  seriously 
affected  would  be  Nationalist  China, 
which  is  in  arrearages  in  the  amount  of 
approximately  $6  million.  If  Nationalist 
China  did  not  pay  this  amount,  under 
the  terms  of  the  proposed  amendment, 
we  would  be  compelled,  unless  the  Presi¬ 
dent  invoked  the  escape  clause,  to  deny 
them  millions  in  military  assistance  in 
the  next  few  months. 

In  my  judgment,  it  is  a  mistake  to 
attempt  to  move  in  this  direction  on  the 
problem  of  deficits  and  United  Nations 
financing. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
form  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  that  it 
is  my  understanding  that  Nationalist 
China  this  year  has  brought  its  entire 
assessment  up  to  date.  It  is  not  in  ar¬ 
rears.  The  Record  should  show  that 
fact.  This  is  the  information  that  I 
have  received  from  the  Ambassador  from 
the  Republic  of  China. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  am  using  the  fig¬ 
ures  which  the  Senator  from  Iowa  listed 
in  support  of  his  amendment.  I  prefer 
to  use  his  own  data  in  challenging  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  I 
was  anxious  to  state  that  information. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  point 
out  in  my  statement  that  the  figures 
shown  are  as  of  March  31  of  this  year. 
Those  are  the  most  recent  figures  we 
were  able  to  obtain  from  the  Comp¬ 
troller  of  the  United  Nations.  If  there 
has  been  some  action  which  is  more  re¬ 
cent  than  that,  which  shows  the  payment 
of  arrearages  by  Nationalist  China,  the 
Record  should  show  that. 

I  am  delighted  to  receive  that  infor¬ 
mation.  However,  I  do  not  believe  that 
there  will  be  any  material  change  with 
respect  to  the  others  set  forth  on  the 
list. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  President,  I 
cited  that  as  an  example  of  what  might 
happen.  If  the  amendment  were  agreed 
to,  a  country  such  as  China,  which  might 
be  in  arrears,  would  be  denied  aid  unless 
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the  President  were  to  evoke  the  escape 
clause. 

I  feel  that  the  amendment  is  quite 
unnecessary.  If  it  should  prove  neces¬ 
sary  to  have  a  country  pay  a  deficit  to 
the  United  Nations,  it  might  have  the 
effect  of  forcing  us  to  give  them  addi¬ 
tional  aid,  which  aid  they  could  use  to 
pay  their  obligations  to  the  United  Na¬ 
tions.  In  that  way,  instead  of  reducing 
the  aid  program,  it  would  have  the  effect 
of  increasing  it. 

There  is  little  or  no  merit  in  the 
amendment.  I  hope  that  the  Senate  will 
sustain  the  position  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
that  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
probably  set  forth  the  views  of  the  State 
Department  on  my  amendment  very 
well.  I  regret  that  those  views  seem  to 
me  to  be  unacceptable  and  unresponsive 
to  the  points  raised.  For  example,  it  was 
suggested  that  my  amendment  might,  if 
Nationalist  China  had  not  recently  paid 
its  delinquency,  cause  Nationalist  China 
to  be  deprived  of  $183  million  in  for¬ 
eign  aid.  What  is  wrong  with  depriving  a 
country  of  $183  million  in  foreign  aid 
if  it  refuses  to  pay  $6  million  to  the 
United  Nations? 

The  logic  of  the  argument  completely 
escapes  me.  I  point  out  some  of  the 
other  situations.  Last  year  Afghanistan 
received  $43.6  million  in  foreign  aid  from 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country,  and  yet, 
somehow  or  other,  that  country  cannot 
bring  itself  to  pay  $66,000  in  back  dues 
and  assessments  to  the  United  Nations. 

Argentina  received  $14,800,000  from  us 
in  foreign  aid  and  is  $66,228  in  arrears 
in  back  assessments  and  dues. 

Bolivia  received  over  $80  million,  and 
yet  is  $56,000  in  arrears  in  dues  and  as¬ 
sessments. 

Brazil  received  $401,500,000  in  foreign 
aid  from  us,  and  yet  it  cannot  pay  a  little 
less  than  $1  million  in  back  dues  and  as¬ 
sessments  to  the  United  Nations. 

Chile  received  $142  million  from  us  in 
foreign  aid,  and  yet  it  is  $342,000  in  ar¬ 
rears  in  assessments  and  dues  to  the 
United  Nations. 

Ecuador  received  over  $30  million  in 
foreign  aid  from  us,  and  still  she  cannot 
pay  $6,000  in  back  dues  and  assessments 
to  the  United  Nations. 

El  Salvador  received  almost  $16  mil¬ 
lion  from  us  in  foreign  aid,  and  still  owes 
$15,000  in  back  dues  and  assessments  to 
the  United  Nations. 

Iraq  received  $24,600,000  from  us  in 
foreign  aid,  and  yet  will  not  pay  $96,000 
in  back  dues  and  assessments  to  the 
United  Nations. 

Jordan  received  $58,800,000  from  us  in 
foreign  aid — for  which  the  taxpayers  of 
this  country  paid — and  will  not  pay 
$76,000  in  back  dues  and  assessments  to 
the  United  Nations. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  The  Senator  is 
saying  they  will  not  pay.  On  what  basis 
does  he  make  that  statement? 

Mr.  MILLER.  By  reason  of  the  fact 
that  they  have  not  paid. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  That  does  not 
mean  they  will  not.  Under  the  United 
Nations  Charter  they  have  2  years  to  pay, 


and  there  is  only  one  country  which  is 
in  arrears  for  that  period  of  time  and 
which  is  receiving  aid  from  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  MILLER.  If  the  Senator  does  not 
like  my  expression,  let  us  say  that  they 
will  not  pay  on  time. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  What  is  “on  time”? 
They  have  2  years. 

Mr.  MILLER.  No.  The  time  for 
them  to  pay  is  during  the  calendar  year. 
January  1  is  the  due  date;  but  I  have 
not  listed  the  countries  as  being  in  ar¬ 
rears  except  for  years  prior  to  1964. 

Who  is  going  to  pay  the  bill  while  they 
are  dragging  their  feet?  -  The  United 
States  is  paying  for  it.  The  taxpayers 
of  the  United  States  are  paying  for  it. 
That  is  why  I  say  they  will  not  pay  or 
will  not  pay  on  time.  I  do  not  see  why 
we  should  let  things  run  until  they  are 
2  years  in  arrears  and  then  lose  the  right 
to  vote.  This  is  a  matter  of  playing 
fair  with  the  United  Nations. 

To  continue,  our  good  neighbor  to  the 
south  of  us,  Mexico,  received  $108,700,000 
from  us  in  foreign  aid,  and  is  still 
$1,228,000  in  arrears  in  dues  and  assess¬ 
ments  to  the  Urxited  Nations. 

When  I  say  in  arrears,  I  mean  more 
than  1  year.  I  am  taking  the  arrearages 
pi-ior  to  1964.  I  am  not  counting  1964. 

Peru  received  $120  million  from  us  in 
foreign  aid,  and  is  still  $158,000  in  arrears 
in  dues  and  assesments  to  the  United 
Nations. 

Poland  received  $15  million  in  foreign 
aid  last  year  from  us,  and  is  $3,600,000 
in  arrears  in  dues  and  assessments  to  the 
United  Nations. 

Somalia  received  $4,100,000  from  us  in 
foreign  aid  last  year  and  is  $28,000  in 
arrears  in  dues  and  assessments  to  the 
United  Nations . 

Spain  received  $81,600,000  in  foreign 
aid  from  us  last  year,  and  she  is  $1,800,- 
000  in  arrears. 

Sudan  received  $7,500,000  in  foreign 
aid  from  us,  and  is  $75,000  in  arrears  in 
dues  and  assessments  to  the  United  Na¬ 
tions — 1  %oo  of  our  foreign  aid,  and 
still  she  will  not  pay. 

The  United  Arab  Republic,  which  has 
not  overly  distinguished  itself  by  being 
friendly  to  the  United  States,  received 
$144,500,000  in  foreign  aid  from  us,  from 
the  taxpayers  of  this  counti-y,  and  still 
is  $326,300  in  an-ears  to  the  United 
Nations. 

Yugoslavia  received  $75,600,000  in  for¬ 
eign  aid  from  us,  and  is  $301,453  in 
arrears  to  the  United  Nations. 

I  find  it  impossible  to  believe,  with  all 
this  foreign  aid  going  to  those  countries, 
that  they  cannot  pay.  The  total  amount 
of  U.S.  foreign  aid  to  these  46  nations 
amounts  to  $1,807,800,000.  Their  delin¬ 
quencies  to  the  United  Nations  amounted 
to  $36,536,866.  They  received  foreign 
aid  50  times  in  excess  of  their  delin¬ 
quencies.  Still  they  do  not  seem  willing 
to  pay.  They  will  not  pay.  I  suggest 
it  is  a  case  in  which  they  will  not  pay  on 
time. 

The  suggestion  has  been  advanced  that 
the  escape  hatch  could  be  used  in  the 
case  of  meritorious  countries.  My 
amendment  provides  that  our  foreign 
aid  will  not  be  cut  off  from  countries  if 
the  President  furnishes  the  Committee 


on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  a  detennination  that  such  assist- 
aixce  should  nevertheless  be  furnished, 
notwithstanding  that  they  are  more  than 
1  years  in  arrears  accompanied  by  the 
reasons  for  such  determination,  includ¬ 
ing  the  assurance,  if  any,  given  by  the 
government  concerned  of  paying — in¬ 
dependently  of  such  assistance — all  such 
arrearages  and  placing  its  payments  of 
such  assessments  on  a  current  basis,  or 
an  explanation  of  the  unusual  and  excep¬ 
tional  circumstances  which  make  it 
economically  incapable  of  giving  such 
assurance. 

What  is  wrong  with  that?  I  think  I 
know  what  is  wrong  in  the  minds  of  some 
people  in  the  State  Department,  because 
they  do  not  want  to  go  to  the  bother  of 
going  through  46  nations  and  coming  up 
with  the  information  that  the  President 
would  have  to  furnish  Congress.  They 
do  not  want  to  have  to  determine  and 
set  forth  the  reasons  for  the  refusal  of 
those  countries  to  keep  current  on  their 
assessments,  but  which,  nevertheless, 
call  upon  the  taxpayers  of  this  country 
to  do  so.  * 

They  do  not  want  to  go  there  and  get 
the  assurance  that  those  countries  are 
going  to  pay  their  dues  and  assessments 
to  the  United  Nations.  That  is  too  bad, 
but  let  them  go  back  home  and  face  the 
taxpayers,  tell  the  people  this,  and  then 
let  them  try  to  get  themselves  elected  to 
office.  They  will  find  that  they  could 
not  be  elected. 

I  find  this  attitude  on  the  part  of  per¬ 
sons  in  the  State  Department  com¬ 
pletely  contemptuous  of  the  taxpayei’s  of 
the  country. 

I  suggest  that  my  amendment  is  not 
a  harsh  amendment.  There  has  not 
been  a  nation  that  has  been  assessed  ex¬ 
cept  upon  the  basis  of  its  relative  ability 
to  pay,  which  question  is  passed  upon  by 
underdeveloped  nations.  The  argument 
that  countries  may  have  difficulty  paying 
assessments  and  dues  amounting  to  one- 
fiftieth  or  one-hundredth  of  the  foreign 
aid  they  receive  does  not  make  sense. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  have  listened  with 
interest  to  the  Senator’s  statement. 
When  the  Senator  talks  about  foi'eign 
aid  that  we  gave  in  fiscal  1964,  is  the 
Senator  referring  to  both  military  assis¬ 
tance  and  other  aid?  Is  he  referring  to 
MAAG  and  other  assistance? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Yes,  it  includes  all 
foreign  aid. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  It  is  not  merely 
economic  grants  and  loans,  then? 

Mr.  MILLER.  No. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  wish  to  make  another 
point.  I  have  in  my  hand  a  Thermo-Fax 
copy  of  a  position  paper  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  on  this  question.  This  is 
what  some  of  these  people  who  are  in 
their  ivory  towers  say:  “One  objection  is 
that  the  amendment  could  cut  off  U.S. 
assistance  to  a  nation  which  is  not  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  United  Nations  own  sanc¬ 
tions,  unlike  article  19,  which  penalizes 
members  whose  total  arrearages  exceed 
its  U.N.  assessments  over  the  last  2 


12570 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


years,  the  amendment  would  penalize 
any  nation  which  is  in  arrears  more  than 
1  year.” 

Where  do  they  get  the  idea  about 
penalizing?  My  amendment  would  pro¬ 
vide  that  countries  will  not  receive 
bounty  from  the  American  taxpayers  for 
foreign  aid  if  they  do  not  “get  right” 
with  the  United  Nations  on  fiscal  mat¬ 
ters.  The  State  Department  came  along 
and  said  that  was  a  terrible  thing,  that 
if  we  are  going  to  withhold  foreign  aid 
we  shall  be  penalizing.  That  is  a  strange 
concept  of  penalty.  So  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  do  not  believe  that  it  is  a  con¬ 
cept  which  the  average  American  tax¬ 
payer  would  like  very  much  to  hear.  I, 
for  one,  believe  that  it  is  not  a  penalty. 
Call  it  pressure,  if  we  wish,  but  it  is  pres¬ 
sure  in  behalf  of  a  perfectly  noble  ob¬ 
jective. 

The  nations  to  which  we  are  extending 
foreign  aid  should  have  enough  fiscal  re¬ 
sponsibility  and  integrity  to  support  the 
United  Nations.  We  come  along  with 
our  national  policy,  which  has  been 
agreed  to  by  administrations  of  both 
parties  for  years,  saying  that  we  support 
the  United  Nations,  that  we  support  the 
charter  and  the  objectives  of  the  United 
Nations.  That  is  fine.  With  the  right 
hand  we  do  that,  and  then  with  the  left 
hand  we  extend  foreign  aid  to  nations 
which  undercut  the  United  Nations  be¬ 
cause  they  do  not  pay  their  dues  and 
assessments.  I  believe  that  it  is  about 
time  for  us  to  be  consistent  in  our  na¬ 
tional  policy  with  respect  to  the  United 
Nations  and  our  policy  on  foreign  aid. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Montoya  in  the  chair).  The  Senator 
from  Colorado  is  recognized. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  so  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  Senators  who  wish  to 
vote  will  have  an  opportunity  to  vote 
very  quickly. 

I  voted  against  this  amendment  last 
year.  While  I  am  sympathetic  to  some 
of  the  basic  purposes  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  wishes  to  accomplish,  I  shall  vote 
against  his  amendment  again. 

Let  me  make  two  or  three  points  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  amendment,  which  I  believe 
are  valid.  The  first  is  that  the  1-year 
criterion  placed  in  the  amendment  has 
no  reasonable  relationship  to  what  is 
sought  to  be  accomplished  by  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  would  not  vote  for  it  for  other 
reasons,  even  if  it  contained  a  2 -year 
criterion,  but  since  we  are  talking  about 
the  assessments  due  the  United  Na¬ 
tions — and  under  article  19  the  right  to 
vote  cannot  be  revoked  until  such  time 
as  they  are  2  years  delinquent — there  is 
no  reasonable  relationship  between 
what  is  sought  to  be  accomplished  here 
and  the  1-year  criterion  placed  in  the 
amendment. 

Even  article  19  has  in  it  certain  escape 
hatches  for  countries  who  find  them¬ 
selves  in  unusual  difficulty.  This  does 
not  apply,  at  least  in  my  mind,  to  the 
situation  in  which  we  find  ourselves  with 
respect  to  Russia,  France,  Belgium,  and 
other  countries  which  have  refused  to 
pay,  particularly  for  peacekeeping  opera¬ 
tions. 


Mr.  President,  I  have  coming  into  the 
Chamber  shortly,  which  may  or  may  not 
reach  me  before  I  complete  my  state¬ 
ment,  two  up-to-date  tables  on  the  ar¬ 
rearages  in  the  United  Nations  based 
not  only  upon  the  regular  assessments, 
but  also  upon  the  peacekeeping  opera¬ 
tions.  I  am  sure  that  when  the  tables 
are  studied,  it  will  change  the  picture 
substantially,  or  at  least  will  give  those 
who  read  them  a  different  concept  of 
what  the  difficulty  is. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  the  tables  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Countries  in  arrears  on  regular  U.N.  budget 
as  of  Mar.  31,  1965 


Afghanistan _  $3 

Argentina -  614,  476 

Bolivia _  22,  711 

Brazil - 1,281,105 

Bulgaria _  62,  753 

Burundi -  84,  006 

Chad _ 3,980 

Chile -  239,  651 

Colombia _  130,  302 

Congo  (Brazzaville) _  32,934 

Costa  Rica _  16,  200 

Dahomey -  24,  639 

Dominican  Republic _  44,  752 

Ecuador _ 38,  561 

Haiti _  39,  878 

Iraq - 72,  344 

Israel _ 80,  000 

Italy -  782,  328 

Laos _ _ _  5,996 

Liberia _ 32,  934 

Mauritania _  16,  130 

Mongolia _  23,  501 

Nepal _  32,  934 

Nicaragua _ _ _ 44,  000 

Niger - - -  2,441 

Pakistan _  140,  000 

Paraguay _  37,  819 

Portugal _  19,  432 

Rwanda _  51,  100 

Senegal _  51, 156 

Somali _ _ _  45, 165 

Sudan _  57,  632 

Syria -  41,  166 

Togo -  5,596 

United  Arab  Republic _  5,  429 

Upper  Volta _ 25,  753 

Uruguay -  102,  064 


Country 

Article  19 

UNEF 

UNOC 

Albania _ _ 

$12, 520 
164, 205 
193, 198 
721,  413 
715,  779 
239,  515 
93,  225 
625,  240 
4,  727, 196 
207,  900 
43,  698 

$39, 830 
685,  080 
1, 117, 077 

$43, 602 
1, 357, 881 
2,  759,  408 
17,  031, 162 
995,  024 
2, 466,  010 
641,  015 
5, 185, 697 
39,  223,  085 
260,  269 
43,  602 
1,  503, 337 

Bylorussia  U.S.8.  R _ 

Czechoslovakia _  _ 

France,  _ _ 

Hungary  ,  ... _ 

546,  271 

1, 616, 863 
462, 194 
2,  238, 198 
18,  286,  601 
222, 474 
39,  830 

Poland.' . 

Rumania _ _ 

Ukraine _ 

U.S.S.R _ 

Cuba . 

Yemen. . .  .  ._ 

South  Africa . . 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  the 
second  reason  I  cannot  go  along  with 
the  amendment  is  that  we  have  a  list 
of  total  U.S.  aid.  As  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Iowa  has  pointed  out — 
and  rightfully  so — in  many  instances  the 
aid  is  as  much  as  50  times  the  amount 
of  the  United  Nations  assessment.  The 
very  ones  who  believe  as  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  have  repeatedly  objected  to 
the  State  Department  putting  any  kind 
of  string  upon  its  aid  to  those  countries, 
whether  the  aid  was  economic  or  mili¬ 
tary,  because,  it  is  said,  if  we  are  to  give 
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them  aid  we  are  going  to  say,  “But 
you  must  pay  so  much  out  of  the  aid 
toward  full  United  Nations  assessment, 
so  that,  in  reality,  the  United  States  will 
be  paying  the  United  Nations  assessment 
for  that  country.” 

This  argument  has  been  used  over  and 
over  again.  The  same  people  who  talk 
seriously  and  correctly  about  the  incredi¬ 
ble  delinquencies  in  the  United  Nations 
have,  at  the  same  time,  objected  to  this 
sort  of  limitation  upon  aid  because,  they 
say,  it  amounts  to  repaying  the  aid  for 
that  particular  country. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  hope  the  Senator 
does  not  infer  that  my  amendment  pro¬ 
poses  to  sanction  the  payment  of  dues 
and  assessments  by  one  of  these  nations 
out  of  our  foreign  aid  to  them.  In  my 
amendment,  I  try  to  make  very  clear,  on 
page  2,  that  if  these  nations  do  not  pay 
up,  the  President  can  still  determine 
that  such  assistance  should,  neverthe¬ 
less,  be  furnished,  provided  he  gives 
Congress  the  determination,  and  accom¬ 
panies  it  with  reasons,  including  the 
assurance,  if  any,  that  the  government 
of  that  country  will  pay  up,  independent 
of  our  foreign  aid  to  that  government. 

I  have  no  idea  that  my  amendment 
would  sanction  payment  of  dues  out  of 
our  foreign  aid  money. 

Realistically,  we  could  recognize  that 
if  one  of  our  foreign  aid  projects  is  vital 
to  the  country,  and  by  means  of  my 
amendment  the  country  is  relieved  from 
going  ahead  on  its  own  with  respect 
to  that  project,  then  it  would  certainly 
be  expected  to  have  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  to  pay  some  of  its  dues  and  as¬ 
sessments;  but  the  direct  and  indirect 
approach  of  using  our  foreign  aid  to  pay 
dues  and  assessments  is  not  envisioned 
by  my  amendment. 

(At  this  point  Mr.  Bass  took  the  chair 
as  Presiding  Officer.) 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  for  his  remarks,  but  let  me 
assure  him  that  I  am  not  the  least  con¬ 
fused  about  what  his  amendment  in¬ 
tends  to  do,  or  what  it  will  do.  Having 
read  it,  I  feel  very  much  satisfied  that 
I  understand  what  it  provides.  I  am 
only  trying  to  point  out  a  few  of  the  dif¬ 
ficulties  involved  in  this  problem,  some 
of  which  I  do  not  believe  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  has  considered. 

The  second  point:  There  is.  of  course, 
great  difficulty  on  the  part  of  some  na¬ 
tions  to  pay  their  United  Nations  dues, 
because  the  United  Nations  requires  its 
payments  to  be  made  in  dollars.  This 
difficulty  has  risen  over  and  over  again. 

The  problem  exists  in  Brazil,  for  ex¬ 
ample.  I  cannot  give  the  Senate  the 
latest  figures  on  inflation  in  Brazil,  but 
I  am  sure  that  it  was  at  least  140  percent 
last  year.  Brazil  has  taken  active  steps 
to  cut  down  the  rate  of  inflation  and 
hopes  to  hold  it  down  to  approximately 
40  percent  this  year.  This  may  sound 
fantastic  to  us,  but  for  Brazil  it  is  really 
an  achievement. 

Under  those  circumstances  it  is  almost 
impossible  for  a  country  to  develop  any 
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practical  dollar  credits.  This  is  one  of 
the  difficulties  which  is  involved,  not 
alone  with  Brazil,  but  also  with  respect 
to  each  of  the  countries  on  the  list,  even 
Russia.  I  say  that  because  Russia  has 
complained  bitterly  in  the  United  Na¬ 
tions,  as  have  all  the  Communist  bloc 
countries,  about  the  difficulty  of  generat¬ 
ing  dollar  credits  to  pay  U.N.  assess¬ 
ments. 

I  am  not  beguiled  by  the  statements  of 
the  Russians  or  by  the  Communist  bloc 
in  general,  that  they  cannot  generate 
enough  dollar  credits  for  their  U.N.  as¬ 
sessments.  I  do  not  believe  it.  Never¬ 
theless,  we  face  this  argument,  which  has 
been  used  over  and  over  again. 

(At  this  point  the  lights  in  the  Senate 
Chamber  went  out.) 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  No. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Can  he  shed  some  light 
on  the  subject?  [Laughter.] 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  adequate  light  with  which  to 
perform  his  function.  The  Senate  will 
continue  with  its  business. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  In  view  of  the  circum¬ 
stances,  with  the  lights  in  the  Chamber 
going  out,  I  hesitated  to  yield,  for  fear 
of  what  the  Senator  from  Iowa  might  say 
about  the  lights  going  out  while  I  was 
speaking. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  what 
the  amendment  does,  in  effect,  is  to  put 
a  crimp  on  our  ability  to  help  our  friends, 
either  militarily  or  economically, 
throughout  the  world.  Adoption  of  this 
amendment  would  not  hurt  Russia.  It 
would  not  hurt  the  Communist  bloc.  It 
would  not  hurt  Czechoslovakia  or  Albania 
or  Poland  or  Hungary  or  Bulgaria  or 
Rumania,  or  any  of  the  rest  of  the  Com¬ 
munist  bloc,  with  the  possible  exception 
of  Yugoslavia. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  May  I  complete  my 
statement?  What  the  amendment 
would  do,  in  effect,  would  be  to  make  it 
impossible  for  us  to  help  those  countries 
that  we  believe  need  our  help,  both  mili¬ 
tarily  and  economically. 

I  yield,  now,  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  appreciate  the 
fact  that  the  Senator  is  willing  to  yield 
to  me  under  these  darkened  circum¬ 
stances.  I  do  not  wish  to  be  facetious, 
and  I  hope  that  what  I  am  about  to  say 
will  not  be  misunderstood. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  May  I  interrupt  the 
Senator?  If  he  is  about  to  refer  to  the 
lights  going  out,  I  decline  to  yield. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  wish  to  make  an 
observation.  In  fact  I  share  the  view¬ 
point  of  the  able  senior  Senator  from 
Colorado  in  opposition  to  the  pending 
amendment. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  may  make 
his  observation.  I  am  being  facetious, 
too. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  dur¬ 
ing  my  first  campaign  for  a  seat  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  I  campaigned 
in  Morgan  County.  I  was  attempting 
to  make  a  point  at  a  political  meeting  at 
Paw  Paw,  a  fine  community  in  a  then 
strong  Republican  county,  when  the 


lights  went  out  as  they  have  in  our 
Chamber  today.  I  wondered  what  I 
might  say  under  the  distressing  circum- 
stances 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  audience,  per¬ 
haps,  had  not  been  too  responsive.  I 
tried  to  relieve  the  unusual  situation  by 
paraphrasing  and  old  hymn,  “Let  the 
Lower  Lights  Be  Burning.”  I  said: 

Let  the  lower  lights  be  burning; 

Send  a  gleam  across  the  wave; 

Some  poor  fainting,  struggling  Republican 
I  must  rescue,  I  must  save. 

Just  then  the  lights  came  on  again. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  can  only  say  that  I  am 
happy  to  have  that  little  story.  Obviously 
the  Senator’s  affinity  with  the  Lord  must 
have  been  much  closer  then  than  it  is 
now,  because  I  do  not  see  the  lights  going 
on  this  time. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  Senator  was  con¬ 
templating  discussing  our  relationship 
with  the  rest  of  the  world,  particularly 
with  southeast  Asia  and  other  areas.  Con¬ 
gress  has  been  working  in  the  dark  for 
so  long  that  I  do  not  think  we  should 
mind  this  interruption  of  the  lights  going 
out  at  this  time.  If  we  were  permitted  to 
have  some  light  on  what  is  going  on,  we 
would  be  able  to  legislate  to  better  effect. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Vermont. 

I  have  been  trying  to  avoid  yielding  to 
my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  because  I 
know  that  inevitably  some  of  them  would 
refer  to  the  lights  going  out  and  to  the 
Senate’s  convening  in  the  dark.  I  have 
been  trying  to  avoid  it. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  once  more? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  heard  the  comment  of 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  with 
respect  to  how  he  had  the  Lord  put  the 
lights  on  again.  Our  difficulty  is  that  we 
must  go  to  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol, 
and  that  will  probably  take  a  good  deal 
longer.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  shall  resume  by  mak¬ 
ing  the  second  point  that  I  wish  to  make, 
which  is  that  the  effect  of  this  amend¬ 
ment,  without  any  relation  to  any  stand¬ 
ard  or  criteria  which  can  be  accepted 
from  the  U.N.,  which  would  be  2  years, 
would  keep  us  from  giving  effective  eco¬ 
nomic  and  military  aid  to  our  friends. 

I  have  been  critical  of  our  aid  program 
many  times.  Yet  I  do  not  believe  that 
this  is  the  way  to  accomplish  what  is 
sought  to  be  accomplished. 

The  third  point  I  wish  to  make — and 
this  is  my  last  point — is  that  the  question 
that  is  bothering  my  friend  from  Iowa 
and  that  bothers  all  of  us  is  the  financial 
situation  of  the  U.N.  But  the  question 
is,  “Would  this  help  the  U.N.’s  financial 
situation?” 

I  doubt  it  very  much,  because  if  the 
President  feels  that  it  is  necessary  to  give 
aid  to  a  country,  he  is  sure  to  use  the 
escape  hatch,  which  I  believe  my  friend 


from  Iowa  rightfully  put  in  his  amend¬ 
ment.  We  cannot  bind  the  hands  of  the 
President  behind  his  back  with  a  steel 
band,  and  expect  him  to  provide  military 
leadership  and  the  leadership  that  this 
country  should  have  in  its  world  rela¬ 
tionships. 

The  real  problem,  of  course,  is  what 
do  we  do  with  Russia,  particularly  with 
respect  to  its  peacekeeping  assessments, 
which  the  International  Court  of  Justice 
in  June  1962,  decided  Russia  owed  the 
United  Nations  upon  the  same  basis  as 
regular  assessments. 

I  do  not  have  the  answer  to  that  ques¬ 
tion.  However,  I  am  sorry  for  one  thing, 
and  I  must  say  it  frankly.  I  have  seen 
the  degeneration  of  the  will  to  fight  in 
the  United  Nations  and  to  support  and 
enforce  the  principle  that  Russia  and 
other  delinquent  countries  must  pay 
their  assessments  or  lose  their  votes. 

Everything  we  hear  now,  from  the 
present  Secretary  General  of  the  U.N. 
from  all  the  people  who  are  in  the  U.N., 
and  from  the  recent  committee,  whose 
report  I  read  in  the  newspapers  this 
morning,  seems  to  be,  in  effect,  “We  must 
give  in.  We  must  compromise.”  I  can¬ 
not  agree  with  this  point  of  view. 

I  believe  that  the  U.N.  is  as  important 
to  Russia  as  it  is  to  us.  They  have  us 
“buffaloed”  into  believing  it  is  not. 

I  believe  also  that  if  the  chips  were 
down,  and  if  Russia  were  forced  to  it, 
Russia  would  be  as  reluctant  to  dissolve 
the  United  Nations  as  this  country  would 
be. 

However,  I  am  concerned  about  the 
constant  deterioration  of  the  will  and 
the  courage,  if  I  may  say  so,  to  fight  this 
question  out  and  fight  it  down  to  the  final 
battle. 

If  we  suffer  defeat  in  the  U.N.  upon 
that  principle,  we  would  have  to  take 
such  steps  as  we  would  be  compelled  to 
take.  But,  if  we  were  to  convince  the 
rest  of  the  world,  particularly  Russia, 
that  we  would  fight  this  battle  out  to  the 
bitter  end — and  this  will  be  hard  to  do, 
in  view  of  the  recent  vacillation — Russia 
would  be  as  unwilling  to  do  anything  to 
wreck  the  U.N.  as  we  would  be. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  shall  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment.  If  the  purpose  of  the  amendment 
is  to  force  payments  into  the  U.N.,  it 
will  be  an  abortive  attempt.  What  we 
should  do  is  to  pass  a  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion,  or  even  adopt  a  Senate  resolution, 
expressing  the  overwhelming  will  of 
Congress  or  the  Senate  that  our  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  the  U.N.  fight  this  issue 
down  to  the  last  ditch  and  invoke  article 
19. 

If  we  provide  our  State  Department 
and  our  representatives  in  the  U.N.  with 
a  Senate  resolution  or  with  a  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  adopted  by  an  over¬ 
whelming  majority,  I  am  convinced  that 
there  will  be  a  radical  change  of  opinion 
on  the  part  of  some  of  the  U.N.  members 
who  are  talking  freely  about  giving  in 
to  the  Russians. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

(At  this  point  the  lights  came  on  in 
the  Senate  Chamber.) 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  share  the  Senator’s 
determination  that  the  United  States 
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should  stand  firm  with  respect  to  article 
XIX.  I  have  already  spoken  out  in  criti¬ 
cism  of  what  appears  to  be  some  vacilla¬ 
tion  on  that  point.  There  has  been  a 
backsliding  from  a  very  firm  position 
which  was  taken  by  our  Ambassador,  Mr. 
Stevenson,  last  year. 

I  do  not  believe  we  are  apart  on  this 
point,  but  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
might  recognize  that  fact  of  political  life 
in  the  United  Nations  which  is  reported 
by  various  knowledgeable  people  to  be  as 
follows:  What  good  does  it  do  for  the 
Ambassador,  Mr.  Stevenson,  to  stand 
firm  and  demand  a  showdown  on  the 
question  if  we  do  not  have  the  yotes?  I 
wonder  how  many  of  the  71  nations 
which  are  delinquent  in  the  payment  of 
their  dues  and  assessments — 71  out  of 
114  members — we  could  count  on  to  vote 
with  us  to  invoke  article  XIX  to  deprive 
those  nations  which  are  more  than  2 
years  in  arrears?  My  point  is  that  the 
amendment  that  I  have  offered  is  cal¬ 
culated  to  encourage  those  46  nations  to 
whom  our  taxpayers  are  extending  for¬ 
eign  aid  to  practice  fiscal  integrity  and 
to  become  current  in  their  payment  of 
the  dues  and  assessments.  If  they  do  so, 
I  do  not  believe  we  shall  have  to  worry 
about  how  the  rollcall  vote  would  go  in 
the  United  Nations  with  respect  to  the 
invocation  of  article  XIX  as  far  as  the 
Soviet  Union  is  concerned.  But  now  the 
report  is  that  we  do  not  have  the  votes. 
And  small  wonder  when  71  of  the  114 
members  of  the  United  Nations  are  de¬ 
linquent,  of  which  46  are  recipients  of 
our  foreign  aid. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  for  his  remarks.  But 
the  answer  to  his  question  is  this:  The 
Senator  asked,  “What  would  happen  to 
how  many  votes?”  If  they  were  con¬ 
vinced  that  it  was  the  consensus  of  the 
Congress,  the  President  and  the  State 
Department,  that  we  meant  business  on 
rule  XIX,  I  do  not  believe  that  those 
delinquent  nations  throughout  the 
woi'ld  would  vote  to  dissolve  the  U.N., 
because  that  is  what  their  vote  would 
amount  to.  At  sometime  we  must  stand 
firm.  We  must  show  that  we  have  as 
stiff  ,a  backbone  and  as  much  courage 
and  good  old  Yankee  horse-trading  abili¬ 
ty  as  they  have.  This  is  the  time  to  do 
it.  At  the  worst,  there  would  be  on  every 
one  of  the  countries  which  voted  against 
us  the  responsibility  for  tearing  the 
United  Nations  apart.  But  it  would  not 
be  torn  apart  because  when  the  chips 
were  down  they  would  join  us. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MILLER  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Dominick]  raised  a  question  re¬ 
garding  the  status  of  China  with  respect 
to  arrearages  to  the  United  Nations,  and, 
I  believe,  stated  his  best  information  was 
that  China  was  not  in  arrears.  I  point 
out  that  we  have  checked  this  after¬ 
noon  with  the  State  Department,  which 
in  turn  contacted  the  United  Nations. 
The  report  we  have  received  is  that 
the  figures  contained  in  my  tabular 
sheets  which  are  part  of  the  record 
are  completely  accurate.  I  believe  there 


is  a  misunderstanding  because  China  is 
current  in  her  dues,  but  is  delinquent  in 
assessments.  I  point  out  that  the  escape 
clause  was  inserted,  having  China  pri¬ 
marily  in  mind,  because  this  is  one  coun¬ 
try  with  respect  to  which  we  expect  the 
President  to  exercise  his  discretion  in 
providing  exemptions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Miller],  On  this  question  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Bartlett], 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart], 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden], 
and  the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  and  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  are  absent 
because  of  an  electrical  failure  in  the 
vote  notification  system. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  and  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Magnuson]  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  .  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  would  vote  “yea”  and  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton], 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty],  and  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Murphy],  are  necessar¬ 
ily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pear¬ 
son]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy]  would  vote 
“yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Pearson]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  27, 


nays  59, 

as  follows : 

[No.  112  Leg.] 
YEAS — 27 

Bennett 

Gruening 

Russell,  S.C. 

Bible 

HU1 

Russell,  Ga. 

Cannon 

Holland 

Scott 

Curtis 

Hruska 

Simpson 

Dirksen 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Stennis 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Talmadge 

EUender 

MiUer 

Thurmond 

Ervin 

Morse 

Tower 

Fannin 

Robertson 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

NAYS — 59 


Aiken 

Hlckenlooper 

Moss 

Allott 

Inouye 

Mundt 

Anderson 

Jackson 

Muskie 

Bass 

Javits 

Nelson 

Bayh 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Neuberger 

Boggs 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Pastore 

Brewster 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Pell 

Burdick 

Kuchel 

Proxmire 

Case 

Lausche 

Randolph 

Church 

Long,  Mo. 

Ribicoff 

Clark 

Mansfield 

SaltonstaU 

Cooper 

McCarthy 

Smith 

Cotton 

McGee 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

McGovern 

Symington 

Dominick 

McIntyre 

Tydings 

Douglas 

McNamara 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fong 

Metcalf 

Williams,  Del. 

Fulbright 

Mondale 

Yarborough 

Harris 

Monroney 

Young,  Ohio 

Hartke 

Montoya 

NOT  VOTING— 

-14 

Bartlett 

Hart 

Murphy 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hayden 

Pearson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Long,  La. 

Prouty 

Carlson 

Magnuson 

Smathers 

Gore 

Morton 

So  Mr.  Miller’s  amendment  was  re- 
j  ected 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
s>^r66d  to 

&Mr.  GRUENING  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  New  York  wishes  to  intro¬ 
duce  a  bill  and  make  a  brief  statement. 
I  hope  the  Senator  from  Alaska  will  per¬ 
mit  him  to  do  so. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  yield  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mi-.  President,  my  col¬ 
league  from  New  York  and  I  have  jointly 
sponsored  a  series  of  bills  dealing  with 
narcotics  addiction  which  we  propose  to 
introduce.  May  I  ask  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  to  indulge  us?  I  know  he  has  a 
substantial  speech  to  make.  Senator 
Kennedy  is  not  quite  ready.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Alaska,  at  some  time  con¬ 
venient  to  him  in  the  course  of  his 
speech,  yield  us  5  minutes? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Certainly. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  220 

Mr.  President,  I  call  up  my  amend¬ 
ment  No.  220.  I  ask  that  the  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with, 
and  I  ask  for  its  immediate  considera¬ 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  3,  strike  out  lines  3  to  12,  inclu¬ 
sive. 

On  page  3,  line  13,  strike  out  “(b)  Amend 
section  205”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
’following:  “Sec.  102.  Section  205  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended”. 

On  page  3,  line  14,  after  the  comma  insert 
“is  amended”. 

On  page  4,  strike  out  lines  12  to  17,  inclu¬ 
sive,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 
“by  striking  out  ‘1965’  and  ‘$215,000,000’  and 
substituting  ‘1966’  and  ‘$210,000,000’,  respec¬ 
tively.” 

On  page  4,  strike  out  lines  22  to  25,  in¬ 
clusive,  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 
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“(2)  Amend  subsection  (c)  by  striking  out 
'1965,  $18,000,000’  and  substituting  ‘1966, 
$7,000,000’.” 

On  page  5,  line  19,  strike  out  “1968”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “1967”. 

On  page  8,  line  19,  strike  out  “1968”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “1967”. 

On  page  8,  beginning  with  line  20,  strike 
out  through  line  2  on  page  9. 

On  page  9,  line  4,  strike  out  “Sec.  106”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  105”. 

On  page  9,  strike  out  lines  6  to  13,  inclu¬ 
sive,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘and  $85,000,000 
in  fiscal  year  1965’  and  substituting  ‘,  $85,- 
000,000  in  fiscal  year  1965,  and  $70,000,000  in 
fiscal  year  1966’.” 

On  page  9,  line  16,  strike  out  “Sec.  107”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  106”. 

On  page  10,  lines  6  and  7,  strike  out  “each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “the  fiscal  year  1966.” 

On  page  10,  line  11,  strike  out  “Sec.  108” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  107”. 

On  page  10,  strike  out  lines  13  to  19,  inclu¬ 
sive,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“amended  by  striking  out  ‘1965’  and  ‘$405,- 
000,000’  and  substituting  ‘1966’  and  ‘$350,- 
000,000’,  respectively.” 

On  page  10,  line  21,  strike  out  “Sec.  109” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  108”. 

On  page  10,  line  24,  beginning  with  the 
word  “each”  strike  out  through  line  2  on 
page  11  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “the  fiscal  year  1966,  not  to  exceed  $50,- 
000,000.” 

On  page  11,  line  12,  strike  out  “each  of  the 
fiiscal  years  1966  and  1967”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “fiscal  year  1966”. 

On  page  11,  line  13,  strike  out,  "which”. 

On  page  11,  line  14,  strike  out  “in  each 
such  fiscal  year,  which  sums”. 

On  page  14,  line  10,  strike  out  “years  1966 
and  1967”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “year 
1966”. 

On  page  14,  lines  12  and  13,  strike  out  “each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “the  fiscal  year  1966”. 

On  page  14,  line  19,  strike  out  “years  1966 
and  1967”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “year 
1966”. 

On  page  14,  strike  out  lines  20  and  21. 

On  page  18,  line  22,  strike  out  “June  30, 
1967”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “December 
31, 1966”. 

On  page  21,  line  1,  beginning  with  the  word 
“inserting”  strike  out  through  “1967”  in  line 
2  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
"substituting  ‘for  the  fiscal  year  1966  not  to 
exceed  $55,240,000’  ”. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendments 
be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  may  yield  to  me  without 
losing  his  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered.  The  Senator  from  Texas 
is  recognized. 


CURTAILMENT  OF  BEEF  IMPORTS 
WHEN  /THERE  IS  DANGER  OF 
FOOTVAND-MOUTH  DISEASE  IN¬ 
FESTATION 

TOWER.  Mr.  President,  on  Jan¬ 
uary  12,  Canada  announced  a  proposal 
import  breeding  livestock  from  some 
opean  countries  where  foot-and- 
mouth  disease  exists.  Certain  safeguards 
f  and  quarantine  measures  are  planned  for 


these  livestock,  but  the  serious  danger 
exists  that  this  plan  will  transmit  foot- 
and-mouth  disease  to  the  U.S.  cattle 
population. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
working  with  the  Canadians  to  assure 
the  best  possible  supervision  of  these 
quarantine  regulations,  but  the  plans 
thus  far  made  are  not  sufficient  to  ame¬ 
liorate  the  great  risk  being  taken. 

Under  existing  agreements  between  the 
United  States  and  Canada,  the  cattle 
coming  into  Canada  from  nations  where 
foot-and-mouth  disease  exists  could  en¬ 
ter  the  United  States  after  60  days  in 
Canada. 

Many  cattlemen  have  expressed  to  me 
their  deep  concern  about  this  possibility 
and  I  fully  share  their  views.  The  intro¬ 
duction  of  foot-and-mouth  disease  to  the 
United  States  via  this  route  would  be 
nothing  short  of  a  disaster  for  cattle¬ 
man  and  consumer  alike. 

Accordingly,  I  submit  a  resolution  pro¬ 
viding  that,  if  Canada  does,  indeed,  go 
through  with  this  unwise  plan  to  import, 
livestock  from  countries  where  foot -and/ 
Lmouth  disease  is  prevalent,  no  impor 
don  of  breeding  cattle  from  Can  ad/'  to 
tne  United  States  shall  be  permitt 

lis  is  a  drastic  safeguard,  Mr/Presi- 
dent\and  one  which  I  hope  it  wQl  never 
be  necessary  to  implement.  Bin,  I  do  be¬ 
lieve  this  Senate  should  take /his  method 
of  impressing  upon  Canada  the  gravity 
with  whicn'we  view  this  situation. 

I  ask  that  \he  resolution  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Recor 

The  PRESIDING/  OFFICER.  The 
resolution  will  bX/eceived  and  appro¬ 
priately  referred y4h,d,  without  objection, 
the  resolution  will  beprinted  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord. 

The  resolution  (S.  R&s.  Ill)  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  tjne  Committee\n  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  as  follows: 

s.  Res.  ill 

Wha/eas  the  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  under  consideration  its 
agreement  to  a  Canadian  proposal  tb  allow 
importation  into  Canada  of  cattle  from  na- 
lons  where  foot-and-mouth  disease  is\pot 
controlled;  and 

Whereas  foot-and-mouth  disease  is  coriS 
trolled  in  the  United  States;  and 

Whereas  subsequent  importation  into  the 
United  States  via  Canada  of  cattle  and  breed¬ 
ing  stock  from  nations  where  foot-and- 
mouth  disease  prevails  would  seriously  en¬ 
danger  and  damage  American  cattle:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  That  no  importation  of 
breeding  stock  cattle  from  Canada  into  the 
United  States  shall  be  permitted  during  any 
part  of  any  year  in  which  Canada  permits 
entry  into  its  country  of  any  cattle  or  breed¬ 
ing  stock  from  nations  in  which  foot-and- 
mouth  is  prevalent  and  is  not  controlled. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  permit  the  Senator 
from  Texas  to  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I  do. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  state  to 
the  Senator  from  Texas  that  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  he  has  made  the  statement  he 
has  with  regard  to  the  serious  problem 
that  is  pending  in  connection  with  the 
Canadian  policy  of  importation  of  live¬ 
stock. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
been  at  work  for  some  time  past  on  a 
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major  speech,  if  it  becomes  necessary  m 
deliver  it,  dealing  with  this  particular 
problem.  As  the  Senator  knows,  %'  be¬ 
lieve  in  careful  research  in  a  shatter 
such  as  this,  and  I  believe  also  jji  giving 
our  Department  of  Agriculture/in  ample 
opportunity  to  take  an  official  position 
in  regard  to  a  matter.  I  sb&ll  not  indi¬ 
cate,  as  of  now,  my  feelings  in  regard  to 
the  responses  I  have  obtained  to  date 
from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

I  believe  it  is  proper  for  me  to  say  at 
this  time — and  I  Shall  develop  the  sub¬ 
ject  at  some  length  when  I  deliver  my 
speech,  unless  rectifying  action  is  taken 
in  the  meantime — that,  in  my  judgment, 
Canada  has  yet  to  provide  the  safe¬ 
guards  that  cattlemen  in  both  Canada 
and  the /United  States  are  entitled  to  re- 
cieve  b/ way  of  protection  from  the  dan¬ 
ger  of  importing  not  only  livestock,  but 
alsc/some  of  the  most  ravaging  livestock 
diseases  that  can  plague  a  country,  in- 

uding  the  hoof-and-mouth  disease  and 
other  diseases  that  would  cost  millions 
of  dollars  if  an  epidemic  were  to  start. 
Such  a  disaster  would  involve  both  the 
United  States  and  Canada. 

I  have  been  withholding  comment  on 
this  matter.  I  shall  withhold  any  fur¬ 
ther  comment  for  the  time  being,  except 
to  say  that  I  join  the  Senator  from  Texas 
in  raising  today — a  flag  of  warning  to 
the  Canadian  Government  and  to  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  had  the  experience  not  so  many 
years  ago  of  an  outbreak  of  the  hoof-and- 
mouth  disease  in  Mexico.  That  outbreak 
jeopardized  the  livestock  industry  along 
our  southern  border,  and  of  course,  it 
could  have  spread  to  every  State  of  the 
Union.  The  record  will  show  that  we 
spent  huge  sums  of  money  in  Mexico  in 
order  to  help  Mexico  eradicate  the  dan¬ 
ger  of  that  epidemic.  At  great  cost,  the 
outbreak  of  that  disease  was  at  least  kept 
within  Mexico. 

I  say  most  respectfully  from  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  this  afternoon  to  the 
Canadian  Government  that  the  Canadi¬ 
an  Government  must  assume  responsi¬ 
bility  for  following  a  course  of  action 
which  has  this  potential  danger  in  it  and 
vthat  the  Canadian  Government  would 
it  be  acting  as  a  good  neighbor  if  it 
wdre  to  proceed  with  the  policy  of  im¬ 
portation  which  has  thus  far  been  an¬ 
nounced  by  the  Canadian  Government 
without  safeguards  in  the  program. 
Neither  the  Canadian  cattlemen  nor  the 
cattlemen\f  the  United  States  have  thus 
far  been  givep  assurance  of  any  proposed 
safeguards. 

The  Canadian  cattlemen  are  as  con¬ 
cerned  as  are  \he  cattlemen  of  the 
United  States  in  rbgard  to  the  potential 
danger. 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  president,  i  express 
my  thanks  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oregon,  who  is  himself  a  successful 
cattle  breeder.  I  believe  that  he  under¬ 
stands  this  problem  very  wel 

I  believe  that  the  SenatoX  is  abso¬ 
lutely  correct  when  he  states  that  our 
principal  purpose  is  to  raise  a  ijag  of 
warning  to  the  Canadian  Government. 
I  hope  that  what  we  do  in  introduC 
the  measure  will  serve  as  a  stimulus’ 
the  Canadian  Government  and  havd 
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thgn  pay  more  attention  to  the  problem 
andNdius  come  up  with  appropriate  de- 
cisionSL  that  would  safeguard  the  cattle 
industiV  of  both  Canada  and  the  United 
States.  \ 

I  hasten,  to  say  that  the  importation 
of  cattle  foK  breeding  purposes  has  been 
a  great  boom,  to  this  country.  Indeed, 
our  own  great-domestic  cattle  industry 
has  been  a  result  of  the  importation  of 
good  breeding  stock  from  countries 
abroad.  We  haveNno  desire  to  inhibit 
the  importation  of  feood  breeding  stock 
for  the  purpose  of  improving  our  breeds 
in  this  country.  However,  we  do  not 
want  to  introduce  what  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  calls  ravaging  diseases  which 
could  decimate  our  cattle  population  in 
this  country.  \ 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President  if  the 
Senator  from  Texas  would  permit  it,  I 
should  like  to  associate  myself  with  his 
resolution.  \ 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  I  amMe- 
lighted  to  have  the  senior  Senator  froij 
Oregon  as  a  cosponsor  to  my  resolutiori\ 


FAILURE  OF  ELECTRICAL  SYSTEM 

CAUSES  LACK  OF  NOTICE  TO  SEN¬ 
ATORS  OF  YEA-AND-NAY  VOTE 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  without  losing 
his  right  to  the  floor? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  yield  first  to  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  and  then  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  as 
the  Senate  well  knows — at  least  Senators 
who  were  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Cham¬ 
ber — just  prior  to  the  vote  on  the  last 
amendment  the  lights  in  the  Chamber 
went  out  for  a  period  of  10  or  15  minutes. 

I  believe  that  it  was  as  a  result  of 
this  electrical  failure  that  a  number  of 
Senators  were  not  notified  of  the  yea- 
and-nay  vote.  The  bells  were  not  ring¬ 
ing  on  the  electrical  circuit.  Therefore, 
Senators  were  unaware,  because  of  the 
failure  of  the  warning  system  which  has 
been  set  up  to  be  of  service  to  them,  that 
a  vote  was  in  progress. 

I  refer  specifically  to  the  distinguished,, 
senior  Senator  from  Tennessee  [] 
Gore]  and  the  distinguished  junior 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  And 
probably  other  Senators,  who,  because  of 
the  malfunctioning  in  the  electruial  sys¬ 
tem,  were  not  given  the  adequate  warn¬ 
ing  which  is  their  due. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  Presidpht,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

'Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yfeld. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  majority  leader  has 
correctly  stated  the  situation.  No  bell 
rang  in  my  office,  where  I  was  conferring 
with  a  constituent  I  was  notified  by 
telephone  that  a,  ■'rollcall  was  underway, 
but  although  I  hastened  to  the  floor,  the 
rollcall  had  h/en  completed.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  told  me 
he  had  a  similar  experience. 

Due  tman  electrical  failure  beyond  the 
control /of  Senators,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  and  the  senior 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  be 
recorded  on  the  rollcall  as  having  voted 
in  the  negative,  and  that  other  Senators 


who  may  have  missed  the  rollcall  because 
of  the  electrical  failure  be  so  permitted 
to  be  recorded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Montoya  in  the  chair) .  Under  the  rules, 
the  Chair  is  prohibited  from  entertaining 
a  unanimous-consent  request  that  a 
Senator  be  permitted  to  vote  after  the 
vote  has  been  announced.  That  is  rule 
XII.  The  Senator’s  request  is  out  of 
order. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  still  yield,  I  would  also 
like  to  suggest  to  the  Senate  at  this  time 
that  during  the  course  of  a  rollcall  vote 
the  well  of  the  Chamber  be  cleared  of 
all  persons  not  involved  in  the  conduct 
of  that  vote,  because  it  is  impossible  on 
occasion  for  the  clerk  to  hear  the  re¬ 
sponses  of  Senators  when  their  names 
are  called.  I  hope  this  procedure  will  be 
followed.  Of  course,  if  there  are  ex¬ 
tenuating  circumstances,  they  will  be 
given  consideration,  and  a  Senator  will 
be  given  every  possible  courtesy,  but  I 
think  it  would  be  a  good  rule  for  the 
^Senate  to  follow. 

}RDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  Tft 
10  A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.\MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  businesyconight  it 
stand  in  adjournment  unti/  10  o’clock 
tomorrow  morning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  H  is  so  opaered. 


AUTHORIZATIOT 
TO  MEET  TOI 


)R  COMMITTEES 
tOW  MORNING 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  NVtr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consents  that  all  com¬ 
mittees  may  meet  during^  the  morning 
tomorrow.. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

MrJaNDERSON.  Mr.  President,  does 
thayinclude  the  morning  hour? 

MANSFIELD.  I  understand  a 
£nator  has  a  speech  to  make  whiclr^ill 
(fake  up  most  of  the  2  hours. 


LEGISLATION  TO  COMBAT 
NARCOTICS  ADDICTION 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  New  York, 
without  losing  the  floor. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  introduce 
two  bills,  and  then  yield  to  my  colleague 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  and  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Case]  . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  pursuant 
to  prior  agreement  with  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  we  are 
introducing  a  series  of  bills  to  deal  with 
the  narcotics  addiction  problem. 

I  send  to  the  desk  out  of  order  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  be 
referred  two  of  the  four  bills. 

These  measures  are  part  of  a  four-bill 
series  of  legislative  proposals  on  this 
subject  of  vital  importance  to  our  urban 
areas,  which  I  am  most  pleased  to  intro¬ 


duce  jointly  with  my  colleague  from  Ne 
York  [Mr.  Robert  F.  Kennedy],  aloj 
with  a  bipartisan  group  of  cospor 
including  Senators  Case,  Ervin,  art, 
Kuchel,  Tydings,  and  Williams  m  New 
Jersey,  who  are  cosponsoring  A 11  four 
bills;  Senator  Saltonstall,  wno  is  co¬ 
sponsoring  the  two  involvinarcivil  com¬ 
mitment  and  sentencing  /of  narcotics 
addicts;  Senator  Scott,  ymo  is  cospon¬ 
soring  the  civil  commitment  bill,  and 
Senator  Long  of  Missouri,  who  is  co¬ 
sponsoring  the  two  /medical  treatment 
bills. 

Also  introducing  the  measures  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  are  Congress¬ 
men  Reid  and  Lindsay,  of  New  York,  who 
have  long  championed  such  an  enlight¬ 
ened  approach  to  this  subject  in  the 
other  body,  along  with  Congressmen 
Bell,  Delaney,  Mathias,  McCulloch, 
Ottinqer  and  Springer,  Celler,.  Farb- 
steiij/ and  Ryan  of  New  York. 

addition,  Congressmen  Harris  and 
fLLS  are  introducing  some  but  not  all 
ft  the  measures. 

The  bills  introduced  today  would; 

First.  In  lieu  of  criminal  prosecution, 
authorize  the  pretrial  civil  commitment, 
for  medical  treatment  and  probationary 
aftercare,  of  those  charged  with  nar¬ 
cotics  offenses,  except  for  sale  with  in¬ 
tent  to  resell,  along  the  lines  of  the 
pioneering  New  York  State  law.  I  am 
the  principal  sponsor  of  this  bill. 

Second.  Modify  the  harsh  present 
postconviction  sentencing  restriction,  so 
that  the  Federal  courts  can  use  parole, 
probation,  and  suspension  of  sentence 
as  tools  to  rehabilitate  convicted  de¬ 
fendants,  particularly  youthful  offend¬ 
ers  who  are  addicts,  along  the  lines  of 
techniques  first  used  in  California. 
Senator  Kennedy  is  the  principal  spon¬ 
sor  of  this  bill. 

Third.  Establish  a  Federal-State  two- 
thirds,  one-third  matching  grant  pro¬ 
gram  to  provide  a  wide  range  of  serv¬ 
ices,  job  training,  family  counseling,  and 
phychi^tric  treatment  to  ex-addicts  to 
enable  them  to  reenter  the  community. 
Senator  Kennedy  is  the  principal  spon¬ 
sor  of  this  bill. 

Fourth.  Create  a  Federal-State  two- 
thirds,  one-third  matching  grant  plan 
ar  the  construction  or  acquisition  of 
needed  facilities  for  medical  treatment, 
especially  outpatient  clinics  for  the  cru¬ 
cial  period  of  aftercare  and  adjustment 
of  those  who  have  been  taken  off  nar¬ 
cotics.  \  am  the  principal  sponsor  of 
this  bill. 

These  measures  are  the  outgrowth  of 
my  concern  \ith  this  problem  as  attor¬ 
ney  general  o\the  State  of  New  York 
and  of  a  series  oXbills  which  I  introduced 
for  a  number  of\years  along  with  my 
former  colleague,  'Senator  Kenneth  B. 
Keating.  The  purpose  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  like  that  of  the  measures  we  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  past,  is  at\ast  to  bring  the 
Federal  Government  in\a  position  to 
deal  effectively  and  in  modern  terms 
with  the  grave  national  problem  of  nar¬ 
cotic  and  drug  abuse.  It  is  nay  earnest 
hope  that  after  years  consumes!  in  stu¬ 
dies  and  restudies,  conferences  and 
panel  discussions,  the  Congress  whl  rec¬ 
ognize  that  the  time  for  action  is  now. 
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sar\  to  enable  him  to  carry  out  the  provi- 
sion\  of  this  Act.  Such  regulations  shall 
include,  among  others,  provisions  prescrib¬ 
ing—  \ 

(1)  gwtoral  standards  of  construction  for 
any  such  facility  the  construction  of  which 
is  financed 'et  least  in  part  from  a  grant 
under  this  Ac\  and 

(2)  the  kimis  of  facilities  and  services 
needed  to  provide  adequate  treatment  and 
rehabilitation  forSdrug  abusers. 

(b)  The  regulations  referred  to  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  may  include  provisions  requir¬ 
ing  that  (1)  before  approval  of  any  applica¬ 
tion  for  a  project  pursuant  to  a  State  plan 
is  recommended  by  anyNAgency,  an  assur¬ 
ance  shall  be  received,  bX  the  State  filing 
such  plan,  from  the  applicant  that  a  rea¬ 
sonable  volume  of  treatment  and  rehabilita¬ 
tion  services  for  drug  abusers  shall  be  made 
available  to  such  drug  abusers  who  are  un¬ 
able  to  pay  for  such  services.  \ 

Sec.  4.  (a)  After  the  regulations\referred 
to  in  section  3  have  been  issued,  anV  State 
desiring  to  secure  financial  assistance  under 
section  2  of  this  Act  shall  submit  a  State 
plan  for  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  such 
section.  Such  plan  must —  \ 

(1)  set  forth  a  program  for  construction' 
of  facilities  for  the  treatment  and  rehabili¬ 
tation  of  drug  abusers  which  conforms  with 
the  regulations  prescribed  under  section  3; 

(2)  designate  a  single  State  agency  (re¬ 
ferred  to  in  this  Act  as  the  “Agency”)  as  the 
sole  agency  for  supervising  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  plan; 

(3)  contain  satisfactory  evidence  that  the 
Agency  will  have  authority  sufficient  to  carry 
out  such  plan  in  conformity  with  this  Act; 

(4)  provide  such  methods  of  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  State  plan,  including  methods  re¬ 
lating  to  the  establishment  and  maintenance 
of  personnel  standards  on  a  merit  basis  (ex¬ 
cept  that  the  Secretary  shall  exercise  no  au¬ 
thority  with  respect  to  the  selection,  tenure 
of  office,  or  compensation  of  any  individual 
employed  in  accordance  with  such  methods) , 
as  are  found  by  the  Secretary  to  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  proper  and  efficient  operation 
of  the  plan; 

(5)  provide  that  the  Agency  will  make  such 
reports,  in  such  form  and  containing  such  in¬ 
formation,  as  the  Secretary  may  from  time 
to  time  require,  and  comply  with  such  pro¬ 
visions  as  he  may  from  time  to  time  find 
necessary  to  assure  the  correctnes  and  verifi¬ 
cation  of  such  reports; 

(6)  provide  for  affording  to  every  appli¬ 
cant  for  a  grant  for  a  project  pursuant  to  a 
State  plan  an  opportunity  for  hearing  be¬ 
fore  the  Agency; 

(7)  provide  that  the  State  will  from  tim/ 

to  time,  but  not  less  often  than  annuaUy, 
review  its  State  plan  and  submit  to  the Sec¬ 
retary  any  modifications  thereof  which  it 
considers  necessary.  / 

(b)  Any  State  desiring  to  submit  a  State 

plan  as  provided  under  subsectioja  (a)  shall 
submit  such  plan  as  a  separate  >and  distinct 
part  of  its  State  mental  health  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Public  Health/Service  by  the 
State’s  mental  health  authority  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  title  III  of  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  Act.  / 

(c)  The  Secretary  nrfay  approve  any  State 
plan  (and  any  modification  thereof)  which 
is  in  substantial  conformity  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  subseiuion  (a).  The  Secretary 
shall  not  finally/ iisapprove  a  State  plan  ex¬ 
cept  after  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity 
for  a  hearing/to  the  State. 

Sec.  5.  {/,)  Any  State,  political  subdivision 
thereof  or  nonprofit  organization  desiring 
to  seeing  financial  assistance  tinder  this  Act 
for  any  project  for  the  construction  of  fa¬ 
cility  for  the  treatment  and  rehabilitation 
of/firug  abusers  pursuant  to  an  approved 
State  plan  shall  submit,  through  the  Agency, 
/an  application  for  a  grant  under  this  Act  to 
assist  it  in  carrying  out  such  project.  If  any 


State,  one  or  more  political  subdivisions 
thereof,  or  one  or  more  nonprofit  organi¬ 
zations  jointly  participate  in  any  such  proj¬ 
ect,  the  application  may  be  filed  by  one  or 
more  of  the  participants.  The  application 
shall  set  forth — 

(1)  a  description  of  the  site  for  such  proj¬ 
ect; 

(2)  plans  and  specifications  for  such  proj¬ 
ect  in  accordance  with  the  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  under  subsection 
(a)  of  section  3  of  this  Act; 

(3)  reasonable  assurances  that  title  to 
such  site  is  or  will  be  vested  in  one  or  more 
of  the  applicants  filing  the  application; 

(4)  reasonable  assurances  that  adequate 
financial  support  will  be  available  for  the 
construction  of  the  project  and  for  its  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  when  completed; 

(5)  reasonable  assurances  that  the  appli¬ 
cant  will  meet  the  requirements,  if  any,  for 
furnishing  treatment  and  rehabilitation  serv¬ 
ices  to  drug  abusers  who  are  unable  to  pay 
for  such  services; 

(6)  such  other  information  and  assur¬ 
ances  as  the  Secretary  may,  by  regulation, 
require;  and 

(7)  reasonable  assurances  that  all  laborers 
and  mechanics  employed  by  contractors  or 
subcontractors  in  the  performance  of  work 
on  construction  of  the  project  will  be  paid 
wages  at  rates  not  less  than  those  prevailing 
on  similar  construction  in  the  locality  as  de/ 
termrned  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Davis-Bacon  Act/  as 
amended.  (40  U.S.C.  276a-276a^-5) ;  and  the 
Secretary V>f  Labor  shall  have  with  /espect 
to  the  labor  standards  specified/in  this 
paragraph  the  authority  and  functions  set 
forth  in  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered  14 
of  1950  (15  F.K\3176;  5  U.S.CL/lfiSz-lS)  and 
section  2  of  thevAct  of  June  13,  1934,  as 
amended  (40  U.S.O.  276c) .  / 

(b)  The  Secretaryunay  Approve  any  appli¬ 
cation  filed  under  tliissseation  if  he  finds  that 
the  application  (1)  i^An  substantial  con¬ 
formity  with  subsect»6nVa)  of  this  section 
and  all  applicable  ^regulations  issued  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  Actr/(2)  is  inSsubstantial  con¬ 
formity  with  the/State  plan\pproved  under 
section  4  of  this  Act;  and  (3)Vias  been  ap¬ 
proved  and  recommended  by  Nile  Agency. 
No  application  filed  pursuant  to  thip  section 
shall  be  disapproved  by  the  Secretary  until 
he  has  afforded  the  applicant  an  opportunity 
for  a  hearing.  Any  amendment  of  anVppli- 
catioj/ approved  under  this  Act  shall  beSsub- 
jecyto  approval  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
original  application.  \ 

/ Sec.  6.  The  payment  of  any  grant  to  as 
'State,  political  subdivision,  or  nonprofit 
organization  under  this  Act  may  follow  the 
approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  application 
of  such  State,  subdivision  or  organization. 
Any  grant  made  pursuant  to  this  Act  for 
the  construction  of  a  project  in  any  fiscal 
year  shall  include  such  amounts  as  the 
Secretary  determines  to  be  necessary  in 
succeeding  fiscal  years  for  completion  of 
the  Federal  participation  in  the  project  as 
approved  by  him.  Payment  of  a  grant  may 
be  made  in  advance  or  by  way  of  reimburse¬ 
ment,  and  in  such  installments  as  may  be 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  and  shall  be 
made  on  such  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
finds  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  Act.  Amounts  paid  under  this  Act  with 
respect  to  any  project  for  the  construction 
of  a  facility  shall  not  exceed  two-thirds  of 
the  construction  costs  of  such  facility  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  7.  Whenever  the  Secretary,  after  rea¬ 
sonable  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing 
to  the  Agency,  finds — 

( 1 )  that  the  Agency  is  not  complying  sub¬ 
stantially  with  the  provisions  required  by 
subsection  (a)  of  section  4  to  be  included 
in  its  State  plan,  or  with  regulations  un¬ 
der  this  Act; 

(2)  that  any  assurance  required  to  be 
given  in  an  application  filed  under  subsec¬ 


tion  (a)  of  section  5  is  not  being  or  can¬ 
not  be  carried  out;  or  - 

(3)  that  there  is  a  substantial  failure-' 
to  carry  out  plans  and  specifications  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary  under  section/5; 
the  Secretary  may  forthwith  notify  ysuch 
Agency  that  no  further  payments  will  be 
made  under  this  Act  for  any  project  or 
projects  designated  by  the  Secretary  as  be¬ 
ing  affected  by  the  action  or  i/action  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  paragraph  1,  2,  j&t  3  of  this 
subsection;  and,  except  with/regard  to  any 
project  for  which  the  app/cation  has  al¬ 
ready  been  approved  and  ./which  is  not  di¬ 
rectly  affected,  further  p/yments  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  such  State  plan  may  be  withheld, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  Until  there  is  no  long¬ 
er  any  failure  to  comply  (or  to  carry  out  the 
assurances  or  pi  a/s  and  specifications,  as 
the  case  may  bel/or,  if  such  compliance  (or 
other  action)  ijf  impossible,  until  the  State 
repays  or  ari/nges  for  the  repayment  of 
Federal  moneys  to  which  the  recipient  was 
not  entitle/ 

Sec.  8/  If  any  facility  with  respect  to 
which  iunds  have  been  paid  under  this 
Act  shall,  at  any  time  within  twenty  years 
afteiy completion  of  its  construction — 

m)  be  sold  or  transferred  to  any  nonpub- 
1 be  organization;  or 

/  (2)  cease  to  be  used  for  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  constructed,  unless  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines,  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions,  that  there  is  good  cause  for  releasing 
the  applicant  from  the  obligation  to  continue 
such  facility  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
treatment  for  drug  abusers; 
the  United  States  shall  be  entitled  to  recover 
from  the  recipient  of  such  funds  an  amount 
bearing  the  same  ratio  to  the  then  value  (as 
determined  by  agreement  of  the  parties  or  by 
action  brought  in  the  United  States  district 
court  for  the  district  in  which  the  facility  is 
situated)  of  the  facility,  as  the  amount  of 
the  Federal  participation  bore  to  the  cost 
of  construction  of  the  facility. 

Sec.  9.  If  any  recipient  of  a  grant  under 
this  Act  is  dissatisfied  with  any  action  taken 
by  the  Secretary  under  section  4(c),  5(b), 

7,  or  8  of  this  Act,  such  recipient  may  appeal 
to  the  United  States  court  of  appeals  for  the 
circuit  in  which  such  recipient  is  located,  by 
filing  a  petition  with  such  court  within  sixty 
days  after  such  action'.  A  copy  of  the  pe¬ 
tition  shall  be  forthwith  transmitted  by  the 
clerk  of  the  court  to  the  Secretary,  or  any 
officer  designated  by  him  for  that  purpose. 
The  Secretary  thereupon  shall  file  in  the 
court  the  record  of  the  proceedings  on  which 
he  based  his  action,  as  provided  in  section 
fill2  of  title  28,  United  States  Code.  Upon 
bhe  filing  of  such  petition,  the  court  shall 
have  jurisdiction  to  affirm  the  action  of  the 
Secretary  or  to  set  it  aside,  in  whole  or  in 
part,\temporarily  or  permanently,  but  until 
the  firing  of  the  record,  the  Secretary  may 
modify  (m-  set  aside  his  order.  The  findings 
of  the  Secretary  as  to  the  facts,  if  supported 
by  substantial  evidence,  shall  be  conclusive, 
but  the  court,  for  good  cause  shown,  may 
remand  the  oase  to  the  Secretary  to  take 
further  evidemse,  and  the  Secretary  may 
thereupon  make\new  or  modified  findings 
of  fact  and  may  modify  his  previous  action, 
and  shall  file  in  thXcourt  the  record  of  the 
further  proceedings.  >Such  new  or  modified 
findings  of  fact  shall  likewise  be  conclusive 
if  supported  by  substantial  evidence.  The 
judgment  of  the  court  affirming  or  setting 
aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  any  action  of  the 
Secretary  shall  be  final,  subject  to  review 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the^United  States 
upon  certiorari  or  certificationNas  provided 
in  section  1254  of  title  28,  United  States 
Code.  The  commencement  of  proceedings 
under  this  section  shall  not,  unless\so  spe¬ 
cifically  ordered  by  the  court,  operate  as  a 
stay  of  the  Secretary’s  action.  \ 

Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorised 
to  appoint  such  technical  or  other  advisory 
committees  as  he  deems  necessary  to  advise 
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hina  in  connection  with  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act. 

(b)\Members  of  any  such  committees  not 
otherwise  in  the  employ  of  the  United  States, 
while  attending  meetings  of  their  committee, 
shall  be  entitled  to  receive  compensation  at  a 
rate  to  be ''fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not 
exceeding  $76  per  diem,  including  travel 
time;  and  white  away  from  their  homes  or 
regular  places  \f  business,  they  may  be 
allowed  travel  expanses,  including  per  diem 
in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by  law 
for  persons  in  the  Government  service  em¬ 
ployed  intermittently.X 

Sec.  11.  As  used  in  thisvAct,  the  term — 

(1)  “State”  shall  include  the  District  of 

Columbia;  \ 

(2)  “drug  abuser”  means 'any  person  who 
repeatedly  uses,  on  a  periodicNor  continuous*  1 
basis,  for  their  psychotoxic  effects  alone  and 
not  as  therapeutic  media  prescribed  in  the 
course  of  legitimate  medical  treatment,  any 
drug  or  drugs  capable  of  altering  or  affect¬ 
ing,  to  a  substantive  degree,  the  conscious¬ 
ness,  mood,  motivation,  or  critical  judgment 
of  an  individual,  or  the  psychomotor  coord¬ 
ination  or  the  perception  of  the  auditory  >or 
visual  sense  of  an  individual.  Such  drugs 
shall  include,  without  limitation  thereto, \ 
the  opiates,  cocaine,  marihuana,  barbiturates, 
and  amphetamines,  but  shall  not  include 
alcohol; 

(3)  “facilities”  means  buildings  or  other 
facilities  which  are  operated  for  the  primary 
purpose  of  assisting  in  the  treatment  and 
rehabilitation  of  drug  abusers  by  providing, 
under  competent  professional  supervision, 
detoxification  or  other  medical  treatment, 
physioal  therapy,  family  counseling,  psycho¬ 
therapy,  vocational  training,  help  hi  finding 
employment,  or  other  services.  The  term 
“facilities”  shall  include,  among  others,  fa¬ 
cilities  for  medical  care,  laboratories,  com¬ 
munity  clinics,  halfway  houses,  sheltered 
workshops,  and  camps; 

(4)  “construction”  includes  the  creation  of 
new  buildings,  acquisition,  expansion,  re¬ 
modeling,  and  alteration  of  existing  build¬ 
ings,  and  payment  of  architect’s  fees.  The 
term  “construction”  does  not  include  the 
cost  of  off-site  improvements  and  acquisi¬ 
tions  of  land. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
now  to  my  colleague,  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Case]. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  happy 
to  join  with  my  colleagues  from  New 
York  and  several  other  States  in  spon¬ 
sorship  of  this  legislation  to  advance  our 
battle  against  the  tragedy  of  narcotics 
addiction. 

Par  too  many  of  our  citizens  are  thV 
victims  of  this  terrible  fate;  far  too  mufti 
time  has  passed  without  the  achievement 
of  lasting  results  in  the  campaign  against 
this  age-old  affliction.  y 

It  is  my  belief  that  if  these /bills  can 
be  enacted  we  can  make  /important 
strides  in  the  direction  pi  returning 
thousands  of  addicts  to  formal,  useful 
lives.  / 

I  am  particularly  pleased  that  these 
measures  have  recognized  the  work  be¬ 
ing  done  by  private; nonprofit  organiza¬ 
tions  in  the  field yi  treatment.  By  pro¬ 
viding  these  organizations  with  working 
capital  to  cojaxinue  and  improve  their 
efforts  we  will  be  assured  of  both  balance 
and  additional  strength  in  this  good 
fight.  / 

But  Pwould  emphasize  that  treatment 
is  noj/the  last  step  in  the  rehabilitation 
of  the  narcotics  addict.  The  type  and 
quality  of  aftercare  are  crucial.  Here 
yfe  have  something  less  than  a  spec¬ 
tacular  record.  According  to  available 


estimates  the  relapse  rate  of  drug  addicts 
has  ranged  up  to  90  percent.  The  chief 
problem  seems  to  be  in  the  addict’s 
difficulty,  after  release  from  a  hospital 
or  rehabilitation  center,  in  making  a 
successful  adjustment  to  his  social  en¬ 
vironment. 

One  of  the  important  purposes  of  our 
legislation  is  to  deal  with  this  particular 
phase  of  the  problem  and  it  is  my  hope 
that  the  committees  which  take  up  these 
bills  will  give  it  the  most  careful  atten¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  may  I  ex¬ 
press  our  joint  gratitude  to  the  distin¬ 

guished  Senator  from  New  Jersey. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

ABSOLUTE  NECESSITY  FOR  ANNUAL  REVIEW  AND 
AUTHORIZATION  OF  AID  PROGRAM 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President, 
amendment  No.  220,  while  seemingly 
technical  in  form,  is  simple  in  substance. 
It  relates  to  the  period  of  time  for  which 
authorizations  would  be  approved  for 
the  foreign  aid  program. 

As  reported  by  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations,  S.  1837  provides 
for  a  2-year  authorization.  The  com¬ 
panion  measure  in  the  other  body — H.R. 
7750 — continues  the  practice,  heretofore 
unbroken,  of  annual  reviews  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  of  annual  authorizations. 

My  amendment  continues  past  prece¬ 
dents  and  brings  the  Senate  bill  in  line 
with  the  House  version. 

It  does  no  more  than  that. 

I  agree  with  that  portion  of  the  Senate 
committee’s  report  which  states:. 

Tbe  committee  this  year  approached  the 
foreign  aid  bUl  with  something  close  to  a 
consensus  on  three  basic  points:  first,  that 
some  kind  of  foreign  assistance  program  is 
essential  to  the  national  interests  of  the 
United  States;  second,  that  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  profound  dissatisfaction  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  conducted  under  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended;  and,  third,  that 
the  Congress  has  a  clear  duty  to  perform  in 
providing  policy  guidance  in  the  field  of  for¬ 
eign  relations,  including  the  aid  program. 

However,  I  cannot  agree  that  Congress 
is  performing  its  duty  by  admitting  that 
the  foreign  aid  program  needs  “policy 
guidance”  from  the  Congress,  while  at 
the  same  time  freeing  the  foreign  aid 
program  from  congressional  review  for  2 
years. 

True,  the  bill  before  us  contains  the 
so-called  Morse  amendment,  calling  for 
the  termination  of  the  program  in  2 
years  and  for  a  review  of  the  program 
and  the  formulation  of  a  new  approach 
by  a  select  committee  during  that  period. 

I  cannot  see  why  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment  necessitates  a  2 -year  authorization 
of  the  program  any  more  than  the  forma¬ 
tion  of  the  Clay  Committee  did  over  2 
years  ago. 

In  years  past,  we  have  seen  this  same 
approach  used  at  the  time  the  foreign  aid 
bill  was  before  the  House  and  Senate. 

Repeatedly  we  have  been  told:  Just  au¬ 
thorize  the  foreign  aid  program  for  1 
more  year.  Next  year,  things  will  be  dif¬ 
ferent.  Next  year,  we  will  come  up  to 
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the  Hill  with  a  new  program — with  a  new 
approach. 

When  the  next  year  came  around,  we 
had  the  same  old  program,  with  the 
same  old  pleas  for  1  more  year  and  the 
same  old  promise  of  a  new  approach  next 
year. 

This  year,  something  new  has  been 
added. 

Now  the  plea  is  made  that  the  admin¬ 
istration  needs  a  2 -year  authorization  to 
find  the  new  approach — 2  more  years  to 
find  the  new  look. 

I  cannot  distinguish  this  new  plea  from 
the  old  pleas  in  years  gone  by. 

What  is  likely  to  happen  if  we  grant 
this  newest  plea? 

Before  June  30,  1966,  if  the  Morse 
amendment  is  agreed  to — there  will  be 
a  report  submitted  to  the  President  by 
the  select  committee  provided  for  in  that 
amendment.  That  report  will  have  to 
be  studied.  The  more  than  22  Federal 
agencies  involved  in  one  way  or  another 
in  our  foreign  assistance  program  will 
be  asked  to  comment  on  the  report. 
Ways  will  have  to  be  found  in  which 
the  report  can  be  implemented  both 
legislatively  and  administratively.  Then 
by  June  30,  1966,  the  President  will  sub¬ 
mit  his  recommendations  to  Congress 
which  will  hold  hearings  on  the  recom¬ 
mendations.  By  then,  I  predict  it  will 
be  June  1967,  with  a  request  for  a  2- 
year  extension  so  that  all  the  implica¬ 
tions,  involvements  and  effects  upon  on¬ 
going  foreign  aid  programs  can  be 
studied. 

Of  course,  when  we  face  up  to  the 
question  again  in  1969,  the  1967  report 
will  by  then,  in  this  ever  faster-mov¬ 
ing  world,  be  outdated  and  a  fresh  study 
will  have  to  be  made. 

I  have  heard  all  this  before. 

On  October  28,  1963,  at  the  time  of 
the  long  and  well-remembered  debate  in 
the  Senate  on  the  foreign  aid  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  fiscal  year  1964,  the  able  and 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  stated: 

At  the  same  time,  I  would  urge  the  ad¬ 
ministration  not  to  delay  embarking  upon  a 
full-scale  reexamination  of  foreign  aid  re¬ 
quirements  before  the  next  session  of  Con¬ 
gress,  which  is  approaching  at  alarming 
speed. 

The  report  of  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  on  the  bill  then  before  us 
expressed  the  same  hope  in  these  words : 

Nevertheless,  the  committee  believes  that 
major  changes  remain  to  be  made  in  the 
foreign  aid  program.  In  fact,  the  committee 
gave  serious  consideration  to  an  amendment 
which  would  have  terminated  the  program 
in  its  present  form  June  30,  1965,  so  that 
both  the  Congress  and  the  administration 
could  consider  a  major  reorganization  and 
reorientation  of  the  program  prior  to  that 
date.  The  committee  refrained  from  adopt¬ 
ing  this  amendment  in  the  expecta¬ 
tion,  which  it  hopes  will  not  prove  unjusti¬ 
fied,  that  the  administration  will  submit  a 
fiscal  year  1965  program  to  Congress  which 
has  been  revamped  in  major  respects.  (S. 
Rept.  No.  588,  Oct.  22,  1963.) 

The  Senate  did  not  heed  these  long- 
familiar  words  then.  It  proceeded  to 
adopt  amendments  to  the  foreign  aid 
bill  and  to  authorize  only  a  1-year  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  program. 
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I  hope  that  the  Senate  does  the  same 
thing  this  year  and  again  fails  to  heed 
the  alluring  words  of  temptation  that  a 
new  look  will  be  forthcoming  if  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  extended  for  2  years. 

I  greatly  fear  that  this  is  but  another 
attempt  to  avoid  oversight  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  by  the  Congress,  even  as  the  at¬ 
tempt  is  made  in  other  parts  of  the  bill — 
as  I  shall  point  out  when  I  call  up  some 
of  my  other  amendments — to  turn  over 
the  program  to  multilateral  institutions 
over  which  Congress  exercises  no  control. 

The  reluctance  of  the  administrators 
of  our  foreign  aid  program  to  this  annual 
scrutiny  of  the  program  by  the  Congress 
is  well  known,  just  as  is  their  equally 
strong  reluctance  to  submit  to  other  con¬ 
gressional  controls  over  that  program. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  this  reluctance 
on  the  part  of  the  foreign  aid  program’s 
administrators  to  share  the  direction  of 
the  program’s  purposes  and  policies  with 
the  Congress  on  a  coequal  basis,  as  well- 
as  their  shrouding  the  entire  program  in 
a  blanket  of  oppressive  and  unnecessary 
secrecy,  account  in  good  measure  for  the 
lack  of  support  of  the  program  both  in 
Congress  and  among  the  people  of  the 
United  States. 

An  annual  review  of  a  program  as  far- 
reaching  as  our  foreign  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  can  be  most  salutary  and,  rather 
than  being  resisted,  should  be  welcomed 
by  the  executive  branch. 

We  must  be  entirely  realistic  about  the 
greatly  increased  burdens  bom  by  each 
Senator,  by  each  Representative,  and  by 
each  committee  and  subcommittee  of 
Congress.  In  the  flurry  of  other  activi¬ 
ties,  the  only  way  in  which  the  foreign 
aid  program  would  receive  an  annual  re¬ 
view  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  and  the  House  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs  is  through  the  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  a  device  such  as  annual  author¬ 
izations. 

It  has  been  said  that  annual  author¬ 
izations  thwart  long  range,  efficient 
planning. 

This  just  is  not  so. 

In  the  first  place,  we  are  dealing  here 
with  authorizations,  not  appropriations. 
In  any  sort  of  planning  by  AID — as  well 
as  by  most  of  our  domestic  programs — 
any  commitment  must  be  subject  to  the 
appropriation  of  funds  for  the  purpose. 
It  is  not  an  unknown  phenomenon  for 
programs  to  be  authorized  at  one  level 
and  then  funded  at  a  much  lower  level — 
or  not  funded  at  all. 

Thus,  even  if  the  recommendation  of 
the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
is  agreed  to,  and  the  foreign  aid  program 
were  to  be  authorized  at  the  rate  of  $3.3 
billion  a  year  for  a  2 -year  period,  the 
AID  administrators  have  no  assurance 
that  the  Appropriations  Committees  of 
each  body  would  recommend  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  such  a  sum,  either  for  this 
year  or  next. 

There  is  no  assurance  of  funds  in  an 
authorization  act  for  either  the  foreign 
aid  program  or  for  any  domestic  pro¬ 
gram. 

In  the  second  place,  the  foreign  assist¬ 
ance  act  requires  long-range  planning 
and  many,  if  not  all,  of  the  countries 
aided  under  the  foreign  aid  program 
have  their  3-year  plans,  their  5-year 


plans  or  their  10-year  plans.  AID  has 
assisted  in  the  development  of  those 
plans. 

There  is  no  dearth  of  planning  under 
the  foreign  aid  program. 

This  is  in  accordance  with  the  require¬ 
ment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  itself 
which  states: 

Assistance  shall  be  based  on  sound  plans 
and  programs. 

The  Charter  of  Punta  del  Este  pro¬ 
vides  : 

Participating  Latin  American  countries 
agree  to  introduce  or  strengthen  systems  for 
the  preparation,  execution,  and  periodic  re¬ 
vision  of  national  programs  for  economic  and 
social  development  consistent  with  the  prin¬ 
ciples,  objectives,  and  requirements  con¬ 
tained  in  this  document.  Participating 
Latin  American  countries  should  formulate, 
if  posisble  within  the  next  18  months,  long¬ 
term  development  programs. 

In  the  third  place,  it  is  said  that  it  is 
extfemely  difficult  to  recruit  able  per¬ 
sonnel  if  the  program  is  on  a  year  to  year 
authorization  basis. 

This  just  is  not  so. 

As  I  have  already  stated,  even  a  per¬ 
manent  authorization  for  the  AID  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  no  assurance  that  the 
level  of  the  appropriations  made  from 
year  to  year  would  remain  constant.  The 
AID  administration — like  any  other 
Federal  agency — is  subject  to  annual 
appropriations.  Some  years,  those  ap¬ 
propriations  will  enable  AID  to  recruit 
additional  employees — in  other  years  the 
appropriation  level  may  be  such  as  to  re¬ 
sult  in  reduction-in-force  notices  being 
sent  out. 

That  is  common  to  all  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies.  There  is  no  such 
thing  in  Federal  employment  as  an  ab¬ 
solute  right  to  a  job — that  right  is  al¬ 
ways  dependent  on  the  appropriation  of 
funds  to  run  the  department  or  agency. 

As  for  AID  contract  employees,  in  the 
detailed  report  I  filed  with  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
concerning  my  study  of  U.S.  foreign  aid 
in  10  Middle  Eastern  and  African  coun¬ 
tries.  I  cite  many  instances  of  contracts 
made  on  a  longer  than  1-year  basis — 
subject,  of  course,  to  the  appropriation  of 
funds.  This  is  done  constantly  in  the 
technical  assistance  program. 

In  the  fourth  place,  if  the  recruitment 
argument  is  advanced  as  a  reason  for  an 
authorization  for  a  period  longer  than  1 
year,  on  the  ground  that  capable  men  and 
women  cannot  be  recruited  because  they 
fear  that  the  foreign  aid  program  will  be 
out  of  business  at  the  end  of  the  year, 
then  I  say  that  the  AID  program  should 
reexamine  its  recruitment  policies  to  find 
out  why  they  are  not  working. 

The  foreign  aid  program  will  be  with 
us  for  a  long,  long  time  unless — and  this 
is  an  important  unless — unless  through 
faulty  administration,  waste,  duplication, 
and  general  mismanagement  the  AID 
program  becomes  anathema  to  the 
American  people.  And  that  day  may  be 
here  sooner  than  the  AID  administrators 
think  if  there  is  continued  waste  in  the 
program. 

It  is  entirely  obvious  that  using  the 
fact  that  authorizations  are  annual 
argument  to  excuse  careful  planning  and 
execution  of  the  foreign  aid  program  is  a 


subterfuge  in  an  attempt  to  avoid  an 
annual  review  of  the  program  by  the 
Congress. 

The  report  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  indicates  the  commit¬ 
tee  itself  was  reluctant  to  take  the  step 
of  recommending  a  2 -year  authorization 
for  the  foreign  aid  program.  It  did  so 
apparently  because  it  had  adopted  the 
Morse  amendment  terminating  the  pro¬ 
gram  at  the  end  of  the  1967  fiscal  year 
and  calling  for  new  program  recom¬ 
mendations.  The  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  stated  it  acted  thus  because: 

Under  tbe  circumstances,  then,  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  approving  for  a  2-year  period  the 
program  requested  by  the  President.  In 
view  of  the  widespread  criticism  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  foreign  aid  programs,  this  action  may  be 
queried  by  those  strongly  opposed  to  the  pro¬ 
gram.  The  main  point  here  is  that  intoler¬ 
able  confusion  would  result  if  Congress  tried 
in  1966  to  review  an  annual  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  traditional  format  at  the  same 
time  it  was  planning  a  future  program.  This 
bill  provides  that  the  current  program  is  to 
end  June  30,  1967.  The  President  is  to  sub¬ 
mit  his  proposals  for  a  new  program  by  July 
1,  1966,  so  that  Congress  will  have  ample  time 
to  consider  them  before  the  cutoff  date. 
Within  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  part  IV  of 
the  bill,  the  committee  maintains  an  open 
mind  as  to  the  results  of  the  inquiry  pro¬ 
vided  for. 

TMs  approach  is  unrealistic. 

It  will  be  widely  misinterpreted  in  the 
capitals  of  the  free  world  and  exploited 
in  the  Communist  world. 

The  malaria  eradication  program  to  be 
begun  next  month  in  country  X  and 
slated  to  take  3  years  for  completion  will 
not  end  on  July  1,  1967.  We  all  know 
that.  Why  tell  the  world  differently  so 
it  can  be  exploited  by  our  enemies 
abroad. 

Do  we  expect  AID  technical  assistance 
experts  in  every  country  where  such  as¬ 
sistance  is  now  being  given  to  begin  im¬ 
mediately  to  look  for  new  assignments 
beginning  July  1, 1967. 

Of  course  not. 

We  are  equally  unrealistic  to  assume 
that  we  will  be  believed  in  our  pro¬ 
nouncement  that  the  Public  Law  480  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  ended  on  July  1,  1966. 

But  the  adoption  of  the  committee’s 
provision  for  ending  the  program  on  a 
date  certainly  is  likely  to  cause  just  such 
confusion. 

The  foreign  aid  program  is  confused 
enough  without  the  Congress  further 
adding  to  the  confusion. 

I  appreciate  fully  the  frustration  of 
the  members  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations.  Two  years  ago 
the  committee  warned  AID  to  come  up 
with  a  completely  revamped  program. 
The  committee  in  its  report  stated : 

Nevertheless,  the  committe  believes  that 
major  changes  remain  to  be  made  in  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program.  In  fact,  the  committee 
gave  serious  consideration  to  an  amendment 
which  would  have  terminated  the  program  in 
its  present  form  June  30,  1965,  so  that  both 
the  Congress  and  the  administration  could 
consider  a  major  reorganiaztion  and  reorien¬ 
tation  of  the  program  prior  to  that  date. 
The  committee  refrained  from  adopting  this 
amendment  in  the  expectation,  which  it 
hopes  will  not  prove  unjustified,  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  will  submit  a  fiscal  year  1965 
program  to  Congress  which  has  been  re- 
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vamped  in  major  respects.  (S.  Rept.  No.  588, 
Oct.  22,  1963.) 

That  has  not  been  done. 

The  committee  having  jurisdiction  in 
the  Congress  for  oversight  over  foreign 
policy  matters  and  how  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
grams  should  be  carried  out  should  in¬ 
sist  upon  the  fulfillment  of  its  request. 
Ending  the  foreign  aid  program  on  a 
date  certain  is  definitely  not  the  way  to 
enforce  the  committee’s  request  for  a 
revamped  program — much  as  I  can  un¬ 
derstand  the  committee’s  annoyance  at 
this  bland  disregard  of  its  request. 

Consider  also  the  timing  under  the 
committee’s  proposal. 

The  report  by  the  President  contain¬ 
ing  his  proposals  for  a  new  program  is 
to  be  submitted  by  July  1,  1966,  less  than 
13  months  from  now.  The  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  “maintains  an  open 
mind  as  to  the  results  of  the  inquiry 
provided  for.” 

Under  this  program,  the  new  proposals 
will  be  before  the  Congress  beginning 
July  1,  1966.  The  budget  process  is  a 
long  one.  That  is  just  about  the  time 
each  country  team  will  be  beginning  that 
process  in  each  of  the  countries  aided. 
On  what  basis  will  each  of  those  country 
teams  plan  with  the  host  country?  On 
the  basis  of  one  on-going  program,  on 
the  basis  of  the  study  results,  on  the  basis 
of  the  President’s  proposals,  or  on  the 
basis  of  a  fourth  unknown  factor — how 
the  proposals  will  emerge  from  the  Con¬ 
gress  just  as  the  new  budget  is  to  go  into 
effect. 

What  I  fear  will  happen  to  this  decla¬ 
ration  terminating  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  is  that,  if  adopted  by  the  Senate, 
it  will  not  emerge  from  conference  and 
may  well  be  “traded  away”  for  a  2  year 
extension  of  the  program. 

For  that  reason  I  strongly  urge  the 
passage  of  my  amendment  No.  220, 
placing  the  foreign  aid  program — as  it 
has  been  in  the  past — on  an  annual  basis 
with  scrutiny  of  the  program  each  year 
by  the  Congress,  with  the  Congress  con¬ 
tinuing  to  change,  through  the  legisla¬ 
tive  process,  the  program  where  such 
improvements  do  not  come  about 
through  administrative  action. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  GrueningI. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  tears  the  heart  out  of  the 
bill  and  upsets  an  essential  part  of  the 
structure  which  was  painstakingly  put 
together  by  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee. 

The  provision  in  the  committee  bill  for 
a  2 -year  authorization  is  indissolubly 
linked  to  other  provisions  in  the  com¬ 


mittee  bill  terminating  the  AID  program 
June  30, 1967,  and  providing  for  a  search¬ 
ing  study  in  the  meantime. 

Under  the  committee  bill,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  to  submit  to  the  Congress  by 
June  1,  1966,  his  recommendations  for 
such  foreign  assistance  programs  as  he 
may  deem  desirable  subsequent  to  the 
1967  termination  of  the  present  program. 

If  the  pending  bill  does  not  carry  a 
2 -year  authorization,  it  will  mean  that 
in  the  spring  and  summer  of  1966  the 
Congress  will  again  be  considering  a  1- 
year  extension  of  the  same  tired,  old  pro¬ 
gram  at  the  same  time  that  it  is  receiving 
the  President’s  recommendations  for  a 
new  program.  Furthermore,  in  the  fall 
of  1965  and  the  winter  of  1965-66,  the 
executive  branch  will  have  to  concern  it¬ 
self  with  extension  of  the  existing  pro¬ 
gram  at  the  same  time  that  it  will  sup¬ 
posedly  be  planning  a  new  program. 

This  will  lead  to  nothing  but  confusion 
and  waste  motion  and  will  require  the 
needless  expenditure  of  a  great  deal  of 
time  and  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
to  the  detriment  of  other  matters  which 
require  our  attention. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  in  con¬ 
nection  with  planning  a  post-1967  pro¬ 
gram,  the  committee  bill  provides  for  a 
Foreign  Aid  Planning  Committee  to  be 
appointed  jointly  by  the  President,  Vice 
President  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House. 
This  Committee  is  to  submit  its  final  re¬ 
port  on  or  before  January  3,  1967.  We 
may  assume  that  the  membership  of  this 
Committee  will  include  members  of  the 
Congress  as  well  as  officials  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  who  are  most  concerned  with 
foreign  aid  and  who  cannot  very  well 
do  the  highly  important  planning  job 
which  has  been  given  to  them  if  they 
have  to  concern  themselves  at  the  same 
time  with  another  one-year  extension  of 
the  existing  program. 

Finally,  as  the  committee  report  points 
out — page  5 — it  is  clearly  understood 
that  despite  the  2-year  authorization  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  watch  the  foreign  assistance 
program  closely  in  carrying  out  its  func¬ 
tions  of  legislative  oversight  under  the 
Legislative  Reorganization  Act.  Con¬ 
gress  will  also  have  an  opportunity  to  re¬ 
view  the  program  through  the  appro¬ 
priation  process. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  owe  it 
to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
[Mr.  Fulbright]  and  to  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening]  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment  on  the  history  of  the  so-called 
Morse  amendment  in  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee,  so  that  both  Senators 
will  understand  why  I  shall  vote  against 
the  Gruening  amendment  this  after¬ 
noon. 

As  my  colleagues  on  the  committee 
know,  when  I  first  proposed  my  amend¬ 
ment,  I  requested  a  period  of  1  year, 
instead  of  2  years,  which  means  that 
originally  I  shared  the  view  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alaska.  In  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  we  discussed  various 
modifications  of  the  Morse  amendment. 
The  original  Morse  amendment  was 
modified  in  several  respects,  this  being 
one  of  them.  We  endeavored  to  arrive 
at  conscionable  compromises  which  I 


thought  would  not  at  all  impair  the  ob¬ 
jective  which  I  had.  Of  course,  my  ob¬ 
jective  is  to  bring  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  as  it  is  now  constituted  to  an  end 
and  start  over  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal 
year  1967.  I  agreed  to  go  along  with 
the  2 -year  provision.  I  was  moved  to 
go  along  with  the  2 -year  provision  for 
the  reasons  that  the  Senator  from  Ark¬ 
ansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  has  pointed  out, 
but  concerning  which  I  wish  to  speak 
with  my  own  lips  for  the  Record.  In  our 
discussion  in  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  we  made  it  clear  that  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  would  not  cease 
to  exist  during  the  2 -year  period.  If 
any  problem  should  develop  in  regard  to 
foreign  aid  during  that  2-year  period, 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  would 
be  in  a  position  to  take  jurisdiction  over 
it,  hold  hearings  oh  it,  and  make  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Senate,  including  leg¬ 
islative  recommendations. 

I  wish  to  be  fair  to  the  Senator  from 
Alaska.  During  that  2-year  period  the 
President  would  be  in  a  position  to  veto 
any  proposed  legislation  that  we  might 
offer.  Of  course,  he  would  be  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  veto  a  foreign  aid  bill,  although 
we  know  the  probabilities  of  such  action 
are  not  nearly  as  great  as  the  probabili¬ 
ties  would  be  if  we  in  the  2 -year  period 
passed  a  piece  of  proposed  legislation 
that  was  not  expansive  in  nature.  But 
I  would  fight  to  protect  the  President’s 
right  to  exercise  that  check,  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alaska  knows.  The  fact  that 
we  shall  be  in  a  position  to  call  attention 
to  and  to  take  legislative  action  on  any¬ 
thing  that  should  develop  within  the 
2-year  period  that  warrants  such  action 
would  be  substantial  protection  to  the 
country. 

Furthermore,  I  must  admit  that  there 
is  great  merit  in  the  argument  which  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  used  in  our  com¬ 
mittee  hearings  when  he  proposed  the 
arrangement  for  a  2-year  period.  The 
Commission  that  is  provided  for  in  the 
Morse  amendment  should  have  2  years 
in  which  to  work  if  the  Commission  is  to 
do  the  job  that  we  desire  it  to  do. 

I  stress  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
that  this  does  not  mean  that  if  in  the 
course  of  2  years  the  Commission  itself 
should  find  some  particular  item  should 
be  rectified  immediately,  it  could  not  pro¬ 
ceed  to  make  a  recommendation  accord¬ 
ingly.  Nothing  in  the  amendment  is  in¬ 
tended  to  mean  that  we  cannot  take  any 
action  until  the  2  years  have  expired. 
It  only  means  that  the  program  as  a 
whole  would  not  come  to  an  end  until 
the  end  of  the  2-year  period. 

I  feel  that  I  owe  it  to  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  to  make  that  explanation,  point¬ 
ing  out  why  I  shall  vote  against  his 
amendment  this  afternoon,  although  he 
and  I  usually  stand  together  on  proposed 
modifications  of  foreign  aid.  I  believe 
that,  taking  all  fatcors  into  considera¬ 
tion,  the  amendment  should  be  adopted 
by  the  Senate  as  it  was  adopted  by  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  and  that 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  should  not  be  accepted. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  what  the  situation  would  be 
if  the  Morse  amendment  were  removed 
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from  the  bill  In  conference,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  House  has  taken  posi¬ 
tive  action  to  continue  the  program  1 
year  at  a  time,  as  we  always  have  done; 
and  it  seems  possible  that  the  House 
may  not  yield.  What  would  be  the  situ¬ 
ation  then? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  say  to  my  good  friend 
from  Alaska  that  it  would  be  awful.  But 
does  the  Senator  from  Alaska  believe 
that  there  is  more  possibility  that  his 
proposal  would  survive  a  conference 
than  mine? 

Mr.  GRUENIN G.^  My  experience  has 
been  that  most  of  my  proposals  have 
had  pretty  tough  sledding  in  conference. 
But  I  would  suspect  since  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
the  approval  of  the  committee,  it  would 
probably  fare  better. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  believe  that  in  con¬ 
ference  a  2-year  program  would  fare 
better  than  a  1-year  program. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 
On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  T  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hart],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  and  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  and  the  Sen- 
tor  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers]  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu¬ 
son].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  would  vote  “yea” 
and  the  Senator  from  Washington  would 
vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Mor¬ 
ton],  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty],  and  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Murphy]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pear¬ 
son]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall]  is  detained  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy]  would  vote 
“yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Pearson]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  26, 
nays  63,  as  follows: 


[No.  113  Leg.] 
TEAS— 26 


Bennett 

Fannin 

Russell,  Ga. 

Bible 

Gruening 

Simpson 

Burdick 

Hill 

Talmadge 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hruska 

Thurmond 

Cotton 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Tower 

Curtis 

McClellan 

Williams,  Del. 

Eastland 

Mundt 

Yarborough 

Ellender 

Robertson 

Young,  Ohio 

Ervin 

Russell,  S.C. 

NAYS — 63 

Aiken 

Hartke 

Miller 

Allott 

Hayden 

Mondale 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Monroney 

Bartlett 

Holland 

Montoya 

Bass 

Inouye 

Morse 

Bayh 

Jackson 

Moss 

Boggs 

Javits 

Muskie 

Brewster 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Nelson 

Cannon 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Pastore 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Pell 

Church 

Kuchel 

Proxmire 

Clark 

Lausche 

Randolph 

Cooper 

Long,  Mo. 

Ribicoff 

Dirksen 

Long,  La. 

Scott 

Dodd 

Mansfield 

Smith 

Dominick 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Douglas 

McGee 

Stennis 

Fong 

McGovern 

Symington 

Fulbright 

McIntyre 

Tydings 

Gore 

McNamara 

Williams,  N.J. 

Harris 

Metcalf 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

NOT  VOTING— 

-11 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Morton 

Prouty 

Carlson 

Murphy 

SaltonstaU 

Hart 

Neuberger 

Smathers 

Magnuson 

Pearson 

So  Mr.  Gruening’s  amendment  was 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


TRANSFER  OF  TITLE  TO  MOVABLE 
PROPERTY  TO  CERTAIN  AGENCIES 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  on  S.  1000. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Har¬ 
ris  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the  Senate 
the  amendments  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  to  the  bill  (S.  1000)  to  amend 
the  act  of  July  29,  1954,  as  amended,  to 
permit  transfer  of  title  to  movable  prop¬ 
erty  to  agencies  which  assume  operation 
and  maintenance  responsibility  for  proj¬ 
ect  works  serving  municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial  functions,  which  were,  on  page  2, 
lines  3  and  4,  strike  out  “(43  U.S.C.  371, 
note),”  and  insert  “(43  U.S.C.  371  et 
seq.) ,”,  and  on  page  2,  after  line  18  in¬ 
sert: 

Sec.  2.  Whenever  a  municipal  corporation 
or  other  organization  to  which  water  for  mu¬ 
nicipal,  domestic,  or  industrial  use  is  fur¬ 
nished  or  distributed  under  a  contract  en¬ 
tered  into  with  the  United  States  pursuant 
to  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  so  requests, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to 
transfer  to  it  or  its  nominee  the  care,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  of  the  works  by  which 
such  water  supply  is  made  available  or  such 
part  of  those  works  as,  in  his  judgment,  is 
appropriate  in  the  circumstances,  subject  to 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  may  pre¬ 
scribe. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  S.  1000 
was  approved  unanimously  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
and  was  unanimously  passed  by  the 
Senate. 

In  the  House,  an  amendment  was 
added  authorizing  the  Department  of 


the  Interior  to  cover  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  activities  of  municipal,  domes¬ 
tic,  or  industrial  water  users  who,  by, 
inadvertence,  were  not  covered  in  the 
bill  as  it  passed  the  Senate.  There  is 
no  controversy  about  the  amendment. 
I  move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
amendments  of  the  House. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  roll- 
call  is  in  progress.  The  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  resumed  the  call¬ 
ing  of  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENTS  NOS.  221  AND  224 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendments  numbered  221  and 
224  and  ask  that  their  reading  be  dis¬ 
pensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendments  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point.  . 

The  amendment  (No.  221)  offered  by 
Mr.  Gruening  is  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  lines  11-13,  delete  the  following 
words:  “United  States  and  other  free  world 
nations  place  an  increasing  portion  of  their 
assistance  programs  on  a  multilateral  basis 
and  the”. 

The  amendment  (No.  224)  offered  by 
Mr.  Gruening  is  as  follows: 

On  pages  3  and  4,  delete  subsection  (b). 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendments 
be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  the 
first  amendment,  No.  221,  would  strike 
out  that  portion  of  the  policy  finding  that 
the  “United  States  and  other  free  world 
nations  place  an  increasing  portion  of 
their  assistance  programs  on  a  multilat¬ 
eral  basis.” 

The  second  amendment.  No.  224, 
would  strike  out  subsection  102(b)  of  the 
bill. 

That  subsection,  as  reported,  reads  as 
follows : 

In  order  to  serve  the  purposes  of  this  title 
and  the  policy  contained  in  section  619,  the 
President,  after  consideration  of  the  extent 
of  additional  participation  by  other  coun¬ 
tries,  may  make  available,  in  addition  to  any 
other  funds  available  for  such  purposes,  on 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  determines, 
not  to  exceed  20  per  centum  of  the  funds 
made  available  for  this  title  to  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Development  Association,  the  Interna- 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


12592 


June  9,  1965 


tional  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Devel¬ 
opment,  or  the  International  Finance  Corpo¬ 
ration  for  use  pursuant  to  the  laws  govern¬ 
ing  United  States  participation  in  such 
institutions,  if  any,  and  the  governing  stat¬ 
utes  thereof  and  without  regard  to  section 
201  or  any  other  requirements  of  this  or  any 
Act. 

Previously,  the  law  permitted  the 
transfer  of  up  to  10  percent  to  the  Inter¬ 
national  Development  Association.  Un¬ 
der  this  new  provision,  the  amount  the 
President  can  transfer  has  been  doubled 
and  he  is  now  authorized  to  transfer  that 
sum  not  only  to  the  International  Devel¬ 
opment  Association  but  also  to  the  In¬ 
ternational  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and 
Development  and  the  International  Fi¬ 
nance  Corporation. 

This  means  that  in  5  years,  through 
this  provision,  $1,500  million  could  be 
transferred  away  from  congressional 
control  and  into  international  control. 
All  of  the  carefully  worked  out  controls 
and  limitations,  now  contained  in  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act,  would  no  longer 
be  applicable  to  this  foreign-controlled 
fund. 

Gone  would  be  the  limitations  and  as¬ 
sistance  now  governed  by  the  Hicken- 
looper  amendment,  an  amendment  which 


has  proven  to  be  a  great  deterrent  to  ex¬ 
propriations  of  U.S.  property  abroad. 

Gone  would  be  the  safeguards  for  the 
use  of  development  loan  funds  for  pur¬ 
chases  in  the  United  States,  thereby  aid¬ 
ing  our  balance-of-payments  problem. 

Gone  would  be  the  requirement  for 
detailed  plans  and  cost  estimates. 

Gone  would  be  the  requirement  for 
shipping  a  certain  percentage  of  pur¬ 
chases  in  American  bottoms. 

Gone  would  be  the  restrictions  on  aid 
to  Cuba,  Poland,  Yugoslavia,  and  other 
Communist  countries. 

Gone  would  be  the  restriction  on  aid 
to  countries  shipping  goods  to  Cuba. 

Gone  would  be  the  restriction  on  aid¬ 
ing  businesses  abroad  that  will  ship  goods 
into  the  United  States  in  competition 
with  our  own  businesses. 

Gone  would  be  the  restriction  against 
aid  to  countries  preparing  for  aggression 
against  their  neighbors. 

Gone  would  be  the  restriction  against 
aid  to  Indonesia. 

Gone  would  be  the  restriction  against 
aid  to  countries  having  no  investment 
guarantees. 

Gone  would  be  the  restriction  against 
aid  to  economically  developed  countries. 


All  these  would  be  gone. 

Also  gone  would  be  restrictions  on  the 
lowness  of  the  interest  rates  which  could 
be  charged  on  the  loans  made  by  these 
international  institutions  loaning  U.S. 
tax  dollars.  Thus  while  the  U.S.  tax¬ 
payers  were  paying  5%  percent  interest 
to  raise  the  money  to  turn  over  to  these 
international  lending  institutions,  those 
very  same  institutions  were  lending  $300 
million  to  India  at  three-fourths  of  1 
percent  interest  for  50  years  for  high¬ 
ways,  irrigation,  power,  and  railway 
projects;  or  $32.5  million  to  Pakistan  at 
three-fourths  of  1  percent  interest  for 
50  years  for  irrigation,  flood  control,  and 
ports  projects;  or  $13  million  to  Sudan 
at  three-fourths  of  1  percent  interest  for 
50  years  for  an  irrigation  project. 

These  are  actual  examples  of  loans 
made  in  the  past  by  the  International 
Development  Association. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  list 
of  loans  and  their  terms  made  by  the 
International  Development  Association 
be  inserted  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Statement  of  development  credits  June  30,  1963 

[Expressed  in  U.S.  currency] 


Member  in  whose 
territories  develop¬ 
ment  credits  have 
been  made 


Chile. 


China. 


Total. 

Colombia _ 

Costa  Rica.. 
El  Salvador. 

Ethiopia _ 

Haiti _ 

Honduras... 


India- 


Total. 


Jordan _ 

Korea _ 

Nicaragua.  . 

Pakistan... 


Total. 
Paraguay .  _ . 


Sudan  _  _ 
Tunisia. 

Turkey 


Total _ 

United  Kingdom, 
Swaziland. 

Grand  total . 


Program  or  project 


Date  of 
development 
credit 
agreement 


Road  construction  . 


Harbor  dredging _ 

Ground  water  development _ 

Municipal  water  supply _ _ 

Development  of  private  industry.. 


Road  project _ 

Road  construction  and  maintenance. 

Third  highway  project _ 

Road  development _ 

Interim  highway  project _ 

Western  highway  improvement _ 


Highway  construction  and  improve¬ 
ment. 

Tube  well  irrigation _ _ 

Shetrunji  irrigation  project _ 

Salandi  irrigation  project _ 

Punjab  flood  protection  and  drainage. 

Durgapur  power  extension _ 

Sone  irrigation  project _ 

Purna  irrigation  project _ 

2d  Koyna  power  project _ 

Bombay  port  project _ 

Telecommunications _ 

Railway  improvement _ 

Kothagudem  power  project _ 


Amman  water  supply  project.. 

Railway  development . . 

Managua  water  supply  project. 


Dacca  irrigation  project _ 

Inland  ports  project _ 

Khairpur  irrigation  project. 
Industrial  estates  project.  _. 
Brahmaputra  flood  project. 


Highway  improvement  and  mainte¬ 
nance. 

Roseires  irrigation  project _ 

School  construction _ 


Development  of  private  industry. 

Cukurova  power  project _ 

Seyhan  irrigation  project _ 


Highway  construction . .  Mar.  14,1902 


June  28,1961 

Aug.  30,1961 
Aug.  30,1961 
Sept.  6,1961 
Dec.  1, 1961 


Aug.  28,1961 


Oct. 

Nov. 

Feb. 

Nov. 

May 


13. 1961 
2, 1962 

27, 1963 
2, 1962 

12. 1961 


June  21, 1961 

Sept.  0,1961 
Nov.  22, 1961 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 

Feb.  14,1962 
June  29,1962 
July  18,1962 
Aug.  8, 1962 
Sept.  14, 1962 

_ do _ 

Mar.  22, 1963 
May  24,1963 


Dec.  22,1961 
Aug.  17,1962 
Sept.  7,1962 

Oct.  19,  1961 
Nov.  22, 1961 
June  29, 1962 
Nov.  2, 1962 
June  26,1963 


Oct.  26,1961 

June  14,1961 
Sept.  17, 1902 

Nov.  23, 1962 
Feb.  1, 1963 
May  31,1963 


Maturities 


1971- 2011 

1972- 2011 
1972-2011 
1972-2011 
1972-2011 


1971-2011 

1971- 2011 

1972- 2012 

1973- 2013 
1972-2012 
1971-2011 

1971-2011 

1971- 2011 

1972- 2011 
1972-2011 
1972-2011 

1972- 2012 

1973- 2012 
1973-2012 
1973-2012 
1973-2012 
1973-2012 
1973-2012 
1973-2013 


1971- 2011 
1973-2012 

1972- 2012 

1972-2011 

1972- 2011 

1973- 2012 
1973-2012 
1973-2013 


1972-2011 

1971- 2011 

1972- 2012 

1973- 2012 
1973-2012 
1973-2012 


1972-2011 


Service 

charge 

rate, 

percent 


Hotl... 

Hotl.. 
H  of  1— 
Hotl... 
Hon... 


Hot  i... 
Mofi... 
H  of  l— 
H  of  l... 
H  ofl._ 
%  of  1... 

Hotl... 

Hotl... 
Hotl... 
Hotl... 
Hotl... 
Hotl... 
Hotl... 
H  of  i... 
Hotl... 
Hotl... 
Hotl... 
Hotl.. 
Hotl... 


H  of  1. 
Hotl. 
Hot  l. 

H  of  l. 
Hotl. 
Hotl. 
H  of  1- 
Hoil. 


Hotl... 

Hotl. 
Hot  l. 

Hotl. 

Hotl. 

H  of  l- 


Hot  l. 


Original 

principal 

amount 


$19, 000, 000 


2, 200, 000 
3, 700,  000 
4, 400, 000 
5,  000,  000 


15, 300, 000 
19,  500,  000 
5,  500,  000 
8,  000,  000 
13,  500,  000 
350,  000 
9,  000,  000 


60,  000,000 

6,  000,  000 
4,  500,000 
8,  000,  000 
10,  000,  000 
18,  500,  000 
15,  000,  000 
13,  000,  000 

17,  500,  000 

18,  000,  000 
42,000,000 
67,  500,  000 
20,  000, 000 


300,  000,  000 

2,  000,  000 
14,  000,  000 
3,  000,  000 


1,  000,  000 
2,  000,  000 
18,  000,  000 
6,  500, 000 
5,  000,  000 


32,  500, 000 

6,000,000 

13,  000,  000 
5,000,000 


5,000,000 
1,  700,  000 
20,  000,  000 


26,  700,  000 
2,  800,  000 


495, 150,  000 


Development 
credits 
not  yet 
effective  1 


$13, 500, 000 


20,  000,  000 


20,000,000 

"3, "566, '565' 


5, 000, 000 


5, 000, 000 


20, 000, 000 


20, 000, 000 


61,  500,  000 


Effective 
development 
credits 
held  by 
association 


$19, 000,  000 


2,  200,  000 
3,  700,  000 
4, 400,  000 
5,  000,  000 


15,  300,  000 
19,  500,  000 
5,  500,  000 
8,  000,  000 


350, 000 
9,  000,000 


60,  000,  000 

6,000,000 
4,  500,000 
8,  000,  000 
10,  000,  000 
18,  500,  000 
15,  000, 000 
13,  000,  000 

17,  500,  000/ 

18,  000,  000 
42,  000, 000 
67,  500, 000 


280, 000,  000 

2,  000,  000 

14,  000,  000 


1,  000,  000 
2,  000,000 
18, 000,  000 
6,  500,  000 


27,  500, 000 

6,000,  000 

13,  000,  000 
5,  000,  000 


5,000,000 
1,  700,  000 


6,  700,  000 
2,  800,  000 


433,  650,  000 


Principal 

amount 

disbursed 


$2, 458, 974 


98,945 
809,  633 
2, 712, 939 
911, 128 


4,  532,  645 
4,  085,  235 
116,636 
96,  340 


262,  980 
2,  408,  885 


15, 153,  511 

1,  933, 724 
1,  043,  360 
832,  492 
5, 844,  936 


1,  889,  092 

2,  737,  851 


2, 149,  914 
2,  090, 051 
14,  816,  092 


48,  491,  023 

26,039 
24,  956 


154,  805 
288,228 
99,  319 
36, 352 


578,  704 
100,095 

2,  819,  471 


4,819 
302,  907 


307,  726 
2,  051, 184 


68, 360,  893 


Undisbursed 
balance  of 
effective 
development 
credits  2 


$16, 541, 026 


2, 101,055 
2,890,367 
1,687,061 
4, 088, 872 


10,  767, 355 
15,  414, 765 
5,  383,  364 
7,  903, 660 


87,020 
6,  591, 115 


44,  846, 489 

4,  066,  276 
3,  456,  640 
7, 167,  508 
4, 155,  064 
18,  500,  000 

13. 110.908 
10,  262, 149 
17,  500, 000 
15,850,  086 
39,  909,  949 

52. 683. 908 


231,  508, 977 

1, 973, 961 
13, 975, 044 


845, 195 
1,711,772 
17,  900, 681 
6,  463,  648 


26, 921,  296 
5, 899,  905 

10, 180,  529 
5,000,000 


4, 995, 181 
1, 397,  093 


6,  392, 274 
748, 816 


365,  289, 107 


1  Agreements  providing  for  these  development  credits  have  been  signed,  but  the 
development  credits  do  not  become  effective  and  disbursements  thereunder  do  not 
start  until  the  borrower  takes  certain  action  and  furnishes  certain  documents  to  the 
Association. 


2  Of  the  undisbursed  balance  the  Association  has  entered  into  irrevocable  commit¬ 
ments  to  disburse  $16,344,659. 
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June  9,  1965 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  clear-cut  attempt  to  turn  over  the 
entire  Development  Loan  Fund — now 
under  the  control  of  the  Congress,  loose 
as  that  control  may  be — to  the  Inter¬ 
national  Development  Association. 

Recently  the  Washington  Daily  News 
carried  a  story  of  one  loan  by  the  Inter- 
American  Bank — for  which  Congress  this 
year  voted  an  additional  $750  million 
over  a  3-year  period. 

The  Inter-American  Bank  had  made  a 
substantial  loan  to  an  agrarian  bank  in 
the  Dominican  Republic.  That  Govern¬ 
ment — not  the  Inter-American  Bank — 
ordered  an  audit  by  a  very  reputable 
American  accounting  firm  of  the  Domin¬ 
ican  bank’s  activities  for  the  first  5 
months  of  1964.  In  an  obvious  attempt 
to  influence  the  political  course  of  events 
in  the  Dominican  Republic  the  so-called 
loyalists  released  the  report,  which 
showed  glaring  deficiencies  in  the 
management  of  the  Dominican  bank. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  story 
by  John  T.  O’Rourke,  entitled  “It’s  Only 
Money — How  Not  To  Run  a  Bank;  U.S. 
$7  Million  Is  Mislaid,”  as  it  appeared  in 
the  Washington  Daily  News  for  June  2, 
1965,  and  the  editorial  on  the  same  date, 
entitled  “It’s  Your  Money,”  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my 
remarks 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
mention  this  incident  to  ask  this  ques¬ 
tion:  How  closely  are  the  loans  made  by 
these  international  lending  institutions 
scrutinized? 

I  am  concerned  with  more  than  the 
auditing  of  the  accounts  here  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  With  respect  to  the  Internation¬ 
al  Development  Association,  its  accounts 
here  in  Washington  are  audited  by  the 
well-known  film  of  Price  Waterhouse 
Co.  But  what  of  the  loan  made  by  the 
International  Development  Association 
on  November  23,  1962,  of  $5  million  for 
the  “development  of  private  industry”  or 
the  loan  of  $13  million  to  Sudan  for 
“school  construction”  and  all  the  other 
loans?  Are  these  accounts  audited  in 
the  host  countries?  If  so,  by  whom? 

In  the  case  of  the  Dominican  Repub¬ 
lic  audit,  it  was  made  by  a  private  com¬ 
pany  for  the  Government  of  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic  and  not  for  the  Inter- 
American  Bank.  One  is  forced  to  the 
conclusion  that,  save  for  the  troubled 
situation  existing  in  that  island,  this 
audit  would  never  have  seen  the  light  of 
day. 

This  is  a  matter  which  should  be  thor¬ 
oughly  investigated. 

We  should  not  hasten — as  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  in  this  bill 
seeks  to  do — to  turn  over  U.S.  dollars  to 
international  organizations  until  we  are 
certain  that  those  organizations  take 
proper  precautions  to  insure  that  the 
funds  loaned  will  be  used  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  for  which  they  were  loaned  and 
for  no  other. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  my  amendments 
Nos.  221  and  224  to  insure  U.S.  control 
over  the  tax  dollars  of  U.S.  taxpayers. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  my  amendments. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  are  ordered. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Exhibit  1 

[Prom  the  Washington  Daily  News,  June  2, 
1965J 

It’s  Only  Money — How  Not  To  Run  a  Bank; 

U.S.  $7  Million  Is  Mislaid 
(By  John  T.  O’Rourke) 

About  $7  million  of  U.S.  counterpart  funds 
were  mishandled  by  the  Dominican  Repub¬ 
lic’s  Banco  Agricola  (Agricultural  Bank)  and 
U.S.  law  was  violated,  It  was  revealed  today. 

This  bank  is  practically  the  baby  of  the 
Inter-American  Development  Bank,  which 
has  spoon  fed  it  with  the  richest  baby  food 
there  is — dollars — which  it  gets  largely  from 
congressional  appropriations. 

The  Inter-American  Development  Bank 
has  sent  hordes  of  advisers  to  try  to  steer 
the  Dominican  bank’s  policies  and  it  is  re¬ 
ported  that  it  has  advisers  there  right  now. 

GOOD  SHAPE 

As  a  result,  the  Inter-American  Develop¬ 
ment  Bank’s  own  funds  there  are  in  good 
shape,  officials  here  in  Washington  said  to¬ 
day.  They  are  kept  in  a  separate  account. 
The  Development  Bank’s  officials  were  aware 
of  the  spongy  condition  of  Banco  Agricola 
from  the  very  beginning,  it  was  learned  to¬ 
day,  but  were  faced  with  the  need  of  using 
the  financial  tools  which  were  already  in 
existence. 

One  financial  consultant  called  it  "insti¬ 
tutionalized  chaos”  and  said  “no  banker  in 
the  Western  World  could  ever  identify  it  as  a 
bank  at  all.” 

A  director  of  the  government-owned  Banco 
Agricola  is,  or  was,  Sr.  Antonio  Guzman,  who 
until  recently  was  prominently  mentioned  as 
a  possible  temporary  president  for  the  leader¬ 
less  island  nation.  Some  reporters  said  he 
was  acceptable  both  to  White  House  negotia¬ 
tor  McGeorge  Bundy  and  also  to  Ool.  Fran¬ 
cisco  Caamano  Deno,  head  of  the  self-styled 
constitutionalist  rebels. 

ON  THE  BOARD 

Sr.  Guzman  was  Minister  of  Agriculture 
under  the  deposed  president,  Dr.  Juan  Bosch, 
as  well  as  a  member  of  the  bank’s  board  of 
directors.  During  that  time  many,  but  not 
all,  of  the  hank  loans  were  made  on  notes  and 
collateral  which  cannot  now  be  found. 

The  Washington  Daily  New’s  published  last 
week  for  the  first  time  some  details  of  the 
scandalous  condition  in  which  auditors 
found  the  Bank’s  affairs.  Denials  followed. 

Actually,  the  audit  shows  that  about  two- 
thirds  of  what  the  Bank  stated  were  assets 
were  not  assets  at  all.  Of  the  Bank’s  claimed 
$118  million  assets,  the  auditors  approved 
only  $43  million.  The  rest,  apparently,  has 
gone  with  the  wind. 

ALLEGED  RED 

During  the  Bosch  regime,  the  head  of  the 
Bank  was  Sr.  Rafael  Jorge.  Sr.  Jorge’s  son, 
Rafael  Jorge  Tello,  is  reported  to  be  a  Com¬ 
munist  and  with  the  rebels) .  During  Sr. 
Jorge’s  management,  and  while  Sr.  Guzman 
served  both  as  cabinet  minister  and  Bank 
board  member,  the  U.S.  counterpart  fund 
became  tangled  with  the  Bank’s  already 
snarled  affairs. 

U.S.  counterpart  funds  are  accumulated  by 
the  sale  of  U.S.  surplus  commodities.  The 
United  States  agrees  that  money  it  receives 
shall  be  spent  inside  the  country  which 
bought  the  commodities. 

On  its  side,  the  country  agreeing  to  the 
arrangement  promises  that  it  shall  keep 
these  funds  sequestered  in  a  separate  ac¬ 
count,  disbursing  them  only  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  U.S.  officials.  All  this  is  accord¬ 
ing  to  Public  Law  480. 

ignored  law 

The  Bosch  administration  violated  this 
agreement  and  ignored  the  U.S.  law  control¬ 
ling  the  funds. 
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Counterpart  funds  were  not  segregated. 
Instead,  they  were  fed  into  the  bank’s  gen¬ 
eral  cash  flow  and  used  for  whatever  pur¬ 
poses,  without  U.S.  approval.  Some  time  ago, 
the  U.S.  State  Department  discovered  this 
situation  and  immediately  and  vigorously 
cracked  down;  but  by  that  time,  the  Bosch 
regime  had  been  overthrown  by  the  mili¬ 
tary. 

The  military  junta  was  succeeded  after  a 
short  time  by  a  temporary  civilian  govern¬ 
ment  headed  by  Donald  Reid  Cabral.  As 
soon  as  he  received  the  State  Department’s 
stern  representations,  he  ordered  his  new 
Bank  management  to  reconstitute  fully  the 
counterpart  fund  account  and  handle  it  ac¬ 
cording  to  law  and  the  agreement  between 
the  two  countries.  This  was  done. 

Meantime,  the  audit  by  the  internationally 
known  accounting  firm  of  Ernst  and  Ernst 
was  progressing.  It  had  started  during  the 
previous  regime,  but  was  completed  and 
handed  to  President  Reid  Cabral  just  before 
the  military  overthrew  him  as  well. 

ASSETS  AND  ASSETS 

In  referring  to  the  $75  million  discrepancy 
between  what  it  said  were  assets  and  what 
the  bank  said  were  assets,  the  Ernst  and 
Ernst  audit  makes  on  page  4  what  is  prob¬ 
ably  one  of  the  most  restrained  financial 
understatements  of  the  year,  when  it  re¬ 
marks  : 

“As  a  result  of  our  examination,  the  fi¬ 
nancial  statements  previously  prepared  by 
the  bank,  as  of  May  31,  1964,  have  been  re¬ 
vised  substantially.” 

That  is,  revised  $75  million  worth,  down¬ 
ward. 

On  the  same  page,  the  audit  goes  on  to 
say: 

“Contracts  were  inspected  for  the  respec¬ 
tive  loan  ledger  cards  and  we  were  unable 
to  locate  approximately  3,900. 

“We  also  inspected  the  mortgages  and  were 
unable  to  locate  approximately  900  mort¬ 
gages.”  When  the  auditors  gave  the  bank  a 
list  of  what  was  missing,  they  outdid  their 
previous  understatement  by  gently  suggest¬ 
ing  that  the  bank  make  “further  investiga¬ 
tion  of  this  serious  situation.” 

On  page  5,  the  auditors  describe  their  ex¬ 
perience  in  checking  the  bank’s  lending  and 
collection  habits,  as  follows : 

“Requests  were  mailed  to  30,153  borrowers 
covering  loans  aggregating  $37,322,495.  We 
mailed  second  requests  to  all  borrowers  from 
whom  no  reply  to  the  first  request  had  been 
received. 

“As  of  October  15,  1964,”  the  auditors  said, 
“15,885  replies  had  been  received  representing 
52  percent  of  the  requests  mailed  and  51  per¬ 
cent  of  the  amount  Involved.  *  *  *  How¬ 
ever  a  large  number  of  requests  were  returned 
to  us  by  the  post  office  as  being  undeliverable 
for  various  reasons.” 

On  page  6,  the  audit  says  that  “as  of  May 
31,  1964,  the  bank  had  not  made  the  entries 
on  the  books  to  properly  record  the  sale  of 
certain  agricultural  products  and  equip¬ 
ment.” 

Ernst  and  Ernst  had  pointed  out  this  dis¬ 
crepancy,  but  it  was  not  until  the  Reid 
Cabral  regime  that  the  corrections  were 
made. 

SAD  NEWS 

On  page  7,  there  is  the  sad  news  that  “titles 
could  not  be  located  for  certain  properties 
carried  at  approximately  $1,300,000.” 

On  page  8,  the  auditors  point  to  what  must 
be  one  of  the  silliest  mistakes  ever  made  by 
a  financial  house.  It  says  the  bank  forgot 
to  list  one  of  its  most  important  assets,  its 
own  bank  building,  and  had  forgotten  that  it 
also  owned  “the  building  on  Independence 
Avenue  occupied  by  the  police  department.” 

A  glance  at  the  “assets”  revealed  loans 
made  to  borrowers  who  had  skipped  out  of 
the  country  years  ago,  including  Dominican 
diplomats. 

According  to  a  Dominican  official,  a  great 
many  of  these  loans  were  made  to  members 
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of  Bosch’s  Partido  Revolucionario  Democrati- 
co  (Democratic  Revolutionary  Party)  during 
his  brief  19-month  career  in  office,  who  were 
friends  of  the  party’s  bigwigs,  including  Sr. 
Guzman. 

CASH  DEPLETED 

Today,  it  is  reported  here  that  the  bank’s 
cash  is  just  about  depleted.  It  is  so  short 
that  it  cannot  function  properly  in  its  pri¬ 
mary  role;  to  make  loans  on  easy  terms  to 
small  farmers  and  agricultural  enterprisers. 
This  means  that  the  people  who  need  credit 
most  at  this  time  of  crisis,  cannot  get  it. 

One  adviser  to  Reid  Cabral  told  him  that 
the  bank  is  a  “monument  of  inefficiency  and 
casual  indifference  to  even  the  most  rudi¬ 
mentary  correct  banking  procedures.” 

Today,  those  temporarily  in  charge  during 
this  time  of  no  government  are  struggling 
hard  to  bring  a  semblance  of  business  disci¬ 
pline  to  the  institution,  but  as  the  bank 
staggers  from  day  to  day  on  U.S.  cash  trans¬ 
fusions,  it  is  difficult  for  them  to  even  be 
sure  where  to  start  to  clean  it  up. 

OTHER  BANKS 

Furthermore,  some  Washington  officials 
have  received  information  that  many  other 
banks  throughout  South  America  which  have 
been  getting  capital  from  the  Inter-American 
Development  Bank  (which  in  turn  gets  is 
capital  largely  from  U.S.  taxpayers  via  the 
Congress)  are  being  run  as  loosely  as  the 
Banco  Agricola. 

Several  Congressmen  and  Senators  are  re¬ 
ported  to  have  obtained  copies  of  the  Ernst 
&  Ernst  report,  since  the  kind  of  financial 
institution  which  handles  aid  and  develop¬ 
ment  funds  appropriated  by  Congress  is 
very  much  their  concern. 


[From  the  Washington  Daily  News,  June  2, 
1965] 

It’s  Your  Money 

How  a  bank  in  the  Dominican  Republic, 
which  handles  Inter-American  Development 
Bank  funds  and  other  international  and  U.S. 
aid  moneys,  snarled  its  affairs  was  described 
by  this  newspaper  last  week.  Further  de¬ 
tails  appear  today  on  page  33. 

An  audit  was  made  by  Ernst  and  Ernst,  an 
internationally  known  firm  of  accountants. 
The  findings  are  enough  to  shake  any  friend 
of  Latin  America,  or  any  supporter  of  the 
Alliance  for  Progress. 

It  said,  for  instance,  that  the  Dominican 
institution,  Banco  Agricola,  “has  no  definable 
systems  and  procedures.” 

It  is  no  wonder  that  of  stated  assets  of 
$118  million,  the  auditors  could  find  only 
$43  million. 

Financial  crisis  in  addition  to  political 
crisis  is  tragic  enough,  but  this  matter  has 
implications  much  wider  than  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic,  because  there  are  hints  that 
there  are  many  other  banks  in  South  America 
whose  affairs  are  no  better  managed  than 
Banco  Agricola’s  have  been  in  the  past. 

If  this  is  so,  and  we  strongly  suspect  that 
it  is,  it  seems  to  us  that  this  is  a  worthwhile 
area  for  congressional  scrutiny,  since  so 
much  of  the  money  which  these  banks  handle 
is  appropriated  by  Congress. 

In  the  United  States,  there  is  a  Federal 
bank  inspection  system.  At  random  and  un¬ 
forewarned  intervals,  examiners  audit  our 
banks,  and  this  is  a  powerful  deterrent  to 
sloppy  practices  or  cupidity. 

Why  not  an  international  bank  inspection 
system?  We  believe  sound  institutions  would 
welcome  it,  and  so  would  the  agencies  whose 
responsibility  it  is  to  arrange  for  the  export 
and  placement  of  international  funds. 

At  present,  there  is  no  international  in¬ 
spection  system  comparable  to  our  Federal 
bank  examination.  Banks  in  many  other 
countries  are  audited  only  when  some  politi¬ 
cian  or  other  thinks  it  would  suit  his  book 
to  do  so,  or  some  temporary  affluence  causes 
a  bank’s  managers  to  have  one  to  make 
themselves  look  good. 


When  we  explained  our  idea  to  Sr.  Felipe 
Herera,  president  of  the  Inter-American  De¬ 
velopment  Bank,  he  said,  “I  think  this  could 
be  an  interesting  formula  for  international 
lending  institutions.” 

It  seems  to  us  that  an  independent  pool 
of  well-known  international  accounting  firms 
of  recognized  integrity  could  be  organized, 
rotating  examinations  and  examiners  and 
sharing  data  for  future  reference  and  com¬ 
parison. 

It  would  cost  a  tidy  sum,  no  doubt  but 
we’re  convinced  that  whatever  it  cost,  it 
would  be  a  drop  in  the  bucket  compared 
with  the  flow  of  money  and  credit  that,  at 
present,  receives  far  less  surveillance  in  some 
underdeveloped  countries  than  does  the  most 
modest  savings  account  in  the  United  States 
or  Western  Europe. 

This  might  be  a  way  to  make  development 
and  aid  dollars  go  farther  and,  by  improving 
banking  techniques,  strengthen  the  financial 
systems  in  many  countries.  This  would  cer¬ 
tainly  be  to  the  advantage  of  everyone. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  en  bloc  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Alaska^  ■ 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
one  of  the  most  important  amendments 
to  be  considered  in  connection  with  the 
foreign  aid  bill.  In  discussing  it,  I  shall 
first  call  attention  to  that  section  of  my 
minority  views  which  deals  with  the 
threat  of  multilateralism.  I  said,  in  the 
minority  views  on  the  issue — and  it  was 
an  issue  that  received  a  great  deal  of 
consideration  and  much  debate  in  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee: 

The  bill  reported  by  the  committee  ma¬ 
jority  contains  two  provisions,  described  as 
major  ones  in  the  report,  designed  to  pro¬ 
mote  a  shift  in  U.S.  foreign  aid  programs 
from  a  bilateral  to  a  multilateral  basis.  A 
new  proviso  is  inserted  in  the  act’s  state¬ 
ment  of  policy  which  puts  the  Congress  on 
record  as  urging  “*  *  *  that  the  United 
States  and  other  free  world  nations  place 
an  increasing  portion  of  their  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  on  a  multilateral  basis.  *  *  *"  Sec¬ 
tion  205  of  the  act  is  then  broadened  to  give 
the  President  authority  to  take  as  much  as 
20  percent  of  the  program  funds  authorized 
for  development  lending  and  to  turn  them 
over  to  the  International  Development  Asso¬ 
ciation  (IDA),  the  World  Bank,  and  the  In¬ 
ternational  Finance  Corporation.  Only  the 
vigilance  of  committee  members  prevented 
an  attempt  to  include  in  this  giveaway  all 
multilateral  financial  institutions,  not  merely 
those  now  in  existence,  but  those  yet  to  be 
organized. 

These  are  indeed  major  provisions — and 
dangerous  ones  to  boot.  To  the  credit  of  the 
backers  of  this  initiative,  there  is  no  effort 
to  mask  the  meaning  of  the  shift;  their 
reasoning  is  made  painfully  clear.  Most  im¬ 
portant,  it  is  openly  stated  that  a  successful 
move  toward  multilateral  aid  would  permit 
avoidance  of  the  new  criteria  and  regulations 
now  governing  bilateral  U.S.  assistance. 

For  example,  it  would  entirely  evade  the 
extremely  valuable  Hickenlooper  amendment, 
which  has  helped  so  much  to  inhibit,  if  not 
prevent,  expropriation  of  U.S.  property  in 
countries  aided  by  our  bilateral  program. 
This  is  a  particularly  important  example,  for 
it  highlights  the  fact  that  what  criteria  there 
are  in  the  act  resulted  from  efforts  by  the 
Congress  to  provide  strong  guidance,  rather 
than  from  bureaucratic  fiddling  with  minor 
administrative  restraints,  as  the  promoters  of 
multilateralism  implicitly  seem  to  claim. 

Again,  by  leaving  it  entirely  up  to  the 
President  to  determine  the  means  by  which 
funds  would  be  given  to  multilateral  organ¬ 
izations,  there  is  an  in-built  power  to  un¬ 
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dermine  the  bipartisan  Lausche-Mundt  ef¬ 
fort  to  encourage  financial  responsibility  and 
competence  in  the  less  developed  countries 
by  insisting  on  more  businesslike  loan  terms. 
The  IDA  lends  for  a  half  century  and  vir¬ 
tually  dispenses  with  interest  rates.  In  oth¬ 
er  words,  IDA  loans  are  the  “softest”  now 
available  to  borrowers  in  the  underdeveloped 
world.  And  make  no  mistake  about  this 
point:  it  is  the  IDA  which  would  receive  the 
funds  under  these  committee  amendments  to 
the  act.  World  Bank  loans  are  made  on  far 
“harder”  terms  than  those  which  govern 
our  bilateral  lending,  and  the  Bank  under 
these  provisions  would  scarcely  seek  new 
funds — which  it  apparently  does  not  now 
require  from  us.  Indeed,  the  Bank  recent¬ 
ly  aranged  to  turn  over  to  the  IDA  a  por¬ 
tion  of  its  annual  net  profits.  As  for  the  In¬ 
ternational  Finance  Corporation,  it  has  had 
difficulty  over  the  years  in  even  employing 
the  relatively  modest  sums  which  it  has 
available.  Thus  it  is  evident  that  we  are 
really  dealing  with  the  soft-loan  IDA  in  this 
context.  And  this  is  an  institution  which 
so  far  has  devoted  more  than  half  its  re¬ 
sources  to  just  two  countries,  India  and 
Pakistan;  these  are  also  ones  which  receive 
a  heavy  share  of  our  bilateral  foreign  aid, 
amounting  to  billions  of  dollars  over  recent 
years. 

I  am  not  opposed  to  providing  limited 
funds  to  the  multilateral  financial  institu¬ 
tions  under  firm  guidelines  which  encour¬ 
age  businesslike  terms.  But  the  require¬ 
ments  of  these  many  institutions  are  becom¬ 
ing  insatiable.  At  the  beginning  of  last 
year  the  Congress  provided  authority  for  a 
$312-million  increase  in  the  U.S.  contribu¬ 
tion  to  IDA  over  a  3-year  period;  yet  there 
is  now  information  that  most  of  this  author¬ 
ity  has  been  used  for  loan  commitments  and 
that  a  new  increase  will  be  sought  in  the 
near  future.  Also,  early  in  1964  the  Congress 
authorized  new  backing  for  the  Inter-Amer¬ 
ican  Bank  of  close  to  half  a  billion  dollars; 
yet  one  of  the  first  bills  we  approved  this 
year  authorized  another  $750  million  for  that 
Bank  over  a  3-year  period.  In  addition, 
pending  before  the  committee  right  now  is  a 
bill  to  expand  our  quota  in  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  by  $1  billion — one-quarter 
of  this  sum  to  be  made  available  from  the 
stocks  of  gold  which  have  been  steadily  slip¬ 
ping  away  from  us. 

Other  bilateral  aid  limitations  to  be 
avoided  by  this  section  are  procurement 
source  limitations  designed  to  protect  the 
U.S.  balance  of  payments;  the  requirement 
for  detailed  plans  and  cost  estimates,  50-50 
shipping;  the  restrictions  on  aid  to  Cuba, 
Poland,  Yugoslavia,  and  other  Communist 
countries;  on  aid  to  countries  shipping  goods 
into  Cuba;  on  aid  for  enterprises  abroad  that 
will  export  back  into  the  United  States  in 
competition  with  our  own  enterprises;  on 
aid  to  countries  preparing  for  aggression 
against  other  U.S.  aid  recipients;  on  aid  to 
Indonesia;  on  aid  to  countries  having  no 
investment  guarantee  agreement;  and  on 
aid  to  economically  developed  countries. 

What  other  reasons  do  the  multilateral- 
ists  advance  in  support  of  this  shift?  Their 
greatest  emphasis  is  given  to  the  question¬ 
able  point  that  aid  from  a  multinational 
organization  does  not  result  in  resentment 
and  hostility  among  the  people  assisted, 
which  outcome  has  been  so  frequently  the 
case  with  bilateral  foreign  aid.  Now  this 
is  a  fascinating  admission  about  the  record 
of  our  current  aid  program  by  those  who 
are  entirely  prepared  to  approve  2  more  years 
at  the  same  old  stand.  I  submit  that  there 
is  no  inescapable  correlation  between  loan¬ 
ing  money  to  a  country  and  breeding  re¬ 
sentment  in  the  process.  On  the  contrary, 
the  connection  between  the  two  depends  on 
the  individual  circumstances,  on  the  kinds 
of  assistance,  and  on  the  ways  in  which  the 
overall  transaction  is  handled.  It  seems 
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overwhelmingly  obvious  that  many  basic 
flaws  underlie  our  foreign  aid  program  as  it 
is  presently  formulated  and  administered  if 
it  brings  such  untoward  results. 

Where  have  resentment,  backbiting,  and 
mischiefmaking  been  most  prevalent?  Pre¬ 
cisely  in  those  countries — such  as  Indonesia, 
the  United  Arab  Republic,  Pakistan,  and 
Ghana  (not  an  exclusive  list,  by  any  means)  — 
which  the  United  States  should  have  been 
extremely  chary  of  assisting  in  the  first  place. 
Those  four  countries  from  1946  through  fis¬ 
cal  year  1964  received  about  $4(4  billion  in 
economic  aid  and  agricultural  surpluses,  ex¬ 
cluding  long-term  Eximbank  loans  and  mili¬ 
tary  assistance.  The  executive  branch  of  our 
Government  would  have  an  impossible  task 
if  it  tried  to  document  just  what  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  have  received  in  benefits  from 
their  generosity  in  these  instances.  Only 
now  is  the  U.S.  Government  reconsidering 
its  actions,  despite  all  the  warnings  from 
the  Congress  in  recent  years. 

Too  late,  but  at  last  we  are  stemming  the 
flow  of  largess  in  such  areas.  However,  the 
international  financial  agencies  operate  un¬ 
der  criteria  which  do  not  permit  the  political 
judgment  and  policy  adjustments  we  are 
able  to  make  unilaterally;  on  the  contrary, 
they  are  virtually  compelled  by  their  charters 
to  consider  economic  factors  alone.  In  these 
circumstances,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent 
such  financial  institutions  from  using  our 
contributions  to  help  countries  which  are 
taking  actions  directed  against  our  national 
interests.  For  example,  the  IMF  is  consider¬ 
ing  sending  a  team  to  Ghana  to  help 
straighten  out  the  internal  economic  mess 
created  by  the  most  irresponsible  and  brutal 
dictatorship  in  tropical  Africa.  Yet  it  is  all 
too  evident  that  no  basic  change  can  take 
place  in  Ghana  under  its  present  regime. 

One  other  main  point  in  favor  of  their 
thesis  is  put  forward  by  the  multilateralists; 
namely,  the  premise  that  the  capacity  to 
make  increased  U.S.  contributions  will  act 
as  a  lever  to  get  the  other  industrialized 
freeworld  nations  to  contribute  more  funds 
to  the  international  agencies.  Even  if  the 
premise  were  correct,  and  I  am  extremely 
dubious,  the  policy  is  not  an  appealing  one. 
If  the  other  developed  nations  wish  to  shirk 
their  responsibilities,  as  we  seem  to  interpret 
them,  then  the  United  States  should  resist 
rather  than  welcome  the  role  of  “father 
knows  best.’’  Much  of  the  anti-Americanism 
found  among  our  closest  allies  is  attributable 
to  just  this  kind  of  selfrighteousness.  It  is 
entirely  possible  that  our  allies  have  very 
good  reasons  for  not  wishing  to  make  larger 
contributions  to  the  multilateral  agencies. 

There  is  one  other  vital  factor,  however, 
which  seems  to  have  been  totally  ignored  by 
those  who  support  a  steady  movement  of  our 
foreign  aid  efforts  into  the  multilateral  cate¬ 
gory.  On  the  question  of  the  balance-of- 
payments  impact  of  the  program  as  a  whole 
we  are  constantly  being  reassured  by  the 
high  percentage  of  our  references  to  “tied 
loans.”  Yet  it  does  not  appear  to  have  oc¬ 
curred  to  the  executive  and  legislative  advo¬ 
cates  of  the  multilateral  approach  that  noth¬ 
ing  could  be  more  conducive  to  untying  our 
loans  than  such  a  policy.  By  my  computa¬ 
tion  as  much  as  $300  million  of  our  develop¬ 
ment  lending  could  be  freed  of  payments 
restraint  by  use  of  the  20-percent  transfer 
authority. 

Above  all,  these  two  committee  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  basic  act  should  be  stricken 
from  the  bill  because  they  pose  the  clearest 
possible  threat  to  control  over  our  foreign 
aid  program  by  the  Congress  and,  by  exten¬ 
sion,  the  American  people.  It  is  true  that 
the  United  States  has  representatives  who 
exercise  our  voting  power — a  less  than  full 
equivalent  to  our  contributions — in  the  mul¬ 
tilateral  financial  institutions.  However,  the 
only  meaningful  congressional  contact  with 
those  representatives  comes  when  they  ap¬ 
pear  to  urge  rew  U.S.  contributions  to  such 


institutions;  we  may  offer  all  the  views  we 
wish  on  such  occasions,  but  there  is  no  way 
to  compel  acceptance  of  any  advice.  Once 
the  money  is  voted,  it  is  turned  over  to  the 
multilateral  institutions  and  their  use  of  the 
funds  is  not  subject  to  congressional  con¬ 
trol.  The  same  is  true  for  the  criteria  and 
regulations  established  by  those  agencies. 
Only  general  guidelines  are  approved  in  their 
articles  of  agreement;  and,  once  accepted, 
these  provide  great  flexibility.  The  Congress 
is  powerless  to  change  the  situation  except 
through  somehow  stimulating  an  agreement 
for  amendments  among  a  great  majority  of 
the  member  countries.  In  practice,  this 
means  a  total  lack  of  congressional  direction. 

In  these  circumstances,  multilateralism  in 
the  context  of  our  foreign  aid  program  for¬ 
goes  the  right  and  duty  of  the  Congress  to 
participate  in  the  formulation  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  a  vital  tool  of  our  Nation’s  foreign 
policy. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  develop  that 
last  point  a  little  more  in  depth.  In 
closing  my  argument,  there  are  two 
points  I  wish  to  stress  above  all  others. 

I  take  this  one  first:  It  is  difficult  to 
persuade  Senators  to  take  the  time  and 
make  the  study  necessary  to  give  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  abstract  principle  of 
American  constitutional  government; 
but,  nevertheless,  it  is  a  vital  one.  That 
is  the  principle  that  involves  the  consti¬ 
tutional  authority  for  Congress  to  check 
the  expenditure  of  taxpayers’  funds 
which  are  authorized  and  appropriated 
through  authorization  appropriation  acts 
to  various  programs  approved  by  Con¬ 
gress. 

If  there  were  no  other  reason  for  my 
opposition  to  the  multilateral  approach 
than  this  one,  I  would  oppose  it  most 
strenuously. 

I  am  greatly  concerned  about  the  tend¬ 
ency,  during  the  past  quarter  of  a  cen¬ 
tury,  of  Congress  to  delegate  away  effec¬ 
tive  checks,  and  that  I  am  greatly 
concerned  about  the  tendency  of  Con¬ 
gress  now — for  a  quarter  of  a  century, 
but  at  an  increasing  rate  in  recent 
years — to  vest  more  and  more  authority 
to  make  decisions  in  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government.  It  does  not  matter 
how  the  multilateralists  spell  out  their 
position  on  the  issue  semantically.  Let 
me  point  out  that  the  end  result  would 
be  that  a  multilateral  approach  by  Con¬ 
gress  would  have  less  authority  than  it 
would  have  under  the  bilateral  approach, 
with  less  authority  to  control  the  spe¬ 
cific  expenditure  of  funds  for  specific 
purposes. 

Turning  over  to  an  international  body 
a  voting  ratio,  but  not  a  controlling  vot¬ 
ing  ratio,  would  mean  that  millions  and 
millions  of  American  taxpayers’  dollars 
would  be  spent  in  a  foreign-aid  program 
which  will  be  rife  with  inefficiency  and 
waste.  As  the  Comptroller  General  has 
stated  in  many  of  his  reports,  it  would 
result  in  malfeasance  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  program  on  the  part  of 
officials  in  foreign  governments. 

Mr.  President,  the  taxpayers  have  a 
righfto  say  to  Congress,  “We  do  not  wish 
to  make  a  foreign  international  oragniza- 
tion  a  superlegislature  which,  in  effect, 
would  have  the  authority  to  follow  a 
policy  course  of  action  which  Congress 
would  probably  not  follow  if  it  retained 
the  bilateral  approach  to  foreign  aid  au¬ 
thorizations  and  expenditures.’’ 

It  is  not  necessary  to  have  a  good  for¬ 


eign  aid  program  to  do  this,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent.  It  is  not  necessary  for  Congress 
to  delegate  to  a  group  of  foreigners,  sit¬ 
ting  on  a  board  of  directors  of  interna¬ 
tional  agencies,  the  degree  of  control 
over  American  taxpayers’  dollars  which 
this  approach  of  so-called  multilateral¬ 
ism  would  provide. 

It  is  important,  in  the  interest  of  pro¬ 
tecting  congressional  control  over  its  own 
constitutional  checking  power,  that  the 
Senate  adopt  the  amendments  of  the 
Senator  from  Alaska.  I  believe  that  it 
would  have  a  salutary  effect  around  the 
world. 

In  connection  with  another  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  shall  discuss  at  a  later 
hour,  there  is  an  attitude  which  has  even 
been  developed  in  international  confer¬ 
ences,  particularly  on  the  part  of  some 
Arab  and  African  countries,  that  they  are 
entitled  to  American  foreign  aid  as  a 
matter  of  right.  They  say  this  at  inter¬ 
national  conferences,  and  I  have  quoted 
them  in  my  minority  views. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  believe  that 
as  a  Congress,  we  can  justify  delegating 
away  the  effective  authority,  the  prac¬ 
tical  authority,  the  working  authority  of 
the  Congress  to  retain  control  over  the 
expenditure  of  foreign  aid  funds. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Har¬ 
ris  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  opposed  to  the 
multilateral  approach  which  is  envi¬ 
sioned  in  the  committee  bill.  I  believe 
that  we  should  adopt  the  amendments  of 
the  Senator  from  Alaska,  for  other  rea¬ 
sons,  too,  which  I  shall  bring  out  after 
I  yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that, 
through  the  past  several  years,  we  have 
attempted  to  establish  safeguards  which 
we  deem  to  be  necessary  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  security  of  our  country,  and 
to  prevent  the  outflow  of  gold,  in  what 
we  call  the  unilateral  loan  program  of 
aiding  foreign  countries? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Lausche-Mundt 
amendment  had  that  as  its  main  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  contemplated  the 
granting  of  a  loan  at  an  interest  rate 
that  would  have  some  semblance  of  a 
real  loan  being  made  to  the  recipient 
country. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes.  I  was  proud  not 
only  to  support  it,  but  I  believe  at  one 
time  I  associated  myself  with  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  it  not  also  a  fact 
that  we  adopted  the  Hickenlooper 
amendment,  which  is  applicable  to  uni¬ 
lateral  loans,  and  which  denies  the  right 
to  make  a  loan  to  any  country  which 
has  confiscated  American  property  and 
has  not  reimbursed  the  injured  party  in 
an  amount  equal  to  the  reasonable  value 
of  what  was  confiscated?  In  substance 
I  believe  that  is  an  accurate  description. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
As  I  believe  the  Senator  heard  me  say  a 
few  moments  ago,  I  brought  this  out  in 
my  minority  views.  We  would  lose  the 
benefit  of  the  Lausche-Mundt  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  benefit  of  the  Hickenlooper 
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amendment  insofar  as  funds  that  go  into 
a  multilateral  organization  are  con¬ 
cerned. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  is  not  a  fact  that 
we  also  created  by  law  sanctions  to  be 
imposed  upon  countries  receiving  our  aid, 
which  were  sending  help  into  Cuba? 

‘  Mr.  MORSE.  Yes.  We  have  not  im¬ 
posed  nearly  enough  sanctions  on  a 
good  many  other  countries,  and  we  con¬ 
tinue  to  finance  them  with  huge  sums  of 
money.  I  hope  we  shall  be  able  to  be 
more  effective  this  year  in  attaching  some 
amendments  to  the  bill  which  will  stop 
aid  to  those  countries. 

As  I  say  in  my  minority  views,  if  we 
go  along  with  this  multilateral  approach, 
no  international  body  will  stop  giving  a 
loan  because  a  country  has  expropriated 
an  American  powerplant  somewhere,  for 
example. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Congress  also  adopt¬ 
ed  a  limitation  on  aid  that  might  be  used 
to  harm  the  interests  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
We  would  lose  all  that  under  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Could  the  assump¬ 
tion  be  made  that  those  who  are  ad¬ 
ministering  the  loan  program,  recog¬ 
nizing  that  they  are  subject  to  restraints, 
such  as  those  under  the  Hickenlooper 
amendment  and  under  the  Mundt- 
Lausche  amendment,  and  under  other 
provisions  that  were  adopted  by  Con¬ 
gress,  are  attempting  to  escape  those  re¬ 
straints,  and  are  therefore  asking  that 
we  do  away  with  the  unilateral  effort  and 
tunr  it  into  a  multilateral  program? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from  Ohio 
said  it  in  the  first  instance.  I  did  not 
say  it.  However,  I  certainly  wish  to  say 
it,  and  shall  expand  on  that  thesis,  be¬ 
cause  in  my  judgment  the  Senator  has 
put  his  finger  on  the  basic  cause  of  the 
inefficiency  and  the  malfeasance  and  the 
waste  connected  with  our  whole  foreign 
aid  program. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Under  the  20-percent 
provision,  it  would  appear  that  of  the 
$780,250,000  authorized  for  use  by  the 
Development  Loan  Fund,  20  percent 
would  be  liberated  from  the  limitations 
and  restrictions  which  Congress  has  im¬ 
posed  upon  that  agency  in  the  use  of  that 
money.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MORSE.  It  constitutes  a  com¬ 
plete  destruction  of  the  application  of 
the  checking  power  of  the  Congress  in 
protecting  the  taxpayer  dollars.  That 
is  what  is  so  bad  about  this  proposal. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  might  be  repeti¬ 
tious  to  say  so,  but - 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  need  not 
worry  about  repetition.  It  is  necessary 
to  repeat  and  repeat  in  order  to  educate 
and  teach. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Recognizing  the 
perilous  position  of  our  gold  reserves  and 
the  constantly  increasing  outflow  of 
them,  several  years  ago,  contrary  to  pre¬ 
vious  operations,  we  adopted  what  we 
call  the  tie-in  program.  In  effect  we 
would  say  to  a  country,  “We  will  lend  you 
money,  but  you  must  use  that  money  to 
buy  goods  manufactured  in  the  United 
States.” 

We  argued  to  the  people  of  the  United 
States  that  80  percent  of  what  we  would 


lend  to  a  foreign  country  would  be  spent 
in  the  United  States  in  the  purchase  of 
U.S.  labor  and  goods.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
I  shall  have  something  to  say  about  that, 
so  far  as  its  effectiveness  is  concerned. 
However,  the  Senator  is  correct  in  his 
statement. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  we  adopt  the  policy 
of  allowing  20  percent  of  the  $780  mil¬ 
lion  to  be  used  under  a  multilateral  pro¬ 
gram,  all  the  protections  about  which 
we  have  spoken  will  be  abandoned.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
I  am  sure  the  Senator  does  not  really  be¬ 
lieve  that  if  we  start  this  year  with  20 
percent,  that  will  be  the  percentage  ceil¬ 
ing.  I  say.  Watch  out.  The  next  time 
they  will  build  it  up  to  30  or  35  or  40  or 
50  percent.  This  is  only  the  beginning  of 
the  design,  on  the  part  of  the  State  De¬ 
partment  and  of  the  AID  people  in  co¬ 
operation  with  Members  of  Congress,  to 
take  from  Congress  effective  control  over 
the  expenditure  of  taxpayers’  money  in 
the  foreign  aid  program. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  There  comes  to  my 
mind  an  incident  which  happened  about 
3  years  ago,  which  embraces  these  facts: 
The  United  Nations  sent  to  Cuba,  at  a 
time  when  our  problem  was  tense  with 
that  nation,  money  to  be  used  in  some 
agricultural  research  work. 

Mr.  MORSE.  A  large  percentage  of 
that  money  was  American  taxpayers’  dol¬ 
lars. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  public  in  the 
United  States  wrote  in  anger,  “Why  are 
our  American  dollars  being  sent  to  Cuba, 
to  be  used  by  a  nation  and  a  government 
that  are  hostile  to  us?”  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  our  Government  answered  by  saying 
that  this  money  was  sent  by  the  United 
Nations,  that  we  had  no  control  over  it, 
and  that  we  had  no  right  to  tell  the 
United  Nations  where  that  money  was 
to  go? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  correct.  It  is 
a  good  example  of  how  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  AID  authorities  again  want 
to  strip  Congress  of  its  checking  control. 
If  the  American  people  only  understood 
the  application  of  the  abstract  principle 
of  Government  to  which  I  am  referring, 
there  would  be  some  angry  responses 
from  them  today. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  authority  is  given 
to  use  20  percent  on  a  multilateral  basis, 
instead  of  on  a  direct  loan  basis,  is  it  not 
a  fact  that  we  are  shorn  of  all  of  the 
protections  provided  for  our  country? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  the  thesis  of 
my  minority  views,  which  is  not  as  well 
stated  as  the  Senator  has  stated  the  sit¬ 
uation. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Twenty  percent  will 
then  be  used  on  a  multilateral  basis,  and 
the  tie-in  program  will  be  eliminated. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  At  a  time  when  the 
outflow  of  gold  is  becoming  more  diffi¬ 
cult  and  when,  in  fact,  it  comprises  one 
of  the  gravest  problems  confronting  our 
country. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  recognize  what  dif¬ 
ficult  times,  internationally,  confront  our 
Nation.  However,  I  believe  that  the 
multilateral  program  as  contemplated  is 
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not  sound,  and  I  shall  be  glad  to  support 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  in  his  amend¬ 
ments,  because  I  believe  they  would  be 
in  the  interest  of  our  country. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment.  I  wish  to  say,  out  of  appreciation 
to  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  that  as  a 
member  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  he  supported  my  position  there, 
too,  just  as  he  is  supporting  it  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  this  afternoon.  All  these 
facts  were  brought  out  in  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations.  That  is  why  I  feel 
so  heavy  of  heart,  when  I  thought  the 
facts  were  so  clear,  to  find  that  a  major¬ 
ity  of  the  members  of  the  committee 
were  perfectly  willing  to  delegate  away 
from  the  American  people  a  very  preci¬ 
ous  checking  power,  which  I  am  satisfied 
they  would  agree  ought  to  be  retained, 
and  which  was  written  into  the  Con¬ 
stitution  for  the  protection  of  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  this  country. 

I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  how  there 
can  be  any  question  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  should  be  adopted  and  why  this 
provision  of  the  bill  should  be  eliminated. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  appreciate  the 
courtesy  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 
I  am  also  in  support  of  the  amendments 
of  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 

I  was  most  interested  to  receive  re¬ 
cently  a  letter  dated  June  4,  1965,  from 
the  International  Economic  Policy  Asso¬ 
ciation,  located  in  Washington.  The  let¬ 
ter  is  signed  by  its  legislative  chairman, 
Mr.  Miles.  I  did  not  notice  whether  he 
testified  before  the  committee  or  not. 
But  I  would  gather  he  did  not,  because 
in  the  letter  he  said  that  the  subject  had 
come  to  his  attention,  as  though  it  was 
something  new.  After  analysis,  he  felt 
that  the  proposal  of  the  committee  as 
presented  to  the  Senate  would  be  very 
bad  so  far  as  this  country  was  concerned. 

He  submitted  with  the  letter  a  mem¬ 
orandum.  I  believe  the  memorandum  is 
also  of  significance  and  importance.  To 
support  what  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Ohio  said  about  the  balance  of  pay¬ 
ments,  I  point  out  that  on  page  3  of  the 
memorandum  the  writer  states  that  the 
proposal  as  presented  to  Congress  on  this 
multilateral  20  percent  blanket  authority 
is  definitely  contrary  to  the  policies  de¬ 
clared  by  the  President  in  his  February 
10,  1965,  balance-of-payments  message. 

He  points  out  that  this  action  would 
permit  the  retention  of  20  percent  of  the 
Development  Loan  Fund — presently  tied 
85  percent  to  U.S.  procurement — and  it 
would  permit  this  reallocation  to  the 
World  Bank  and  its  affiliates,  which  are 
not  subject  to  such  restriction.  Since 
its  inception  through  April  30,  1965,  only 
12.8  percent  of  identifiable  procurement 
of  the  International  Development  Asso¬ 
ciation  was  U.S.  procurement.  That  is 
$31.5  million  out  of  $245.5  million  worth. 

The  procurement  history  of  the  World 
Bank  shows  that  the  following  percent¬ 
ages  of  World  Bank  expenditures  re¬ 
sulted  in  U.S.  procurement  in  1960,  1963, 
and  1964:  29  percent  in  fiscal  year  1960; 
33  percent  in  fiscal  year  1963;  and  31 V2 
percent  in  fiscal  year  1964. 
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The  memorandum  continues: 

In  view  of  the  continuing  balance-of -pay¬ 
ments  deficit,  it  would  be  extraordinary  for 
the  Congress  to  authorize  a  blanket  excep¬ 
tion  to  the  rules  governing  procurement 
under  U.S.  statutes  and  Executive  orders. 

Commenting  on  that  particular 
amendment,  we  are  dealing  with  a  most 
important  subject,  as  has  been  brought 
out  by  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse],  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  We  are  dealing  with  the 
question  of  whether  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  will  be  able  to  say  under 
what  conditions  American  taxpayers’ 
funds  shall  be  distributed  to  the  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  world. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  the  issue. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  That  is  the  basic  is¬ 
sue.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  increased 
the  percentage  to  20  percent  with  none 
of  the  restrictions  or  requirements  that 
we  have  made  applicable  to  our  own  aid, 
we  would  merely  be  stepping  out  of  the 
position  of  responsibility  and  delegating 
it  to  a  group  of  people  who  may  or  who 
may  not  be  in  agreement  with  our  own 
policy. 

I  should  like  to  ask  a  question  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon.  Perhaps  he  can¬ 
not  give  me  the  answer,  but  I  should  like 
to  ask  the  question  anyway.  If  the 
amendments  by  any  mischance  should 
be  rejected,  is  there  any  proposal  or 
thought  about  offering  a  new  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  merely  put  the  situa¬ 
tion  back  in  the  position  where  it  is  un¬ 
der  the  present  law? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  hope  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  will  not  be  defeated.  I  have  rea¬ 
son  to  believe  that  they  will  be  adopted. 
But  if  they  should  happen  to  be  defeated, 
I  shall  then  pursue  every  possible  course 
of  action  that  I  can  to  circumvent  the 
effect  by  offering  whatever  amendment 
would  accomplish  that  end. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Would  it  not  be  a 
fact  that  if  the  amendments  were 
adopted,  we  would  be  leaving  the  exist¬ 
ing  law  intact  so  that  the  small  amount 
that  we  now  allocate  to  the  International 
Development  Association  would  still  be 
there? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  All  we  would  be 
doing  would  be  to  eliminate  the  in¬ 
crease?  -- 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  would  only  stop  the 
expansion. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  a  fitting  transi¬ 
tion  statement  for  me  to  make  the  next 
argument  that  I  wish  to  make  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  proposal  to  delegate  more  and 
more  authority  to  foreign  multilateral 
financial  institutions. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  one  more  observa¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  the  letter  and  the  accom¬ 
panying  memorandum  to  which  I  re¬ 
ferred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  memorandum  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 


International  Economic 
Power  Association, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  4, 1965. 
The  Honorable  Peter  H.  Dominick, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Dominick:  I  would  like  to 
bring  to  your  attention  a  matter  which 
should  be  of  concern  to  aU  Members  of  the 
Senate.  On  April  14,  1965,  the  Senate 

Foreign  Relations  Committee  voted  out  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965.  Among  other 
changes  the  committee  amended  section  205 
to  give  the  President  discretionary  power  to 
lend  up  to  20  percent  (formerly  10  percent) 
of  the  Development  Loan  Funds  to  the  Inter¬ 
national'  Development  Association,  the  In¬ 
ternational  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  De¬ 
velopment  or  the  International  Finance  Cor¬ 
poration  (formerly  only  the  International 
Development  Association)  to  be  used  By  them 
under  their  individual  criteria  and  admin¬ 
istrative  rules  and  regulations,  rather  than 
those  governing  tJB.  bilateral  aid  programs. 

This  amended  section  205  involves  a 
number  of  inconsistencies  with  U.S.  bilateral 
aid  policies  which  are  explained  in  detail 
in  the  attached  memorandum. 

In  brief,  section  205  of  S.  1837  suffers  from 
the  following  defects  and  inconsistencies 
with  U.S.  bilateral  aid  policy: 

1 .  It  circumvents  the  regular  authorization 
and  appropriation  procedure  in  making  con¬ 
tributions  to  multilateral  international  fi¬ 
nancial  institutions  with  the  necessary  op¬ 
portunity  for  congressional  review  of  their 
activities: 

2.  It  circumvents  U.S.  procurement  restric¬ 
tions  designed  to  protect  the  U.S.  balance- 
of -payments  position; 

3.  It  circumvents  the  Hickenlooper  amend¬ 
ment  (sec.  620(e)),  a  protection  for  U.S. 
foreign  investment; 

4.  It  circumvents  congressional  policy  di¬ 
rectives  regarding  foreign  aid  contained  in 
section  620(a)  to  620(m)  which  include  re¬ 
strictions  on  aid  to  Cuba;  and,  finally, 

5.  It  circumvents  the  policy  of  minimum 
interest  rates  on  development  loans  (sec. 
201(d) ),  the  requirements  for  detailed  plans 
and  cost  estimates  (sec.  611)  and  cargo  pref¬ 
erence  requirements  which  protect  the  U.S. 
balance-of-payments  position. 

Because  of  these  inconsistencies  with  ap¬ 
proved  congressional  policy  regarding  U.S.  bi¬ 
lateral  aid,  we  urge  you  to  delete  section  205 
entirely  from  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1965. 

The  amended  section  205  does  not  increase 
the  resources  being  made  available  to  the  less 
developed  and  newly  independent  countries, 
but  merely  alters  the  disbursing  institution 
and  the  conditions  upon  which  the  funds 
are  used.  Deletion  of  section  205  will  not 
diminish  the  amount  of  foreign  aid  resources 
which  the  United  States  supplies. 

If  the  amended  section  205  becomes  law 
and  should  the  President  exercise  the  discre¬ 
tionary  authority  granted  thereby,  it  is  rea¬ 
sonable  to  conclude  that  the  International 
Development  Association  (the  soft  loan 
window  of  the  World  Bank)  would  be  the 
probable  beneficiary  of  this  authority.  This 
is  so  because  the  World  Bank  has  ample 
funds  for  its  present  level  of  operations,  and 
the  International  Finance  Corporation  (IFC) 
will  be  provided  additional  capital  of  $400 
million  by  the  World  Bank.  Hence,  neither 
one  of  these  institutions  presently  needs  ad¬ 
ditional  resources. 

The  major  part  of  IDA  resources  in  the 
past  have  been  committed  to  India  and  Paki¬ 
stan.  Of  total  commitments  of  $778.2  million 
to  June  30,  1964,  $569  million  were  allocated 
to  these  two  countries  (India,  $390;  Pakistan, 
$179)  or  73.1  percent.  Recently,  $90  million 
was  made  available  to  India  for  import  as¬ 
sistance,  or  balance-of-payments  loans,  with 
no  conditions  as  to  procurement. 

One  can  legitimately  raise  the  question 
why  U.S.  aid  funds  should  be  diverted  to  IDA 
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to  escape  the  conditions  of  U.S.  aid  legislation 
in  the  case  of  India,  Pakistan,  or  any  other 
less  favored  recipients  of  IDA  funds. 

I  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  our  member¬ 
ship  does  not  necessarily  oppose  multilateral 
aid  programs.  What  we  do  object  to  is  the  use 
of  tangential  devices  to  escape  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  policies  already  accepted  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  President  in  present  law  as 
conditions  of  bilateral  aid.  It  is  possible  that 
when  the  charters  and  policies  of  the  inter¬ 
national  agencies  are  brought  in  line  with 
the  policies  of  U.S.  law  applicable  to  bilateral 
aid,  then  we  would  not  oppose,  but  might 
even  favor,  the  multilateral  approach.  Until 
then,  section  205  should  be  deleted. 

These  views  have  the  general  approval  of 
our  membership,  except  that  the  Ford  Motor 
Co.  wishes  to  disassociate  itself  from  the 
views  expressed  in  this  letter  and  the  at¬ 
tached  memorandum. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Clarence  R.  Mills, 
Chairman,  Legislative  Committee. 

Memorandum:  Section  205  op  S.  1837  (the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  op  1965) 

On  April  14,  1965,  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  voted  out  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1965.  Among  other 
changes,  section  205  was  substantially  al¬ 
tered.  That  section  previously  had  provided 
that  the  President,  if  he  should  determine 
that  it  would  more  effectively  serve  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Development  Loan  Fund  title, 
and  the  policy  contained  in  section  619  (per¬ 
taining  to  newly  independent  countries) , 
could  lend  up  to  10  percent  of  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Loan  Funds  to  the  International  Devel¬ 
opment  Association.  That  section  has  been 
altered  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  205.  Use  of  International  Lending 
Organizations. — In  order  to  serve  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  title  and  the  policy  contained 
in  section  619,  the  President,  after  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  extent  of  additional  participation 
by  other  countries,  may  make  available,  in 
addition  to  any  other  funds  available  for 
such  purposes,  on  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  he  determines,  not  to  exceed  20  per 
centum  of  the  funds  made  available  for  this 
title  to  the  International  Development  Asso¬ 
ciation,  the  International  Bank  for  Recon¬ 
struction  and  Development,  or  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Finance  Corporation  for  use  pursuant 
to  the  laws  governing  United  States  partici¬ 
pation  in  such  institutions,  if  any,  and  the 
governing  statutes  thereof  and  without  re¬ 
gard  to  section  201  or  any  other  requirements 
of  this  or  any  other  act.” 

As  you  can  see,  under  S.  1837,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  would  have  the  discretionary  authority 
to  funnel  up  to  20  percent  of  the  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  the  Development  Loan  Funds 
to  the  International  Bank  for  Reconstruction 
and  Development  (the  World  Bank)  and  its 
affiliates,  the  International  Development 
Association  and  the  International  Finance 
Corporation,  to  be  used  by  them  under  their 
individual  criteria  and  administrative  rules 
and  regulations,  rather  than  those  governing 
U.S.  bilateral  aid  programs.  Such  a  provi¬ 
sion  involves  certain  inconsistencies  with 
U.S.  bilateral  aid  policies  which  we  would 
like  to  point  out  to  you. 

First,  it  would  not  seem  to  be  a  wise  prac¬ 
tice  to  use  funds  appropriated  for  U.S.  bi¬ 
lateral  aid  to  support  multilateral  interna¬ 
tional  lending  institutions.  The  U.S. 
Congress,  from  time  to  time,  appropriates 
funds  to  these  institutions  on  the  basis  of 
separate  authorization  and  appropriation 
requests  by  the  President.  This  presents 
an  opportunity  for  extensive  hearings  and 
examination  of  their  past  performance, 
which  is  as  it  should  be. 

Secondly,  there  are  a  number  of  require¬ 
ments  governing  U.S.  bilateral  aid  which  this 
amendment  to  section  205  would  void. 
First  and  foremost  are  the  procurement 
limitations  incorporated  in  section  604  which 


12598 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


are  designed  to  protect  the  U.S.  balance-of- 
payments  position.  The  AID  Agency  claims 
that  at  present  more  than  85  percent  of  all 
U.S.  bilateral  dollar  aid  is  tied  to  U.S. 
procurement. 

The  country  is  facing  a  critical  balance-of  - 
payments  deficit.  The  Government  has 
taken  extraordinary  efforts,  as  outlined  in 
the  President’s  message  of  February  10,  1965, 
to  reduce  our  deficit  completely  within  the 
next  year  or  so.  In  this  effort,  the  President 
has  requested  the  cooperation  of  U.S.  busi¬ 
nesses  to  restrain  their  investment  in  margi¬ 
nal  projects  and  to  so  alter  their  operations 
abroad  even  at  some  financial  cost  in  order 
to  maximize  the  positive  balance-of-pay- 
ments  impact  of  such  activities.  The  Presi¬ 
dent’s  message  of  February  10,  1965,  stated 
that  “to  minimize  the  foreign  exchange  costs 
of  our  defense  and  aid  programs,  I  am  di¬ 
recting  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  AID  and  other  officials  immedi¬ 
ately  to  step  up  their  efforts  to  cut  overseas 
dollar  costs  to  the  bone.” 

It  is  definitely  contrary  to  the  policies 
declared  by  the  President  in  his  February  10, 
1965,  balance-of -payments  message  to  permit 
the  reallocation  of  20  percent  of  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Loan  Funds — presently  tied  85  percent 
to  U.S.  procurement — to  the  World  Bank  and 
its  affiliates  which  are  not  subject  to  such 
restriction.  Since  its  inception  through  April 
30,  1965,  only  12.8  percent  of  the  identifiable 
procurement  of  the  International  Develop¬ 
ment  Association  was  U.S.  procurement  (i.e., 
$31.5  million  out  of  $245.5  million).  The 
procurement  history  of  the  World  Bank 
shows  that  the  following  percentages  of 
World  Bank  expenditures  resulted  in  U.S. 
procurement  in  1960,  1963,  and  1964;  (1)  29 
percent  in  fiscal  year  1960;  1  (2)  33  percent 
in  fiscal  year  1963;  2  (3)  31.5  percent  in 
fiscal  year  1964.2 

In  view  of  the  continuing  balance-of -pay¬ 
ments  deficits,  it  would  be  extraordinary  for 
the  Congress  to  authorize  a  blanket  excep¬ 
tion  to  the  rules  governing  procurement  un¬ 
der  U.S.  statutes  and  executive  orders. 

Thirdly,  this  change  to  section  205  is  also 
inconsistent  with  other  provisions  govern¬ 
ing  U.S.  bilateral  aid.  It  avoids  the  follow¬ 
ing  restrictions  which  presently  govern  U.S. 
bilateral  aid: 

1.  Minimum  interest  rates  on  Develop¬ 
ment  Loans  (sec.  201(d)). 

2.  The  restriction  of  section  620  and 
and  620(e),  the  Hickenlooper  amendment 
which  offers  substantial  protection  for  U.S. 
foreign  investment  against  expropriation; 
sections  620(a)  to  620 (m)  which  contain 
many  policy  directives  of  the  Congress  with 
regard  to  foreign  aid,  including  restrictions 
on  aid  to  countries  trading  with  Cuba. 

3.  The  requirement  for  detailed  plans  and 
cost  estimates  (sec.  611). 

4.  The  requirements  that  50  percent  of 
Government-financed  commodities  be  ship¬ 
ped  on  U.S.  vessels  (sec.  901(b)  of  the  Mer¬ 
chant  Marine  Act  of  1936,  as  amended) — a 
measure  which  also  protects  the  U.S. 
balance-of -payments  position. 

This  amendment  is  further  inconsistent 
with  the  congressional  action  which  re¬ 
cently  approved  $750  million  for  the  fund 
for  special  operations  of  the  Inter-American 
Development  Bank  only  upon  the  assurance 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  that  an 
agreement  would  be  reached  with  the  IDB 
that  80  percent  of  those  funds  would  be 
spent  in  the  United  States. 


1  Semiannual  Report  of  the  National  Ad¬ 
visory  Council  on  International  Monetary 
and  Financial  Problems,  June  23,  1964;  H. 
Doc.  No.  200,  88th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  p.  14. 

2  Ninth  Special  Report  of  the  National  Ad¬ 
visory  Council  on  International  Monetary 
and  Financial  Problems,  Jan.  20,  1964;  H. 
Doc.  No.  60,  89th  Cong.,  1st  sess.,  p.  20. 


It  is  also  inconsistent  with  recent  Senate 
action  to  apply  the  principles  of  the  Hicken¬ 
looper  amendment  to  the  $750  million  ap¬ 
propriation  for  this  fund.  On  February  25, 
1965,  the  Senate  voted  in  favor  of  this 
amendment  by  a  vote  of  60  to  22. 

The  amendment  to  section  205  would  by¬ 
pass  the  Hickenlooper  amendment,  section 
620(e),  providing  for  the  cessation  of  U.S. 
bilateral  aid  to  a  country  that  expropriates 
the  property  of  U.S.  citizens  without  taking 
steps  within  6  months  to  make  adequate, 
full-value  compensation  in  convertible  cur¬ 
rency  for  the  expropriated  property.  Many 
Members  of  Congress  and  key  State  Depart¬ 
ment  personnel  have  stated  that  the  Hick¬ 
enlooper  amendment  has  had  a  salutary 
effect  in  a  number  of  less-developed  coun¬ 
tries. 

Finally,  the  new  amendment  would  also 
bypass  section  620(L),  providing  for  the 
cessation  of  aid  to  countries  not  entering 
into  a  bilateral  investment  guarantee  agree¬ 
ment  against  expropriation  and  convertibil¬ 
ity  by  the  end  of  1965, 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  delighted  to  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  attention  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Grtjening]  also. 

I  gathered  from  the  explanation  of 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  that  he  pro¬ 
posed  to  delete  section  205.  But  the 
amendments  that  are  presently  being 
considered  would  not  do  that. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Yes;  they  would. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  am  interested  in  de¬ 
leting  section  205  because  it  would  leave 
us  high  and  dry.  While  we  furnish  most 
of  the  money,  we  do  not  even  have  any 
appropriation  control  over  the  money. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  That  is  precisely 
the  purpose  of  the  amendments. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  But  they  would  not 
do  that.  If  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alaska  would  delete  section 
205,  I  would  support  them.  Otherwise 
another  amendment  would  have  to  be 
submitted. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  not  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  study  the  language  of  the 
amendments,  but  my  understanding  was 
that  the  section  would  be  deleted. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Why  does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  say  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  would  not  accomplish  the  dele¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  who  has 
the  floor? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the 
counsel  for  the  committee,  and  also  my 
own,  that  the  net  effect  of  the  two 
amendments  would  be  to  leave  section 
205  of  the  present  act  exactly  the  way 
it  is,  but  they  would  change  the  state¬ 
ment  of  intention  in  the  statement  of 
purpose  and  eliminate  the  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee  amendment  which 
would  increase  from  10  to  20  percent  the 
amount  which  could  be  used  for  multi¬ 
lateral  advances. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  say  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon  that  the 
summation  sheet  issued  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  shows  that  amendment  No.  224  would 
strike  out  amended  section  205,  author¬ 
izing  up  to  20  percent  of  development 
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loan  funds  to  the  International  Bank  or 
its  affiliates.  That  is  not  what  the 
amendment  would  do.  On  pages  3  and 
4  the  language  states,  “delete  subsection 
(b) ,”  which  has  no  relation  to  section  205 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  respectfully  suggest  to 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  that  he  con¬ 
fer  immediately  with  legislative  counsel 
and  make  certain  that  the  amendments 
would  carry  out  his  expressed  intention, 
which  is  what  we  are  supporting.  As 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  has  pointed 
out,  that  is  what  I  proposed  and  sup¬ 
ported  in  committee.  I  assumed  that 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  was  making  the 
the  same  proposal  that  I  made  in  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  It  seems  to  me  that 
Senators  who  wish  to  change  section  205 
and  to  change  the  committee’s  provi¬ 
sions  amending  205,  increasing  the  per¬ 
centage  of  what  could  be  used  for  muli- 
lateral  advances,  would  have  two  posi¬ 
tions,  one  o^  which  would  be  to  go  whole 
hog  and  knock  out  not  only  the  provision 
in  the  pending  bill,  but  also  the  original 
section  205.  That  has  not  been  done. 

The  other  would  be  to  do  what  has 
been  attempted,  which  is  to  knock  out 
the  stepping  up  from  10  to  20  percent, 
the  percentage  which  can  be  used  for 
multilateral  purposes,  leaving  the  law 
as  it  now  is,  which  permits  10  percent. 
Far  be  it  from  the  me  to  make  any  sug¬ 
gestions  to  my  dear  friends,  but  the  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered  on  the 
amendments.  If  the  amendments  are 
adopted,  at  least  we  shall  be  in  a  position 
where  we  shall  have  stricken  out  of  the 
provision  the  increase  from  10  to  20  per¬ 
cent,  and  we  shall  be  at  liberty  to  go 
ahead  with  another  amendment  to  strike 
out  section  205. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  May  I  reply  to  the 
minority  leader?  This  amendment 
reads: 

On  pages  3  and  4,  delete  subsection  (b). 

This  relates  to  the  use  of  facilities  of 
the  Redevelopment  Association  and 
reads  as  follows - 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  fallacy  of  my  friend’s 
statement  is  that  what  he  proposes  to 
strike  is  the  proposed  new  section  205, 
which  would  change  existing  law. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  That  is  precisely 
what  I  wish  to  strike. 

Mr.  CLARK.  But  that  is  not  what  the 
Senator  has  done. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  would  put  us 
back  to  the  old  law. 

Mr.  CLARK.  That  would  put  us  back 
to  the  old  law,  as  the  Senator  from 
Florida  well  says. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  hope  we  may  have 
this  question  clarified,  because  I  am  will¬ 
ing  to  go  back  to  the  10-percent  provi¬ 
sion  in  existing  law;  but  to  go  to  20  per¬ 
cent,  when  we  are  already  up  to  our  ears 
in  commitments,  would  not  be  accepta¬ 
ble.  The  International  Development  As¬ 
sociation,  with  92  countries  associated 
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with  us,  could  lend  money  to  Cuba,  and 
could  not  be  stopped. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Of  course  it  could  not 

be. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  IDA  could  ig¬ 
nore  all  our  procurement  criteria.  It 
could  nullify  the  Hickenlooper  amend¬ 
ment.  Aid  could  be  given  to  a  country 
that  had  expropriated  American  prop¬ 
erty,  and  there  would  not  be  a  thing  we 
could  do  about  it.  There  would  not  be 
an  iota  of  control  in  the  Committees  on 
Appropriations  of  the  House  and  Senate. 

I  would  not  quarrel  about  10  percent, 
because  that  is  provided  in  existing  law; 
but  I  do  not  want  to  go  to  20  percent, 
because  I  feel  that  we  are  being  very 
generous  as  it  is. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  agree  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois.  That  is  the  position 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Domi¬ 
nick]  and  I  took  a  few  minutes  ago  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate ;  it  is  the  position 
the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  took  in 
committee. 

I  suggest  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
that  he  and  his  administrative  assistant 
confer  with  Mr.  Holt,  counsel  for  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  and 
with  legislative  counsel,  to  try  to  carry 
out  the  proposal  I  made  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Foreign  Relations,  which  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  and 
other  Senators  supported,  and  which  I 
thought  the  Senator  from  Alaska  was 
seeking  to  implement. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  content  to  leave  the  amount  at 
10  percent,  as  it  now  is? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  what  I  thought 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  was  proposing. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  We  made  that  sug¬ 
gestion  before,  in  an  effort  to  have  the 
amount  removed  entirely,  and  lost.  I 
am  now  content  to  revert  to  the  present 
10  percent,  which  is  what  the  amendment 
proposes.  This  discussion  has  now  clari¬ 
fied  the  situation.  The  amendments  as 
written  would  do  precisely  what  I  in¬ 
tended  should  be  done. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  is  the  view  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  as  to  whether 
the  entire  concession  ought  to  be  elimi¬ 
nated  or  only  that  part  which  constitutes 
an  increase? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  can  only  say  that 
the  moneys  we  have  contributed  were 
earmarked  for  Pakistan  and  India.  India 
was  to  build  a  steel  mill,  when  she  was 
not  ready  for  it.  India  did  not  have  the 
skills;  she  did  not  have  the  personnel 
capable  of  laying  it  out. 

Besides,  this  is  what  is  known  as  the 
“soft  loan  window,”  because  these  are 
50-year  loans.  The  interest  is  so  low  that 
it  is  almost  impossible  to  calculate  it. 
This  really  is  a  concealed  grant. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  the  burden  of 
my  minority  views. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  believe  that  all  the 
percentage  ought  to  be  eliminated. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  would  go  along  with 
that  proposal,  but  I  will  be  reasonable. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  entire  20  percent 
ought  to  be  eliminated.  My  question  is: 
What  would  be  the  position  of  the  Sena¬ 


tor  from  Illinois  if  it  were  proposed  to 
remove  all  authority  to  use  the  money 
on  a  multilateral  basis? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  reason  why  I 
would  take  it  all  away — and  I  will  com¬ 
promise,  if  I  have  to— is  that  the  Bank 
does  not  need  the  money;  the  Bank  is  a 
moneymaker.  The  Fund  does  not  need 
the  money.  So  it  is  a  fair  assumption 
that  the  International  Development  Loan 
Association  is  going  to  get  all  this  money. 
It  is  going  to  lend  it  on  a  50 -year  basis 
at  virtually  no  interest.  So  when  I  call 
it  a  concealed  grant,  that  is  exactly  what 
it  is.  There  is  no  control  over  the  money. 
We  cannot  even  dictate  whether  our  ves¬ 
sels  shall  be  used  to  carry  American 
commodities.  That  question  might  be 
involved. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Would  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  support  a  removal  of  the 
whole  amount? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  would;  but  I  want 
to  be  certain  that  the  amended  language 
would  do  what  we  think  it  ought  to  do. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  agree  that  in  its  present 
form  the  amendments  would  restore  the 
amount  to  10  percent,  which  is  what  is 
intended? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Perhaps  so. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  agree  with  the 
minority  leader  that  the  entire  amount 
should  be  eliminated;  but  having  been 
defeated  last  year,  I  thought  we  could 
not  be  successful  this  year.  Therefore, 
I  submitted  a  more  moderate  proposal. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  The  Senator  should 
demonstrate  his  mettle. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  encourages  me  to  go  on. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  do. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  If  these  amend¬ 
ments  are  adopted,  perhaps  I  shall  sub¬ 
mit  another  one  to  strike  the  full  amount. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  is  fair  enough. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Are  Senators  ready 
to  vote? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  not  ready  to  vote 
yet. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mi’.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  not  the  practical 
aspect  of  the  situation  that  there  is  a 
good  chance  of  adopting  the  amendments 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Alaska  to 
hold  the  amount  at  10  percent,  and  that 
this  proposal  has  an  even  better  chance 
of  being  adopted  than  if  we  tried  to  strike 
out  the  entire  amount? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  the  point  I  was 
about  to  make.  We  who  think  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  should  be  modified,  and 
that  we  should  not  act  in  haste  tonight, 
may  have  an  opportunity  to  greatly  im¬ 
prove  the  bill.  That  is  why  I  wanted  to 
be  certain  we  reached  agreement  as  to 
what  the  amendments  are  designed  to 
do.  I  have  been  holding  the  floor;  I 
have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  study  the 
proposal. 

I  have  one  more  argument  to  make 
against  the  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  To  make  certain  that 
no  one  will  think  I  am  “talking  by  the 


card,”  this  is  information  we  have  ob¬ 
tained  from  D.  G.  Henderson,  a  consul¬ 
tant  with  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  : 

Most  of  the  loans  are  50  years  with  no 
Interest  rate  except  a  three-quarters  of  1 
percent  service  charge. 

With  92  countries  having  subscribed 
$1,700  million,  we  are  “in  hock”  for  $632 
million. 

So  when  we  lend  money  that  way,  it  is 
a  giving  away  of  $632  million,  and  for 
practical  purposes  we  do  not  have  a  string 
on  it  and  cannot  stop  the  recipients  from 
doing  what  they  want  with  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  completely  agree  with 
the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  was  not  in  the  Chamber  when  I 
made  a  rather  complete  statement  that 
it  was  my  belief  that  those  administering 
the  fund,  finding  themselves  limited  in 
what  they  may  do  because  of  the  Hicken¬ 
looper  amendment,  the  Mundt-Lausche 
amendment,  the  50-50  use  of  American 
and  foreign  ships,  and  other  restrictions, 
have  conceived  the  idea  that  they  can 
circumvent  the  limitations  by  converting 
the  loan  programs  into  multilateral  pro¬ 
grams.  The  reason  underlying  the  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  convert  it  into  a  multilateral 
program. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  ask  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  the 
Senator  from  Alaska,  and  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  this  question:  Am  I 
correctly  advised  that  those  Senators 
have  reached  agreement  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  form  submitted  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alaska  would  have  the  singular 
effect  of  eliminating  only  the  proposal 
to  increase  the  amount  of  the  funds  that 
can  go  into  the  multilateral  program 
from  10  to  20  percent;  and  that  if  the 
Senate  should  adopt  the  Gruening 
amendments,  it  would  mean  that  the  law 
would  remain  as  it  is  at  the  present 
time? 

Mr.  CLARK.  That  is  my  understand¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Do  not  misunderstand 
my  position  that  if  a  proposal  were  made 
to  strike  out  the  entire  amount,  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  being  what  they  are,  I  would 
support  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Very  well.  That  brings 
me  to  my  second  point.  I  should  like  to 
have  the  attention  of  the  Presiding  Offi¬ 
cer  and  the  Parliamentarian. 

If  the  Gruening  amendments  were 
adopted,  we  would  not  be  estopped  to¬ 
morrow  or  the  next  day,  or  any  other 
time,  from  offering  an  amendment  to 
eliminate  the  entire  program  involving 
10  percent,  would  we? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  (Mr. 
Harris  in  the  chair).  You  would  not. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  Sena¬ 
tors  should  be  present  to  find  out  what 
this  is  about.  The  facts  are  irrefutable. 
We  know  now  what  has  been  done.  We 
know  that  we  have  no  control  over  the 
matter.  I  do  not  mind  being  generous. 
However,  I  do  not  want  to  be  foolish.  I 
feel  that  we  would  be  foolish  if  we  were 
to  accept  this  proposal. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  exactly  the 
position  I  took,  along  with  the  senior 
Senator  from  Ohio,  before  the  commit- 
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tee.  We  were  defeated.  We  are  now 
seeking  to  go  back  to  the  position  that 
we  took  before  the  committee  and  have 
the  Senate  approve  it. 

I  shall  forego  making  any  further 
argument  other  than  to  say  quickly,  in  a 
broad  brush  stroke,  that  there  is  no 
reason  why  the  recommendation  of  the 
Committee  on  this  multilateral  matter 
should  not  be  agreed  to.  We  have  a  bill 
before  us  which,  if  it  is  passed  by  the 
Senate,  would  provide  for  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  a  special  commission  to  make  a 
review  study  of  the  entire  program  on 
foreign  aid  for  the  next  15  months  or  so. 
That  should  be  one  of  the  major  prob¬ 
lems  for  the  committee  to  review  before 
it  decides  what  its  recommendations 
should  be. 

I  do  not  believe  that  we  should  pro¬ 
ceed  to  enact  legislation  on  this  con¬ 
troversial  subject  when  there  are  such 
variances  in  points  of  view. 

I  believe  that  we  should  let  the 
status  quo  stand  and  let  the  committee 
decide,  after  a  survey,  what  recommen¬ 
dations  it  wishes  to  make  in  regards 
to  expanding  the  multilateral  approach. 

If  we  obtain  a  group  of  men  who  really 
dig  into  this  matter,  the  group  will  share 
the  viewpoint  which  I  expressed  in  my 
minority  views.  I  have  brought  out 
every  point  that  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
has  made  in  his  suggestions  for  the 
adoption  of  the  now  generally  understood 
import  of  the  amendments  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Alaska. 

I  shall  say  nothing  further  at  this  time, 
although  I  have  another  subject  matter 
connected  with  the  amendment  that  I 
could  just  as  well  discuss  in  connection 
with  another  amendment. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  I  suggest  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alaska  that  he  ask  that  the 
order  for  the  yeas  and  nays  be  vacated, 
and  that  there  be  no  vote  on  his  amend¬ 
ments  tonight.  Let  us  have  a  little  more 
explanation  when  more  Senators  are 
present  tomorrow.  I  want  Senators  to 
understand  what  this  is  all  about. 
Frankly,  I  feel  rather  deeply  about  it. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  minority  leader  that  his 
melodious  words  are  music  to  my  ears. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Music,  or  amusing? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Music.  It  is  beau¬ 
tiful  music,  melody,  harmony,  symphony. 
For  many  years  I  have  sought  to  demon¬ 
strate  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that 
the  so-called  foreign  aid  loans  at  %  per¬ 
cent  were  concealed  grants.  The  many 
times  that  I  tried  to  rectify  the  situa¬ 
tion  we  got  slight  improvement  in  the 
loan  interest  rate  when  the  lending  terms 
were  controlled  by  the  Senate.  Then,  the 
Senate  gave  a  part  of  the  control  to  the 
international  banks  with  the  regrettable 
consequences  that  the  minority  leader 
has  now  pointed  out. 

I  share  his  viewpoint.  I  have  ex¬ 
pressed  it  repeatedly  by  requesting  that 
we  rescind  the  order  for  yeas  and  nays, 
we  could  reopen  the  question  and  perhaps 
eliminate  the  giveaway  completely. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 


Mr.  CLARK.  I  regret  very  much,  as 
the  Senator  temporarily  in  charge  of  the 
opposition  to  this  particular  amendment, 
that  I  cannot  approve  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  to  vacate  the  order  for 
the  yeas  and  nays.  It  may  well  be  that 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  will  be  back  later. 
However,  I  suggest  to  my  good  friends 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alaska  that  it  may  not  be  desir¬ 
able  to  vote  tonight. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  what  I  was 
about  to  suggest. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  do  not  see  any  point  in 
the  request  to  vacate  the  order  for  the 
yeas  and  nays.  If  the  amendments 
should  be  rejected,  the  committee  pro¬ 
posal  would  be  approved.  If  the  amend¬ 
ments  were  agreed  to,  it  would  still  be 
within  the  authority  of  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon  to 
propose  to  strike  section  205,  which  the 
House  bill  retained. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  the  ruling  that 
I  have  obtained  from  the  Parliamen¬ 
tarian. 

Mr.  CLARK.  My  suggestion  is  that 
instead  of  asking  unanimous  consent  to 
rescind  the  order  for  the  yeas  and  nays, 
which  I  would  have  to  object  to  reluc¬ 
tantly,  we  continue  to  debate  the  meas¬ 
ure  and  put  the  vote  off  until  tomorrow. 

I  ask  the  majority  leader  if  that  would 
be  agreeable  to  him. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  hope — and  I  believe  I  can  speak 
for  the  chairman  of  the  committee — that 
the  distinguished  Senator  temporarily  in 
charge  of  the  bill  would  agree  to  the  re¬ 
quest.  What  we  are  having  is  a  confused 
and  compounded  situation  which  could 
raise  nothing  but  difficulty  for  all  of  us 
in  the  hours  ahead. 

I  believe  that  it  would  be  the  better 
part  of  discretion  to  allow  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Alaska  to  withdraw 
his  request  for  the  yeas  and  nays  and  get 
the  matter  straightened  out  tomorrow. 
I  believe  that  it  would  help  to  expedite 
the  measure. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  we 
could  offer  an  amendment  to  strike  out 
all  of  section  205  with  one  exception,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  yeas  and  nays.  We 
would  not  have  to  obtain  consent  to  it. 
So,  there  is  nothing  to  gain  whatsoever 
by  resisting  a  request  to  rescind  the  order 
for  the  yeas  and  nays.  If  no  other  Sen¬ 
ator  does  so,  I  shall  offer  an  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  could 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  pending 
amendments. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Surely. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  far  be  it 
from  me  to  oppose  my  distinguished 
majority  leader  and  the  very  able, 
melodious,  and  persuasive  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CLARK.  However,  I  should  like 
to  be  clear  on  what  we  are  doing.  We 
are  not  tp  vote  in  connection  with  this 
proposal  tonight. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Under  those  circum¬ 
stances,  the  Sentaor  from  Alaska  would 
have  until  tomorrow  morning  to  prepare 
the  form  of  the  new  amendment  which 


he  desires  to  present.  With  the  under¬ 
standing  that  we  are  not  to  vote  tonight, 
I  have  no  objection  to  the  Senator  ask¬ 
ing  unanimous  consent  to  rescind  the 
order  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  in 
response  to  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  I  see  no  reason  for  withdraw¬ 
ing  the  amendments,  although  we  might 
get  better  results. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  believe  that  we  would 
be  far  better  off  if  we  were  to  get  a  vote 
on  the  amendments.  Why  does  the 
Senator  wish  to  rescind  the  order  for  the 
yeas  and  nays? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Because  the  minor¬ 
ity  leader  thought  it  would  be  helpful  to 
have  it  done,  to  achieve  a  result  we  both 
would  welcome. 

Mr.  CLARK.  There  is  no  reason  that 
we  cannot  discuss  it  this  evening  or  to¬ 
morrow.  That  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  yeas  and  nays.  I  ask  the  Sentaor 
from  Oregon  for  his  view. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  can  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  rescind  the  order  for  the  yeas 
and  nays,  and  we  would  be  ready  tomor¬ 
row  to  do  anything  we  wish. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Russell  of  South  Carolina  in  the  chair) . 
Is  there  objection?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  just  before  the  unanimous 
consent  request  about  the  voting  tomor¬ 
row  a  1-page  statement  relative  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  And  let  it  appear  at  the 
point  at  which  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  is  recommending. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes,  have  it  placed 
in  the  Record  at  the  point  where  the 
unanimous  consent  request  was  made. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Foreign  Aid  Amendment  No.  224 

This  would  strike  out  section  205  of  the 
act  as  amended  by  the  committee  bill  so  as  to 
enable  the  President  to  make  available  up 
to  20  percent  of  development  loan  funds  to 
the  International  Bank  or  its  affiliates. 

The  amendment  would  leave  section  205 
as  it  now  is  in  the  existing  law  which  au¬ 
thorizes  the  President  to  lend  up  to  10  per¬ 
cent  of  development  loan  funds  to  the  In¬ 
ternational  Development  Association. 

The  real  issue  here  is  one  of  bilateral  versus 
multilateral  aid. 

There  is  abundant  evidence  that  multi¬ 
lateral  arrangements  are  not  only  more  effi¬ 
cient  in  hardheaded  bankers’  terms  but  that 
they  also  generate  much  less  political  fric¬ 
tion  between  the  United  States  and  the  re¬ 
cipient  country. 

The  committee  bill  does  not  imply  that  the 
United  States  is  going  to  write  a  blank  check 
to  some  international  organization  or  that  it 
is  going  to  lose  all  control  over  its  money. 
The  International  Bank  for  Reconstruction 
and  Development  and  its  affiliates  have  made 
.  an  enviable  record  which  is  universally  ad¬ 
mired  by  those  who  are  familiar  with  it. 
The  consortium  which  the  World  Bank  has 
organized  to  develop  the  Indus  River  Basin 
in  India  and  Pakistan  has  been  highly  suc¬ 
cessful  and  could  well  serve  as  a  model  in 
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other  parts  of  the  world.  A  multilateral 
approach  Is  at  the  heart  of  President 
Johnson’s  plan  for  southeast  Asia  and  dis¬ 
cussions  are  underway  for  an  Asian  develop¬ 
ment  bank  to  play  a  major  role  in  this  plan. 

In  addition  there  are  a  number  of  other 
multilateral  devices  which  warrant  further 
exploration  and  development — such  as,  for 
example,  the  Development  Assistance  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Organization  for  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  and  Development  and  the  Inter- 
American  Committee  for  the  Alliance  for 
Progress. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
not  a  suggestion  on  my  part,  but  I  am 
perfectly  willing  to  consider  any  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  on  time  to  vote 
on  the  amendment  tomorrow.  However, 
if  Senators  desire  to  let  that  matter  go 
until  tomorrow,  that  is  agreeable. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUEST 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  that  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
has  made  a  sensible  and  reasonable  re¬ 
quest.  I  believe  it  would  help  to  expedite 
the  business  of  the  Senate. 

I  suggest,  therefore,  that  the  vote  be 
held  at  1:30  tomorrow  afternoon,  the 
time  to  be  equally  divided  between  the 
Senator  temporarily  in  charge  of  the  bill, 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark],  or  whoever  may  be  designated, 
and  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening]. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not  ob¬ 
ject,  I  take  it  that  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  incorporates  in  his  unani¬ 
mous  consent  request,  the  request  to  vote 
on  whatever  amendment  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  may  choose  to  offer  tomor¬ 
row  on  the  subject  of  multilateral  aid. 
The  Senator  from  Alaska  may  well 
change  his  mind  overnight  and  decide 
that  he  wants  to  repeal  section  205. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  At  present,  I  am  in 
complete  agreement  with  that  sug¬ 
gestion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Harris  in  the  chair) .  Will  the  Senator 
from  Montana  state  when  the  time  limi¬ 
tation  would  begin  under  his  request? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  12  o’clock. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  state  that  it  will  be  possible  to 
vote  immediately  thereafter  on  passage 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  wish  it  were  pos¬ 
sible. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  believe  the 
Senator  wishes  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request?  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement,  as 
reduced  to  writing,  is  as  follows: 

Unanimous-Consent  Agreement 

Ordered,  That  the  Senate  proceed  to  vote 
not  later  than  1:30  o’clock  p.m.  on  Thurs¬ 
day,  June  10,  1965,  on  amendments  num¬ 
bered  221  and  224  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  to  the  bill  S. 
1837,  to  further  amend  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Provided,  That  all  time  for  debate  between 
12  noon  and  1:30  o’clock  p.m.  on  Thursday, 
June  10,  1965,  shall  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Clark],  or  any  Senator  designated 
by  him. 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR  COMMITTEE 
ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  TO  MEET 
UNTIL  1  P.M.  TOMORROW 
Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
after  discussing  the  matter  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  minority  leader  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen],  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  be  allowed 
to  meet  until  1  o’clock  tomorrow  after¬ 
noon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  in  further 
cooperation  with  the  leadership,  I  am 
about  to  complete  my  argument  on  these 
amendments  now,  so  that  other  Senators 
may  use  the  time  tomorrow. 

Now  that  we  have  disposed  of  the 
parliamentary  tangle,  I  wish  to  develop 
a  little  further  my  argument  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  committee’s  recommendation 
to  increase  from  10  to  20  percent  funds 
to  be  made  available  to  multilateral  fi¬ 
nancial  organizations. 

The  majority  of  the  committee  find 
themselves  in  a  rather  indefensible  posi¬ 
tion  when  they  argue  for  this  rather  ma¬ 
jor  change  in  foreign  aid  policy  and  at 
the  same  time  agree  to  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  bill  as  it  came  from  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee.  The  latter 
provides  that  the  entire  matter  of  for¬ 
eign  aid  will  be  subjected  to  a  full  review 
and  analysis  between  now  and  fiscal  year 
1967 — an  amendment  which  provides 
that  the  1965  foreign  aid  program  as  it 
now  operates  will  automatically  come  to 
an  end,  and  that  whatever  foreign  aid 
program  we  shall  have  thereafter  will  be 
a  new  foreign  aid  program,  based  upon 
recommendations  the  special  committee 
is  expected  to  bring  forward  after  a  year 
and  a  half  of  intensive  study  of  foreign 
aid. 

If  we  are  to  have  a  study  of  foreign 
aid,  I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  adopt  a 
change  in  foreign  aid  policy  as  major 
as  this  change  is. 

I  took  this  position  in  committee:  I 
thought  the  committee  ought  to  wait; 
that  out  of  respect  to  the  committee 
which  is  to  be  appointed,  it  ought  to  wait; 
that  in  fairness  to  those  of  us  who  are 
in  such  complete  disagreement  with  a 
majority  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  on  so  many  aspects  of  foreign 
aid  as  it  presently  exists,  the  committee 
ought  to  wait  until  it  receives  the  report 
that  will  flow  from  the  intensive  study 
which  the  special  commission  will  bring 
forth,  if  the  proposal  survives  in  confer¬ 
ence,  as  I  hope  and  believe  it  will. 

For  that  reason,  the  chairman  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  himself, 
after  further  reflection  on  this  matter, 
should  support  those  of  us  who  believe 
that  we  ought  to  defeat  the  section  of 
the  bill  as  reported  from  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  that  would  increase 
the  contributions  of  American  taxpay¬ 
ers’  money  to  foreign  financial  bodies 
from  10  percent  to  20  percent. 


The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche] 
raised  another  point  that  he  did  not 
develop  to  the  degree  that  I  think  it  ought 
to  be  developed.  It  is  a  delicate  matter. 
Mr.  President,  after  all,  I  must  sit  here 
and  vote  on  foreign  policy  matters  in 
light  of  what  I  think  is  the  attitude  of 
the  State  Department  and  the  AID 
agency  in  respect  to  congressional  checks. 
I  am  sorry  to  say  it,  but  I  am  completely 
convinced  that  it  has  been  the  attitude 
of  the  State  Department  and  the  foreign 
aid  people  for  some  years  that  they  are 
not  desirous  of  letting  the  Congress  exer¬ 
cise  in  full  its  congressional  rights  and 
prerogatives  and  constitutional  checks 
if  they  can,  by  circumvention,  by  various 
proposals,  invade  congressional  legisla¬ 
tive  authority  and  get  the  Congress  to 
delegate  away  to  the  State  Department 
and  the  AID  authorities  more  and  more 
aid  authority. 

It  is  a  serious  charge,  but  I  mean  every 
word  of  it.  I  do  not  believe  the  State 
Department  and  the  AID  officials  really 
have  a  desire  to  frame  a  foreign  policy 
with  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
consonant  and  consistent  with  the  legis¬ 
lative  authority  of  the  Congress. 

To  put  it  another  way,  and  perhaps  a 
little  more  bluntly,  there  is  an  attitude 
on  the  part  of  the  State  Department  and 
AID  officials  that  Congress  is  merely  a 
necessary  evil.  They  would  like  to  re¬ 
duce  the  impact  of  the  word  “necessary” 
as  much  as  possible  and  try  to  reduce 
Congress  to  as  unnecessary  an  evil  as 
possible. 

That  is  too  bad,  for  it  is  just  as  im¬ 
portant  to  the  executive  branch  that 
Congress  be  perpetuated  in  its  consti¬ 
tutional  strength  and  power  as  it  is  that 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  be  guaranteed  and  assured  its  full 
executive  power. 

I  take  great  pride  in  the  fact  that 
in  the  20  years  I  have  served  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  I  have  always  risen  to  defend  the 
powers  of  the  executive  branch  whenever 
there  was  any  attempt  of  the  part  of  the 
Congress  to  encroach  on  the  executive 
power.  It  is  just  as  important  to  me  as 
a  Senator  as  it  is  to  the  Secretary  of 
State,  or  the  Director  of  AID,  or  any 
other  Cabinet  officer,  or  the  President 
himself,  to  retain  the  executive  power 
of  our  form  of  government  in  full  bloom 
and  force  at  all  times. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  regale  the 
Senate  tonight  with  the  many  instances 
in  which  this  has  been  my  record,  but 
how  well  I  remember,  at  the  time  of  the 
McCarthy  hearings — that  an  attempt 
was  made  on  the  part  of  Congress  to  in¬ 
vade  the  Executive’s  right  in  connection 
with  the  separation  of  powers  doctrine — 
that  I  was  the  one  who  led  the  fight  in 
behalf  of  the  executive  branch  in  de¬ 
fense  of  Executive  power. 

Time  and  time  again  in  my  20  years 
in  the  Senate,  on  the  doctrine  of  execu¬ 
tive  privilege,  an  attempt  has  been  made 
on  the  part  of  Congress  to  impinge  upon 
the  doctrine  of  executive  privilege.  I 
have  never  allowed  anyone  to  get  ahead 
of  me  in  insisting  that  the  powers  of  the 
Executive  be  preserved. 

We  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  retain 
the  strength  which  our  constitutional 
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fathers  intended  this  system  of  govern¬ 
ment  to  have,  based  upon  three  coordi¬ 
nating  and  coequal  branches  of  the 
Government,  if  we  as  Senators  ever  sit 
in  this  Chamber  and  permit  any  infring- 
ment  on  Executive  powers  to  be  prac¬ 
ticed  against  the  executive  branch;  but, 
likewise,  we  as  Senators  will  not  be  pro¬ 
tecting  the  people  of  the  country  and 
their  constitutional  freedoms  if  we  sit  in 
this  Chamber  and  proceed  to  delegate 
more  and  more  legislative  power  to  the 
executive  branch,  hiding  behind  the  ra¬ 
tionalization  and  the  alibi  that  Members 
of  Congress  have  so  often  heard  ad¬ 
vanced,  “We  did  not  delegate,  really, 
any  Executive  power.  We  only  dele¬ 
gated  administrative  authority.” 

Mr.  President,  in  most  instances  that 
is  only  a  lot  of  “hokum.”  It  is  an  excuse, 
not  a  reason,  for  doing  what  Congress 
does. 

I  make  these  points  because  at  the 
heart  of  the  proposal  of  the  majority  on 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  is 
the  attempt  to  delegate  away  from  Con¬ 
gress  effective  control  over  the  determi¬ 
nation  of  the  expenditure  of  American 
taxpayers’  dollars  by  foreign  financial 
agencies,  on  which  the  United  States  has 
only  representation. 

I  do  not  mean  to  open  up  old  sores, 
but  let  the  record  speak  for  itself.  I 
have  not  been  willing  to  delegate  away 
from  Congress  its  constitutional  author¬ 
ity  or  its  constitutional  duty  under  arti¬ 
cle  1,  section  8,  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  in  regard  to  the  power 
to  make  war. 

It  will  not  be  many  months  before 
many  Senators  will  be  wishing  they  had 
not  granted  to  the  President  the  delega¬ 
tion  of  power  which  he  was  given  on  Au¬ 
gust  12,  1964.  Relatively  a  few  days  ago, 
in  effect,  the  bill  passed  to  grant  the 
President  $700  million  to  fight  an  unde¬ 
clared  war  in  Asia  was  only  a  vehicle  to 
give  him  another  vote  of  confidence 
through  a  delegation  of  power  which 
Congress,  under  the  Constitution,  does 
not  have  the  power  to  make.  The  fact 
that  it  goes  along  and  makes  it  does  not 
make  it  either  legal  or  constitutional. 

That  is  the  principle  involved:  The 
question  whether  Senators  are  going  to 
be  jealous — as  our  voters  have  the  right 
to  expect  us  to  be — of  the  inherent  power 
of  the  Senate — in  this  instance,  to  main¬ 
tain  control  over  the  expenditure  of  tax¬ 
payers’  money  involved  in  any  authoriza¬ 
tion  or  appropriation  bill  in  respect  to 
foreign  aid. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  pointed  out  that  what  we  are  really 
doing  is  pouring  more  money  through 
the  soft  loan  window  of  IDA,  and  even 
more  money  through  the  windows  of 
other  foreign  financial  bodies  on  which 
we  have  only  representatives  sitting,  but 
do  not  have  control.  They  will  make 
the  decisions  as  to  how  the  American 
taxpayers’  money  will  be  spent  in  a  so- 
called  foreign  aid  program.  It  ceases  to 
be  a  U.S.  foreign  aid  program.  It  be¬ 
comes  a  foreign-country-controlled  for¬ 
eign  aid  program,  but  with  huge  sums 
of  American  taxpayers’  money  involved. 

Let  us  be  frank  about  it.  Every  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  body  and  every  Representa¬ 
tive  in  the  House  knows  very  well  that 


99.9  percent  of  the  American  people  do 
not  understand  that  fact,  are  oblivious 
to  it,  or  are  ignorant  of  it.  But,  if  we 
could  get  them  to  understand  it,  I  have 
no  doubt  as  to  what  their  verdict  would 
be.  It  would  not  be  complimentary  to 
politicians.  It  would  not  be  compli¬ 
mentary  to  Members  of  the  Senate. 

I  can  hear  them  saying  to  Members  of 
the  Senate:  “That  is  not  what  we  sent 
you  back  to  Washington  to  do.  We  did 
not  send  you  back  to  Congress  to  give 
away  our  rights.” 

I  point  out  that  the  checking  powers 
of  the  Senate  are  powers  which  do  not 
belong  to  the  Senate.  They  belong  to 
the  American  people. 

Senators  are  merely  the  political 
agents  of  the  American  people.  Sena¬ 
tors  have  no  right  to  delegate  away  their 
constitutional  checking  powers  without 
telling  the  American  people  in  advance 
what  they  are  doing,  taking  the  time  to 
make  certain  that  the  American  people 
understand  what  is  being  proposed. 

This  is  not  the  first  time  this  plea  has 
been  made  in  this  Chamber  throughout 
the  history  of  the  Republic.  I  seek  only 
to  walk  in  the  footprints  on  the  carpet 
in  this  Chamber  of  former  Senators — 
great  statesmen  whose  footprints  I  can¬ 
not  hope  to  fill  but  who,  nevertheless,  are 
a  great  inspiration  to  me. 

I  make  this  plea  tonight,  in  respect  to 
preserving  the  power  of  checks  in  Con¬ 
gress  against  a  State  Department  and  a 
foreign  aid  administration  that  has 
stated  over  and  over  again  that  it  looks 
upon  Congress  as  only  a  necessary  evil, 
something  to  circumvent  whenever  it  be¬ 
lieves  that  Congress  is  standing  in  the 
way  of  its  exercise  of  their  personal  dis¬ 
cretion. 

The  plea  that  I  make  in  opposition  to 
an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  State  De¬ 
partment  and  the  foreign  aid  adminis¬ 
tration  to  try  to  get  Congress  to  delegate 
this  basic  legislative  authority  carries 
out  the  teachings  of  the  great  men  who 
have  served  in  this  body  from  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  history  of  our  Republic. 

The  issue  of  maintaining  a  system  of 
government  based  upon  three  coordi¬ 
nate  and  coequal  branches  of  govern¬ 
ment  involves  a  controversy  between  the 
executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the 
Government  as  old  as  our  history.  It 
broke  out  in  the  first  administration  of 
George  Washington.  It  has  involved  a 
continuous  battle  between  the  legislative 
and  executive  branches  of  Government 
from  administration  to  administration 
throughout  our  history.  I  challenge  my 
Senator  to  find  a  single  administration 
of  a  single  President  in  our  entire  history 
in  which  this  issue  was  not  raised. 

The  interesting  thing  is  that  although 
there  have  been  examples  of  attempted 
infringement  of  the  legislative  branch 
of  the  Government  upon  the  constitu¬ 
tional  powers  of  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government,  in  an  overwhelming 
number  of  instances  the  attempt  at  en¬ 
croachment  upon  this  precious  guar¬ 
antee  of  protecting  the  people  by  a  check 
and  balance  system  has  been  carried  on 
by  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

There  are  many  reasons  for  that.  One 
reason  for  it  is  that  in  the  executive 


June  9,  1965 

branch  of  the  Government,  by  its  very 
nature,  there  is  centralized  administra¬ 
tive  control.  Cabinet  officers  and  the 
heads  of  departments  do  not  like  to  dis¬ 
please  the  President.  There  is  a  tend¬ 
ency  on  the  part  of  Presidents — I  speak 
impersonally — to  seek  to  exercise  more 
and  more  discretionary  authority. 
When  they  seek  to  take  unto  themselves 
more  and  more  discretionary  authority, 
the  temptation  becomes  very  great,  as 
well  as  the  opportunities,  to  yield  to  the 
temptation  to  try  to  impinge  upon  the 
constitutional  checking  authorities  of 
Congress.  That  is  why  we  must  be  on 
guard. 

There  is  another  reason  why  there  is 
a  tendency  on  the  part  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  to  be  more 
guilty  than  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government  of  attempts  to  weaken  our 
system  of  checks  and  balances  based 
upon  this  guarantee  of  three  coordinate 
and  coequal  branches  of  goverment. 
The  reason  is  straight  partisan  politics. 

I  am  often  amused  to  hear  the  argu¬ 
ment  made  in  the  Senate  and  in  the 
cloakrooms:  “That  is  what  the  Presi¬ 
dent  wants.  You  have  to  support  the 
President.  That  is  what  he  wants.  You 
know  very  well  what  he  can  do  to  get  it.” 

I  always  reject  those  arguments  as 
plain  sophistry  and  expediency.  The 
people  of  the  United  States  did  not  send 
us  to  the  Senate  to  give  the  President 
what  he  wants.  The  people  sent  us  to 
the  Senate  to  support  the  President  when 
we  think  that  on  the  merits  of  the  issue 
he  is  right.  That  is  quite  a  different 
thing. 

Therefore,  I  say  that  one  of  the  rea¬ 
sons,  in  my  judgment,  why  there  has 
been  more  and  more  delegation  of  legis¬ 
lative  authority  over  the  past  25  years 
than  during  any  other  span  of  years  in 
the  history  of  our  country  is  that  too 
many  Members  of  Congress  have  sur¬ 
rendered  to  partisan  politics.  They  have 
no  right  to  do  it.  I  have  never  been 
known,  and  I  shall  never  be  known,  to 
agree  to  the  argument  that  we  hear  in 
party  caucus,  which  is  called  a  confer¬ 
ence,  that  we  must  go  down  the  line  with 
the  President,  as  though  we  were  some 
kind  of  renegades  or  traitors  or  worse  if 
we  even  venture  the  suggestion  that  the 
President  or  the  administration  is  wrong 
on  the  merits. 

We  have  no  right  to  sit  here  in  the 
Senate  and  vote  for  something  because 
the  President  is  seeking  it,  unless  the 
President  can  make  a  case  on  the  merits. 
I  do  not  want  anyone  to  be  fooled  about 
the  history  of  this  proposal  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee. 

The  delegation  of  more  and  more  con¬ 
gressional  checking  power  over  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  American  taxpayer  money 
to  international  financial  bodies  con¬ 
trolled  by  foreigners  is  what  this  admin¬ 
istration  wants.  It  ought  to  be  whipped 
in  its  attempt  to  get  it.  This  is  what 
the  Secretary  of  State  wants.  This  is 
what  the  Director  of  Foreign  Aid  wants. 
They  do  not  want  anything  that  the 
President  does  not  want. 

I  do  not  propose,  as  a  Democrat,  to 
give  to  my  Democratic  administration 
any  authority  that  violates  the  consti¬ 
tutional  guarantee  that  the  American 
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people  shall  have  preserved  for  them  a 
system  of  three  coordinate  and  coequal 
branches  of  government,  each  branch 
exercising  precious  constitutional  checks 
on  the  other. 

I  wish  to  say  from  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  tonight:  “Mr.  President,  you 
ought  to  tell  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
your  Director  of  Foreign  Aid  to  make 
clear  to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  that  you  have  had 
a  second  thought  about  this  matter,  and 
that  you  are  willing  to  let  the  law  stand 
as  it  is  now  written.” 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator,  as  a  constitutional  lawyer, 
could  inform  me  whether  he  thinks  there 
is  any  constitutional  violation  in  turning 
over  our  taxpayer  dollars  to  foreign 
countries  to  have  them  dispose  of  them 
as  they  see  fit,  without  any  further  con¬ 
trol  by  Congress  or,  indeed,  by  any  part 
of  our  Government. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  believe  there  is 
any  constitutional  problem  if  Congress  is 
so  derelict  in  its  sense  of  responsibilities 
as  to  give  away  taxpayer  money  in  that 
way. 

The  sad  thing  is  that  we  have  the 
power  to  give  away  taxpayer  money. 
That  is  what  this  amounts  to.  It  is  too 
bad,  but  that  is  it.  That  is  all  the  more 
reason  why  we  have  a  solemn  duty  to 
the  voters  who  have  sent  us  here  to  see 
that  that  kind  of  delegation  is  not  prac¬ 
ticed  by  Congress. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mi'.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING  I  was  pleased  to  note 
that  from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  there 
came  tonight  a  vigorous  recognition  of 
what  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and  I 
have  been  trying  to  get  across  for  these 
many  years;  namely,  that  the  so-called 
loans  at  three-quarters  of  1  percent  in¬ 
terest,  with  no  repayment  of  principal 
for  30  or  40  or  50  years,  were  concealed 
grants.  The  recognition  of  our  efforts  to 
introduce  a  little  fiscal  responsibility  is 
very  gratifying,  even  though  it  has  come 
a  little  late.  I  hope  that  that  recogni¬ 
tion  will  spread  to  a  majority  of  the 
Members  of  Congress. 

Mr.  MORSE.  It  is  encouraging.  As 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  I  say  that  it  has  given  all  of  us 
further  encouragement  regarding  the 
educational  process. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  It  shows  that  we 
should  not  be  discouraged  but  that  we 
should  fight  on. 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  should  never  be  dis¬ 
couraged.  It  is  surprising,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alaska  well  knows,  how  fre¬ 
quently  a  student  will  blossom  out  all  at 
once,  having  by  osmosis  or  some  other 
process  taken  in  the  nourishment  that 
is  obtained  through  knowledge. 

Facetiousness  aside,  I  now  return  to 
my  concluding  comments  on  the  prob¬ 
lem  raised  by  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee.  I  hope  that  tomorrow  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  reflect  long  enough  to  give  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  abstract  principles  of 
constitutional  government  that  I  have 
tried  to  present  once  again  in  the  Sen¬ 


ate  and  adopt  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Alaska. 

Of  course,  I  would  have  them  go  fur¬ 
ther  and  make  clear  to  the  administra¬ 
tion  that  we  are  not  even  going  to  per¬ 
mit  the  present  law,  with  its  so-called  10- 
percent  contribution,  to  stand,  for  here 
is  a  place  where  reform  in  foreign  aid  is 
crying  out  for  attention. 

I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  adopt  the 
amendments  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 
I  commend  him  for  the  great  service  that 
he  has  rendered  to  the  Senate  over  the 
years,  year  after  year,  pointing  out  the 
seriousness  of  the  situation.  As  he 
knows,  I  made  the  fight  in  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  this  year,  but  I  was 
delighted  to  have  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  take  up  the  burden  of  the  fight 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  assured  him 
that  I  would  give  him  every  bit  of  sup¬ 
port  that  I  could  give  him  when  his 
amendment  was  before  the  Senate. 
That  I  have  tried  to  do. 

I  have  concluded,  unless  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  wishes  to  ask  a  question. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  merely  wish  to 
thank  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and  to 
tell  him  how  much  I  admire  and  appre¬ 
ciate  his  unflagging  effort  to  improve  our 
foreign  aid  program,  to  protect  the 
American  taxpayer,  and  to  make  it  a 
more  effective  program.  I  have  been 
very  happy  to  have  followed  his  leader¬ 
ship  on  these  questions.  His  leadership 
is  that  of  a  far  more  experienced  legis¬ 
lator  and  a  longtime  member  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee.  He  has 
rendered  and  is  continuing  to  render  a 
service  that  cannot  be  praised  too  highly. 

MODIFICATION  OF  AMENDMENT  NO.  221 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  my  amendment  No.  221  be  modified 
by  inserting  in  line  4  the  word  “that”  be¬ 
tween  “and”  and  “the”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  orderd. 

MODIFICATION  OF  AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  dealing  with  individual 
countries  contains  a  typographical  error 
which  I  should  like  to  correct  at  this 
time.  The  last  line  on  page  1  of  my 
amendments  Nos.  243,  245,  246,  247,  248, 
249,  and  250  are  modified  to  read  “For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1965”  instead  of 
“Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1963.”  The 
“1963”  is  a  typographical  error.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  modification 
be  made. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


INVESTIGATION  OF  ROBERT  G. 
BAKER  BY  COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 
AND  ADMINISTRATION  —  PER¬ 
SONAL  STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR 
WILLIAMS  OF  DELAWARE 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  an  item  ap¬ 
pearing  on  the  U.P.I.  wire  service  today 
announcing  that  the  majority  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Admin¬ 
istration  have  ditched  the  earlier  report 
prepared  by  one  of  their  staff  members. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


Washington. — Democrats  on  the  Senate 
Rules  Committee  today  adopted  a  short  re¬ 
port,  without  criticism  of  Senator  John  J, 
Williams,  Republican,  of  Delaware,  on  tjfe 
Bobby  Baker  investigation. 

The  six  Democrats  on  the  committee  ,vkted 
unanimously  to  approve  the  report  ^ftd,  in 
effect,  ditch  a  100-page  effort  strongh^  critical 
of  Williams’  role  on  the  investigation. 

The  longer  report,  authored  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  staff  under  the  directkm  of  special 
counsel  Lennox  P.  McLendon,  .was  never  con¬ 
sidered  at  today’s  session,  Jp 

It  was  leaked  several  we^ks  ago  and  drove 
Williams  to  a  series  of/floor  speeches  in 
which  he  defended  his  actions  and  challenged 
Democrats  on  the  committee  to  support  or 
reject  the  charges  i y  the  report. 

Mr.  WILLIAM^  of  Delaware.  Nat¬ 
urally  I  am  glad  that  the  majority  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  /Rules  Committee  backed 
down  on  the  suggested  criticism  which 
had  first  been  outlined  in  the  report  pre¬ 
pared  by  one  of  their  staff  members. 
There  lud  never  been  any  doubt  in  my 
min<yout  that  ultimately  this  would  be 
the /result.  They  had  no  choice  when 
challenged. 

/ From  the  beginning  this  has  been  one 
/of  the  most  underhanded  attempts  to 
discredit  a  Member  of  the  Senate  that  I 
have  ever  witnessed. 

This  report  was  prepared  by  a  member 
of  the  committee’s  staff  and  then  leaked 
to  the  press  with  the  implication  that  it 
represented  the  views  of  the  Democratic 
members  of  the  Committee. 

Significantly,  at  no  point  has  a  single 
member  of  the  committee  ever  defended 
this  staff  report  or  accepted  it  as  repre¬ 
senting  their  views;  however,  their  fail¬ 
ure  to  repudiate  the  report  was  clearly 
leaving  just  that  impression.  It  was  not 
until  I  challenged  them  to  come  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  and  present  their 
criticism  in  my  presence  and  in  the  pres¬ 
ence  of  the  full  Senate  that  they  decided 
to  back  down. 

With  this  phase  of  the  case  now  closed, 
I  shall  await  with  interest  to  see  what 
criticisms  or  recommendations  the  re¬ 
port  contains  concerning  Mr.  Baker  and 
his  activities.  After  all,  this  was  the  pri¬ 
mary  purpose  of  the  investigation. 


wlr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  in  1951  Congress  enacted  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  78  as  a  temporary  2-year  meas¬ 
ure  to 'bring  Mexican  Nationals  into  this 
country \or  farmwork.  Renewals  of  the 
act  during  the  1950’s  for  continued  2- 
year  period^  of  time  met  with  only  nomi¬ 
nal  floor  opposition. 

Beginning  lh  1960  the  importation  of 
foreign  farmworkers  came  under  sharp 
attack  from  a  large  number  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  and  Senators.  Because  of  the 
increasing  public  opposition  to  the  ad¬ 
verse  effect  foreign  workers  were  having 
on  American  employment  and  wages, 
Congress  in  1963  extended  Public  Law  78 
for  1  year  only  and  terminated  it  per¬ 
manently  on  December  31,  1964. 

Today  we  find  that  some  parts  of  the 
farm  community,  and  even  soine  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body,  have  launched  a\critical 
dialogus  against  Secretary  of  Labor  Wil¬ 
lard  Wirtz  because  of  the  reduction  in 
the  number  of  foreign  workers  available 
for  farmwork. 
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■ilize  that  Secretary  Wirtz 
>le  or  accountable  for  the 
;ress  in  terminating  Pub- 
s  duty  is  to  carry  out  the 
ress.  It  would  be  well,  I 
Members  of  Congress  to 
t  if  criticism  is  warranted 
on  the  foreign  worker  question,  it  should 
be  directed  to  Congress  rather  than  to 
the  Secretary  of  Lgbor. 

As  Chairman  of  tfie  Subcommittee  on 
Migratory  Labor,  I  h&ye  carefully  studied 
the  farm  labor  probleriiand  the  effects  of 
the  termination  of  Public  Law  78  on  our 
farm  labor  supply.  As  ^  result  of  my 
work  in  this  area,  I  haveSeome  to  the 
conclusion  that,  although  thedoss  of  for¬ 
eign  farm  workers  may  have  caused  tem¬ 
porary  inconvenience  to  some  -farmers, 
there  is  in  fact  in  most  instances  kp  ade¬ 
quate  available  supply  of  domestic\abor 
which  is  willing  and  able  to  do  theSjob 
which  foreign  farm  workers  have  pre¬ 
viously  performed.  \ 

The  facts  in  my  possession  show  that 
crops  are  not  rotting  in  the  fields  as  has 
been  contended  and  that  agricultural 
production  has  not  been  curtailed.  In 
most  instances  sufficient  domestic  farm 
laborers  have  been  recruited,  where 
thorough  attempts  have  been  made  and 
decent  wages  and  working  conditions 
have  been  provided.  The  cost  to  both 
the  consumer  and  farmer  of  the  use  of 
American  workers  even  at  higher  wages 
than  those  previously  paid  to  foreign 
laborers  has  only  been  minimal. 

I  realize,  however,  that  this  transi¬ 
tional  period  is  a  most  difficult  one  re¬ 
plete  with  many  complicated  and  vexing 
problems.  Secretary  Wirtz  has  handled 
these  problems  with  a  minimum  of  diffi¬ 
culty  and  inconvenience  to  the  parties  in¬ 
volved.  Where  domestic  workers  have 
been  unavailable,  foreign  workers  have 
been  authorized.  Only  in  one  instance 
has  his  judgment  been  questioned.  In 
this  instance,  after  a  Federal  District 
Court  in  Florida  upheld  the  Secretary’s 
authority  to  exclude  foreign  workers,  At¬ 
torney  General  Katzenbach  allowed  500 
West  Indians  to  remain  in  Florida  for  an 
8 -day  period  to  help  complete  the  harvest 
of  the  celery  crop.  I  might  add  that 
these  workers  performed  tasks  which 
domestic  workers  have  historically 
shown  great  reluctance  to  perform. 
These  tasks  involve  back  breaking, 
arduous  labor  and,  therefore,  compensa¬ 
tion  for  this  type  work  should  be  an,  pre¬ 
mium  wages.  It  is  not  surprising^  there¬ 
fore,  that  growers  would  rathey  use  for¬ 
eign  workers  who  are  currently  being 
paid  $1.15  an  hour  and  are/making  ap¬ 
proximately  $12  per  day  on  a  piece  rate 
basis.  / 

SECRETARY  WIRTZ  DID  NOT TERMINATE  FOREIGN 
WORKER  PROGRAM 

Much  has  been  said  over  the  past  few 
weeks  concerning /the  lack  of  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  farm  labor  to  harvest  our 
Nation’s  crops. /We  have  been  told  that 
there  is  an  insufficient  supply  of  domes¬ 
tic  farm  labor  and  that  Americans  are 
unwilling  / nd  unable  to  perform  the 
stoop  labor  necessary  to  insure  a  suc¬ 
cessful  harvest.  It  has  been  alleged  that 
because  of  the  lack  of  labor  crops  are 
rotthrig  on  the  ground  in  California  and 
in  Florida.  Much  of  this  criticism  has 


unjustly  fallen  on  the  shoulders  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  Willard  Wirtz. 

SECRETARY  WIRTZ  CARRYING  OUT  CONGRESSIONAL 
INTENT 

When  Congress  deliberately  termi¬ 
nated  Public  Law  78  on  December  31, 
1964,  it  was  its  intent  to  end  the  im¬ 
portation  of  foreign  farm  labor.  This 
labor  for  many  years  had  deprived  quali¬ 
fied  Americans  from  jobs  in  all  fields  and 
caused  unemployment  and  substandard 
living  conditions  and  wages. 

Proponents  of  the  Public  Law  78  were 
warned  as  early  as  December  3,  1964,  in 
a  speech  on  the  Senate  floor  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  that: 

It  is  my  belief  that  by  giving  this  notice 
in  advance,  the  proponents  of  this  law  will 
be  warned  that  the  Senate  will  not  act  again 
on  this  measure  and  that  they  must  begin 
to  look  elsewhere  for  relief. 

On  the  same  day,  the  distinguished 
.Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott] 
said: 

Yrealize  that  this  bill  can  probably  never 
agaha  come  before  the  Senate.  I,  too,  am/ 
practical.  / 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [  Mr /^Holland]  said:  / 

I  understand  that  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tlemen  have  indicated  that  this  conttnitment 
is  to  an  extension  of  1  year  and  Wot  beyond 
that  time.  \  / 

The  Senate  wae  warned/at  that  time 
that  the  public  wlsmld  not  continue  to 
tolerate  the  substandard  living  and 
working  conditions  forced  on  American 
agricultural  workeryby\the  importation 
of  cheap  foreign  labor.  \ 

CONGRESS  DID  NOT  INTEND  TO  SUBSTITUTE  PUB¬ 
LIC  LAW  4L4  FOR  PUBLIC  L\W  78 

The  intent  eff  Congress  in  ending  the 
foreign  worker  program  was  not  merely 
to  change  tile  program’s  label  frohi  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  78/to  Public  Law  414.  \ 

In  California’s  Ventura  County ,\he 
heart  jn  the  State’s  lemon  groves,  wheye 
foreign  workers  have  been  used  in  grea\ 
nurribers  in  the  past  and  where  growers 
oxJ numerous  occasions  have  called  for 
their  continued  use  under  Public  Law 
'414,  the  Ventura  County  Star-Free  Press 
stated  in  its  April  2, 1965,  editorial: 

If  the  Congress  were  to  abolish  some  long¬ 
standing  program  of  social  welfare  and  if  an 
executive  department  were  to  continue  the 
program  through  some  back-door  gimmick, 
can  you  imagine  the  reaction  of  congres¬ 
sional  conservatives?  Their  outraged  cries 
over  the  disregard  for  congressional  author¬ 
ity  would  sound  all  the  way  to  Ventura.  And 
well  they  should. 

Strange  then  that  conservatives  in  the 
Congress  are  asking  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
to  circumvent  congressional  intent  in  the 
importation  of  farm  laborers.  That  is  what 
some  Congressmen  did  yesterday — with  Rep¬ 
resentative  Charles  Teacue,  Republican,  of 
Ojai,  among  them — when  they  asked  Labor 
Secretary  Wirtz  to  authorize  the  use  of  farm¬ 
workers  where  needed. 

It  is  one  of  the  curious  aspects  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  farm  labor  problem  that  Secretary 
Wirtz  is  blamed  for  the  lack  of  farmworkers 
when  it  was  the  Congress  which,  after  long 
deliberation  and  ample  warning,  terminated 
the  bracero  program. 

If  the  importation  of  foreign  workers  is  to 
be  reinstated,  even  partially  and  tempo¬ 
rarily,  it  should  be  reinstated  by  the  Con¬ 


gress,  not  by  Mr.  Wirtz  whose  authority  in/ 
the  matter  stems  only  from  misuse  of  t)ie 
immigration  law.  / 

I  am  certain  that  no  Senator  /would 
want  Secretary  Wirtz  to  usurp  the/powers 
jof  Congress  in  this  field.  This  merely 
follows  close  on  the  heels  of  the  eloquent 
statement  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oregon,  who  so  cleariy  defined  the 
powers  and  the  responsibilities  of  the 
respective  branches.  Mr.  Wirtz  is  only 
following  congressional  intent  in  what 
he  is  doing  in  this  field  of  activity. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  should  not 
be  abused  as  he  is  in  this  instance.  He 
should  be  appla/ded  by  Senators.  Cer¬ 
tainly  no  one/here  today  would  want 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  usurp  the 
powers  of  Congress  in  this  field. 

During  /the  debate  on  the  last  exten¬ 
sion  of  public  Law  78  the  Senate  was  well 
aware  fenat  the  domestic  farm  labor  force 
hadj/een  declining  at  an  average  rate  of 
200/000  persons  a  year  for  the  last 
decade.  Many  of  those  displaced  from 
the  farm,  being  unskilled  and  unedu¬ 
cated,  were  concentrated  in  the  slums  of 
our  cities,  unemployed  and  destitute.  It 
was  intended  at  that  time  to  give  these 
unemployed  farmworkers  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  find  agricultural  employment 
without  having  to  compete  with  foreign 
workers. 

CONGRESS  INTENDED  STRICT  ADMINISTRATION  OF 
PULIC  LAW  414 

The  provisions  of  Public  Law  414 
specifically  provide  that  the  importation 
of  foreign  farmworkers  for  temporary 
employment  shall  not  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  the  wages,  working  conditions 
and  job  opportunities  of  American  farm 
labor.  The  Congress  laid  down  these 
provisions,  not  Secretary  Wirtz. 

In  order  to  carry  out  the  congressional 
intent,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  on  De¬ 
cember  19,  1964,  announced  that  Public 
Law  414  would  be  strictly  administered. 
At  the  same  time,  he  announced  a  set 
of  criteria  which  would  have  to  be  met 
before  foreign  labor  would  be  admitted 
to  this  country.  Those  criteria  are  not 
\unreasonable.  They  call  for  an  absolute 
priority  for  domestic  farmworkers  in 
alk  available  employment.  Adverse  ef- 
fecFswage  rates  were  established  for  each 
StateSin  which  foreign  workers  had  pre- 
viously\been  employed  to  be  offered  to 
domesticsworkers.  In  addition,  a  mini¬ 
mum  standard  of  hygienic  housing  and 
sanitary  facilities  and  insurance  com¬ 
parable  to  workman’s  compensation  was 
to  be  offered  t\  domestic  workers.  Also 
included  underxlhe  criteria  set  forth 
were  transportation  from  the  place  of 
recruitment  to  the  place  of  employment 
and  return  for  all  workers  completing 
50  percent  of  the  contracted  for  working 
period:  and  a  guaranteeSof  employment 
for  at  least  three-fourths\)f  that  work¬ 
ing  period.  \ 

These  are  essentially  the  same  guar¬ 
antees  which  have  been  offered  to  the 
braceros  in  the  past.  As  the  April  2, 
1965,  editorial  in  the  Ventura  County, 
Calif.,  Star -Free  Press  from  which  I  pave 
previously  quoted  so  aptly  stated:  \ 

There  Is  some  reluctance  on  the  part  of 
growers  to  grant  Mr.  Wirtz  the  power  to  set\ 
wage  standards  and  particularly  so  since  the 
scale  he  prescribes  for  California  agriculture 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  foreigh  aid  authorization  bill.  Several  Senators  discus¬ 
sed  discontinuance  of  Mexican  fa^m  labor  program.  Holse  Rules  Committee  cleared 
revised  disaster  relief  bill.  /hep.  Nelsen  criticized  CSC's  "delay"  in  investigation 
of  "armtwisting"  in  REA.  Sep/  Ribicoff  introduced  and  dr^cussed  bill  to  establish 
summer  lunch  program. 

SENATE 

1.  FOREIGN  AID.  Continued  dobato  on  S.  1837,  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill. 

Agreed  to,  73-13,  a  Harris  amendment  barring  aid  under  this  bill  or  certain  agri¬ 
cultural  sales  to  ITAR  or  Indonesia  while  they  commit  aggression,  pp.  12644-56, 
12679-8,  12691-2 

2.  ARTS  AND  HlO(NITISS.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  1483,  to  establish  aVationa. 

Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities,  including  a  provision  requiring  the  Federal 
Council/to  promote  coordination  between  the  programs  of  the  Foundatiorr^nd  relat- 
ed  programs  of  other  Federal  agencies,  pp.  12635-43 

\  FAR/LABOR.  Sens.  Ifarphy,  Holland,  and  Williams  of  N.  J.  discussed  the  effects  of 
'wscontinuance  of  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program,  pp.  12695-709 

^/APPROPRIATIONS.  The  agricultural  subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
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concluded  its  hearings  on  H.  R.  8370,  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill,  p* 

D5C*. 

leceived  from  the  Calif,  legislature  a  resolution  opposing  the  proposed^, 
coritiuhance  of  utilization  research  on  western  rice,  pp.  12721-2 

Reoeived  from  the  Okla,  legislature  a  resolution  recommending  continuation 
of  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  at  the  current  $250,000,000  leWl.  p. 
12722 


5.  FARM  PROGRAM.  \Sen.  McGovern  inserted  statements  regarding  the  "farm  Crisis  in 
South  Dakota"  as  a  result  of  decreased  farm  income,  pp.  12742-6 


6.  EXCISE  TAXES.  The\Finance  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not/  actually  report 
with  amendments  H.\R.  8371,  to  reduce  or  repeal  certain  excise/taxes,  p.  D509 


7.  POVERTY.  Sen.  Proxmire  defended  administration  of  the  poverty  program. 
12685-90 


pp, 


8.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Prcxmlre  inserted  and  commended  a  speech  by  Federal  Reserve 
Board  Member  Robertson,  "The  Balance -of -Payments  Problem,  Short-Term  Relief  and^ 
Long-Term  Remedy."  pp.  12692-5  ' 


9.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Hartke  spoke  on\the  "dangers"  of  appointing  military  men  to  civ¬ 
ilian  positions,  pp.  12709-20  X  ' 


10.  RECLAMATIONj  ELECTRIFICATION.  The\nterior  a/d  Insular  Affairs  Committee  report- 
ed  with  amendments  S.  599,  to  authorize  thpAuburn— Folsom  south  unit,  American 
River  division.  Central  Valley  project  (s/  Rept.  312);  and  without  amendment 
S.  1761,  to  authorize  a  third  powerplanv  at  the  Grand  Coulee  Dam  (S.  Rept.  3 14) 

p.  12724  y 

This  Committee  also  ordered  reported,  (but  did  not  actually  report)  S«  602, 
to  broaden  the  scope  of  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  (amended),  and  S.  32; 
authorizing  the  southern  Nev.  water  pro ject\( amended) .  pp.  D509— 10 


11.  WATER  RESEARCH.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  S.  2A<j  to  increase  authorizations  for  expansion  and 
extension  of  the  saline  water'  conversion  programX  pp.  D509— 10 


HOUSE 


12.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Concurred  in  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.\6755,  authorizing 

additional  appropriations  for  prosecution  of  projects  i\  certain  comprehensive 
river  basin  plans  for  flood  control.  This  bill  will  nowNbe  sent  to  the 
President,  pp.  12750-1 


13.  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR  AND  RET.ATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATIONS  BILL,  1966.  Conferet 
were  appointecion  this  bill,  H.  R.  6767.  Senate  conferees  havfe  already  been 
appointed.  p6  12751 


14.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  8439,  to  authorize\certain 

construction  at  military  installations.  The  bill  includes  authorizations  for 
payments  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  having  financed  certain  family 
housing  through  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities.  The  biri  also 
contains  a  committee  amendment  which  Rep.  Rivers  maintained  is  constitutional , 
to/provide  a  waiting  period  prior  to  executive  base  closings  and  provide^ 


ichanism  whereby  Congress  could  reject  the  proposed  executive  actions. 
>p.  12752-3,  12758-97 
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le  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  jkthird  reading,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill 
was  passe 

Mr-.  PELlX  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion\o  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mi\  President,  I  wish  to 
express  my  delightVnd  joy  that  the  bill 
has  passed.  When  we  look  back  in  his¬ 
toric  perspective  10  or  15  years  from 
now,  we  shall  realize  f  nat  the  proposed 
legislation  is  one  of  the\milestones  of 
these  yers. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  wislVto  express 
my  deep  appreciation  to  tne  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pell],  the  distinguished  Senators  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javits  and  Mt.NKen- 
nedy],  distinguished  Senator's  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Kuchel  and  Mr.  Murph\]  , 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Alask 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  distinguished  Sena-N 
tor  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough]  and 
all  other  Senators  who  have  contributed 
to  the  introduction  and  the  passage  of 
this  bill.  The  National  Foundation  on 
the  Arts  and  the  Humanities  is  a  mile¬ 
stone  and  a  step  in  right  direction. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  I  express  my  great  pleasure  at 
the  action  of  the  Senate  this  afternoon 
in  passing  S.  1483,  the  arts  and  humani¬ 
ties  bill.  This  bill  has  benefited  from  the 
long-term  interest  and  dedicated  support 
of  Senator  Javits.  Our  able  colleague. 
Senator  Pell,  introduced  this  year’s  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  bill,  and  conducted  lengthy 
hearings  on  it  before  his  Special  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Arts  and  Humanities. 
During  the  course  of  the  hearings,  many 
constructive  and  useful  suggestions  were 
made  for  improving  the  bill.  Under  the 
imaginative  leadership  of  Senator  Pell, 
and  with  the  aid  of  his  hard-working 
staff,  the  subcommittee  reported  the  ex¬ 
cellent  version  of  the  bill  which  we  have 
passed  today. 

As  a  member  of  the  full  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  and  as  a  co¬ 
sponsor  of  this  legislation,  I  was  partic¬ 
ularly  gratified  to  see  its  speedy  enact¬ 
ment  after  final  approval  by  our  com-/ 
mittee. 

I  think  the  bill  will  provide  a  vitally 
needed  stimulus  for  all  the  branches  of 
the  arts  and  humanities  in  every  locality 
in  the  United  States.  Under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  bill  for  direct  giants  and 
loans  to  performing  groups,  as  well  as  to 
students  of  the  various  hurnanistic  dis¬ 
ciplines,  I  am  convinced  JUiat  we  shall 
see  an  inspiring  upsurge/in  activity  and 
creativity.  The  passagvr  of  this  bill  truly 
marks  recognition  of  /he  central  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  arts  apa  humanities  in  our 
American  culture., 

S.  1483  IS  A  LANDMARK  IN  THE  DEVELOPING 
AMERICAN  CIVILIZATION 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
America  has  ever  been  the  great  proving 
ground  for  the  idea  that  the  citizens  of 
a  nation/are  capable  of  governing  them¬ 
selves, /5f  running  their  own  lives  and  of 
buildjng  a  humane  and  civilized  society 
in  the  process.  There  have  been  critics 
of/aemocracy,  and  of  American  democ¬ 


racy  in  particular,  who  have  argued  that 
high  cultural  attainment  is  beyond  our 
reach.  They  see  Americans  as  a  rather 
boorish  lot  who  are  concerned  solely  with 
increasing  their  possession  of  material 
goods. 

A  significant  portion  of  Americans  has 
never  accepted  this  judgment.  Sharing 
Walt  Whitman’s  vision  of  a  great  litera¬ 
ture  arising  from  deep  within  the  Amer¬ 
ican  spirit,  they  have  attempted  to  show 
that  a  democracy  is  capable  of  producing 
great  works  of  art  and  that  the  whole 
people  of  the  democracy  will  form  the 
greatest  audience  that  any  society  has 
ever  known.  Indeed,  as  the  penetrating 
study  of  the  Rockeller  Panel  Report  on 
the  Performing  Arts  points  out: 

There  have  long  been  thoughtful  people 
among  us  who  believe  that  the  ultimate  test 
of  democracy  lies  in  the  quality  of  the  artis¬ 
tic  and  intellectual  life  it  creates  and 
supports. 

The  action  which  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  has  taken  today  in  passing 
the  Arts  and  Humanities  Foundation  bill 
a  sign  that  American  culture,  far  from 
sending  still,  is  pressing  forward  toward 
her,  appointed  rendezvous  with  a  golder 
age/1 

ThiVbill  establishes  a  National  Foun¬ 
dation  on  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities, 
consisting,  of  a  National  Endowment  for 
the  Arts  and  a  National  Endowment  for 
the  Humanities.  The  National  Endow¬ 
ment  for  the.  Arts  provides  matching 
grants  to  State^,  to  nonprmit  or  public 
groups  and  to  inoividuals^engaged  in  the 
creative  and  performing  arts.  The 
Humanities  Endowment  provides  grants 
and  loans  for  research,  provides  fellow¬ 
ships  and  grants  to  institutions  for  train¬ 
ing,  supports  the  publication  of  scholarly 
works  in  the  humanities,  and  fosters  un¬ 
derstanding  §nd  appreciation  of  the 
humanities. 

In  the  avis  the  influence  ofXthis  pro¬ 
gram  will/nave,  I  believe  it  is  sark  to  say, 
a  secondary  influence  far  greatek  than 
the  primary  influence  of  the  money 
which  the  Federal  Government  iraplf 
awards.  The  impetus  which  this  pi 
will  give  to  private  philanthropy,  tc 
ftate  and  community  effort,  and  to  per¬ 
sonal  involvement  of  persons  who  had 
never  involved  themselves  in  the  arts 
before,  will  produce  a  net  effect  many 
times  greater  than  might  be  expected. 
As  a  study  of  State  arts  councils  by  the 
U.S.  Office  of  Education  shows: 

Adequate  financial  stimulation  of  high 
quality  art  will  result  in  enthusiastic  par¬ 
ticipation  and  enjoyment  by  large  numbers 
of  people,  in  greater  private  support  and  box 
office  income,  and  in  gradual  reduction  in 
need  for  subsidies. 

Equally  important  to  the  advancement 
of  the  American  civilization  is  adequate 
support  for  activities  in  the  humanities. 
Indeed,  if  any  nation  should  be  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  humanities,  that  nation 
is  the  United  States.  This  Nation  was 
conceived  in  the  notion  that  what  counts 
most  in  life  is  that  which  is  most  human. 
This  is  What  the  humanities  are  con¬ 
cerned  with.  The  report  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  the  Humanities  reminds  us: 

Throughout  man’s  conscious  past  they 
have  played  an  essential  role  in  forming, 
preserving,  and  transforming  the  social. 


moral,  and  esthetic  values  of  every  man  in  / 
every  age.  One  cannot  speak  of  history  or  / 
culture  apart  from  the  humanities.  They 
not  only  record  our  lives;  our  lives  are  the 
very  substance  they  are  made  of.  Their  sub¬ 
ject  is  every  man.  *  *  *  All  men  require/that 
a  vision  be  held  before  them,  an  ideal  toward 
which  they  may  strive.  Americans  n@£d  such 
a  vision  toward  which  they  ru/y  strive. 
Americans  need  such  a  vision  today  as  never 
before  in  their  history.  It  is  bouf  the  dignity 
and  the  duty  of  humanists  to  .offer  their  fel¬ 
low  countrymen  whatever  understanding  can 
be  attained  by  fallible  humanity  of  such  en¬ 
during  values  as  justice1;  freedom,  virtue, 
beauty,  and  truth.  OnlVthus  do  we  join  our¬ 
selves  to  the  heritage  />f  our  Nation  and  our 
human  kind. 

In  today’s  wopfd,  when  the  growth  of 
man’s  understanding  of  technology  is 
greater  tharyahe  growth  of  his  under¬ 
standing  of  /ns  fellow  man,  it  is  vital  that 
we  pay  some  attention  to  the  humanities, 
to  that  yvhich  is  human  and  therefore 
common  to  all  men.  This  is  every  bit  as 
vital JCo  our  national  defense  as  the  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  we  spend  every  year  on 
ssiles  and  bombs. 


PROPOSED  NEW  LIBRARY  BUILDING 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Public  Works  Subcommittee  on  Build¬ 
ings  and  Grounds,  chaired  by  Senator 
Stephen  Young,  Democrat,  of  Ohio,  yes¬ 
terday  adopted  restrictive  amendments 
to  a  Senate  resolution  to  build  a  new 
library  building. 

The  amendments  adopted  included 
taking  jurisdiction  over  the  construction 
from  the  Office  of  the  Architect  of  the 
Capitol  and  placing  it  in  the  General 
Services  Administration,  a  requirement 
for  competitive  bidding  on  construction 
and  equipment  and  restricting  the  au¬ 
thorization  to  $500,000,  rather  than  $72,- 
500,000,  as  was  proposed. 

The  people’s  business  ought  to  be  han¬ 
dled  in  such  a  way  as  to  demonstrate  to 
them  that  their  interests  are  being  fully 
protected. 

That  is  why  I  made  the  motion  to  up¬ 
hold  the  view  of  our  chairman,  Senator 
Young,  that  the  construction  of  any  new 
Library  of  Congress  building  should  be 
handled  by  the  General  Services  Admin- 
stration,  which  has  a  long  and  excellent 
record  in  the  field  of  public  construction. 

rther,  I  made  the  motion  that  all 
construction  and  equipment  contracts  on 
any  su«h  new  building  should  be  let  only 
after  competitive  bidding,  under  the  same 
procedure^  now  applicable  to  other  GSA 
contracts. 

I  also  ma?ie  the  motion  to  reject  the 
proposal  that  the  bill  fully  authorize  the 
construction  oi\the  new  building  at  a 
cost  of  $72, 500, 00k  and  that  the  authori¬ 
zation  be  limited  t\$500,000  only,  for  the 
completion  of  detailed  plans,  design,  and 
cost  estimates. 

The  subcommittee  Xgreed  with  me 
that  we  should  not  at  this  time  fully 
authorize  the  constructiomof  the  build¬ 
ing,  because  it  was  not  \vet  certain 
whether  the  land  adjacent  to  the  Library 
of  Congress  could  be  secured  and  there 
had  been  no  detailed  plans,  desito,  and 
cost  estimates  made  and  filed  wiraj  the 
subcommittee. 

By  authorizing  only  $500,000,  as  I  sug¬ 
gested,  the  subcommittee  made  it  clear 
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iat  we  do  not  intend  to  make  afiy  au¬ 
thorizations  in  the  dark  and  without  full 
knowledge  of  the  facts;  further  author¬ 
izations,  for  the  construction  of  the 
buildingean  be  made  after  the  full  facts 
have  been\  obtained,  And  the  people, 
through  the^subcommrttee,  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  khow  all  about  the  project. 

There  is  no  qu^tion  in  my  mind  that 
the  Library  of  fmhgress  needs  an  addi¬ 
tional  build ihg  and  that  the  James 
Madison  Memorial  budding  is  a  worthy 
project,  but  I  am  proud  that  the  sub¬ 
committee  made  it  clear  that  we  intend 
to  secythat  the  taxpayers’ interests  are 
safeguarded  in  its  construction 

intend  to  continue  vigorously  my 
Efforts  to  assure  that  these  safeguards 
are  continued  in  this  or  any  otheh  au¬ 
thorization  legislation  adopted  for  this 
project  by  the  Congress. 


June  10,  1965 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  19185 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
hour  of  12  o’clock  having  arrived,  under 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement  the 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  pending 
business,  which  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
1837)  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  agreement,  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  or  somone  whom 
he  might  designate,  will  be  recognized  for 
45  minutes. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  understand¬ 
ing  may  be  changed,  and  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright], 
chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  the  Senator  in  charge  of  the 
bill,  may  be  substituted  for  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
will  have  control  of  the  time  previously 
designated  for  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark]. 

The  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruen- 
ing]  will  have  control  of  45  minutes  of 
the  time  available. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be 
permitted  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum  without  the  time  necessary  for 
the  quorum  call  being  charged  to  the 
time  of  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kennedy  of  New  York  in  the  chair). 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  a  proposed  unanimous- 


consent  agreement  and  ask  that  it  be 
given  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

clerk  will  read. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Unanimous-Consent  Agreement 

Ordered,  That,  effective  June  11,  1965,  at 
the  conclusion  of  routine  morning  business, 
during  the  further  consideration  of  the  bill 
(S.  1837)  to  further  amend  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  debate  on 
any  amendment,  motion,  or  appeal,  except 
a  motion  to  lay  on  the  table,  shall  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  mover  of  any  such  amend¬ 
ment  or  motion  and  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  :  Provided,  That  in 
the  event  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  is  in 
favor  of  any  such  amendment  or  motion, 
the  time  in  opposition  thereto  shall  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  majority  leader  or  some  Sen¬ 
ator  designated  by  him:  Provided  further. 
That  no  amendment  that  is  not  germane  to 
the  provisions  of  the  said  bill  shall  be  re¬ 
ceived  except  for  two  amendments  to  be 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits]  . 

Ordered  further,  That  on  the  question  of 
e  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate  shall 
limited  to  4  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
anA.  controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority 
and\ninority  leaders:  Provided,  That  the 
said  leaders,  or  either  of  them,  may,  from 
the  timt  under  their  control  on  the  passage 
of  the  said  bill,  allot  additional  time  to  any 
Senator  during  the  consideration  of  any 
amendmentx motion,  or  appeal. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to\the  unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object, I.  have  no  objection  to 
the  time  limitation, N?ut  I  may  desire  to 
submit  two  amendments.  One  is  print¬ 
ed,  one  is  not.  One  amendment  relates 
to  the  Peace  by  Investment  Corporation; 
the  other  relates  to  East-West  trade.  I 
ask  the  majority  leader  to  except  those 
amendments  from  the  g&fmaneness 
rule,  if  there  is  any  problem. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Of  courseO 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  ik  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  H  is 
so  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  do  I  cor¬ 
rectly  understand  that  the  two  amend¬ 
ments  are  excepted  from  the  rule  of  ger¬ 
maneness? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Subsection  205  of  the  present  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  provides: 

If  tbe  President  determines  that  it  would 
more  effectively  serve  tbe  purposes  of  this 
title  and  the  policy  contained  in  section  619 
(pertaining  to  newly  independent  countries) , 
he  may,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  title,  lend  not  to  exceed  10  per  centum  of 
the  funds  made  available  for  this  title  to 
the  International  Development  Association 
for  use  pursuant  to  the  International  Devel¬ 
opment  Association  Act  (Public  Law  86-565, 
74  Stat.  293)  and  the  articles  of  agreement 
of  the  Association. 

The  bill  reported  by  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  changes  the  law  in 
three  respects: 

First.  It  inserts  the  following  policy 
finding  by  the  Congress: 


That  the  United  States  and  other  free 
world  nations  place  an  Increasing  portion  of 
their  assistance  programs  on  a  multilateral 
basis. 

Second.  It  includes  in  the  agencies  to 
which  the  President  is  authorized  to 
transfer  development  loan  funds  to  two 
international  lending  institutions — the 
International  Bank  for  Reconstruction 
and  Development  and  the  International 
Finance  Corporation,  in  addition  to  the 
International  Development  Association, 
to  which  funds  can  be  transferred  under 
existing  law. 

Third.  The  committee  bill  increases 
from  10  to  20  percent  the  amount  of 
funds  which  the  President  can  transfer 
to  these  three  international  institutions. 

My  amendments — Nos.  221  and  224 
combined,  which  are  now  being  consid¬ 
ered  en  bloc — would  delete  these  three 
committee  amendments  and  leave  the 
present  law  undisturbed. 

My  amendments  do  nothing  more. 

On  page  12592  of  the  Congressional 
Record  for  July  9,  I  have  inserted  a 
list  of  the  loans  made  by  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Development  Association.  These 
are  soft  loans.  They  are  repayable  over 
the  term  of  50  years  with  an  interest  rate 
of  three-fourths  of  1  percent  with  no 
repayment  of  principal  for  the  first  10 
years. 

With  the  United  States  borrowing  the 
money  to  turn  over  to  the  International 
Development  Association  at  more  than 
5%  percent  interest,  this  means  a  con¬ 
cealed  grant  is  going  to  each  borrower 
from  the  International  Development  As¬ 
sociation  of  at  least  5  percent  interest. 

For  example,  the  loan  made  to  India 
by  the  International  Development  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  $300  million  contains  a  con¬ 
cealed  grant  to  India  from  the  United 
States  of  $15  million  per  year.  It  is  con¬ 
cealed  because,  while  the  taxpayers  of 
the  United  States  are  paying  this  $15 
million  annually,  it  is  treated  by  the  In¬ 
ternational  Development  Association  and 
the  people  of  India  as  a  loan,  rather  than 
a  grant. 

If  the  people  of  the  United  States  and 
their  elected  representatives  want  to 
make  grants,  let  them  do  it  openly  and 
lowingly. 

.The  effect  of  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments  continues  a  trend  to  obviate  the 
restrictions  placed  on  the  Development 
Loan\Fund  by  the  Congress  over  the 
years. 

The  committee  amendments  would 
free  an  additional,  10  percent  of  the  De¬ 
velopment  Loan  Funds  from  the  follow¬ 
ing  restrictions: 

First.  The  Hickenlooper  amendment, 
a  great  deterrent  to  expropriations  of 
U.S.-owned  property  abroad. 

That  would  go  down  the  drain  if  my 
amendments  were  rejected. 

Second.  The  safeguards  for  the  use 
of  Development  Loan  Funds  for  pur¬ 
chases  in  the  United  States  provided  a 
restriction  of  great  assistance  to  our  bal- 
ance-of-payments  problem. 

That  would  go  down  the  drain  if  my 
amendments  were  rejected. 

Third.  The  requirement  for  detailed 
plans  and  cost  estimates  on  public  works 
projects  is  a  safeguard. 

These  safeguards  would  also  disappear 
if  my  amendments  were  rejected. 
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Fourth.  The  requirement  for  the 
shipment  of  a  certain  percentage  of  pur¬ 
chases  in  American  bottoms  is  a  safe¬ 
guard. 

All  purchases  made  through  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  these  loans,  including  the  addi¬ 
tional  10  percent  through  the  interna¬ 
tional  corporations,  would  have  no  pro¬ 
tection  for  American  shipping. 

Fifth.  The  restrictions  on  aid  to  Cuba, 
Poland,  Yugoslavia,  and  other  Commu¬ 
nist  countries  are  safeguards. 

The  international  bankers  lend  this 
money  wherever  they  see  fit. 

Sixth.  The  restriction  on  aid  to  coun¬ 
tries  shipping  goods  to  Cuba  is  a  safe¬ 
guard. 

That,  too,  would  disappear. 

Seventh.  The  restriction  on  aiding 
businesses  abroad  that  will  ship  goods 
into  the  United  States  in  competition 
with  our  own  businesses  is  a  safeguard. 

They  would  ship  goods  into  America 
in  competition  with  our  own  businesses. 

The  following  are  safeguards : 

Eighth.  The  restriction  against  aid  to 
countries  preparing  for  aggression 
against  their  neighbors; 

Ninth.  The  restriction  against  aid  to 
Indonesia; 

Tenth.  The  restriction  against  aid  to 
countries  having  no  investment  guaran¬ 
tees; 

Eleventh.  The  restriction  against  aid 
to  economically  developed  countries. 

Rather  than  increasing  the  amount  of 
U.S.  taxpayers’  dollars  we  permit  to 
escape  from  the  control  of  the  Congress, 
we  should  reverse  the  trend  and  seek 
ways  and  means  of  bringing  more  and 
more  of  the  foreign  aid  program  in  all 
its  aspects  under  the  close  and  con¬ 
tinued  scrutiny  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  conservative 
and  mild  amendments.  They  would  only 
tend  to  retain  the  commitments  already 
given.  They  would  not  seek  to  reverse 
the  commitments  of  a  previous  Congress. 

If  I  were  introducing  the  bill,  I  would 
scrap  this  section  entirely  and  have  no 
further  waste  such  as  occurs  when  this 
money  goes  to  international  organiza¬ 
tions  and  Congress  loses  complete  con¬ 
trol  of  our  taxpayers’  money. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  my  amendments. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  commenting  directly  with  regard  to 
this  matter,  I  wish  to  observe  that,  with 
regard  to  the  alleged  great  waste  of  the 
taxpayers’  money  which  has  been  men¬ 
tioned  by  the  Senator  from  Alaska — 
which  he  calls  the  10-percent  provision 
in  the  existing  law,  it  has  not  been  very 
wasteful.  It  has  never  been  implemented 
because  of  the  restrictions  put  on  it  in 
the  appropriations  act.  The  Senator  does 
not  know  whether  it  would  be  wasted  or 
not.  It  has  not  been  done.  That  is  an 
inoperative  provision. 

One  may  ask  why  I  want  this  provision 
for  20  percent  in  the  committee  bill.  This 


is  a  matter  of  principle.  This  is  the  way 
the  foreign  aid  program  should  be  ad¬ 
ministered,  even  though  it  Is  not  now  so 
administered. 

I  believe  it  is  significant  that  the  prin¬ 
cipal  sponsors  of  the  amendment  are 
people  who,  generally  speaking,  have  al¬ 
ways  opposed  foreign  aid  in  its  entirety. 
It  is  not  a  question  of  whether  they  are 
interested  in  passing  a  bill.  I  believe  that 
the  Senator  from  Alaska,  if  my  memory 
serves  me  correctly,  has  voted  against 
the  aid  bill  for  several  years.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  No;  that  is  incor¬ 
rect.  I  have  at  times  opposed  a  foreign 
aid  bill  when  I  felt  it  was  a  bad  bill.  But 
I  have  sought  to  improve  all  foreign  aid 
bills  by  amendment.  And  when  they 
were  improved  I  voted  for  them.  Other¬ 
wise  not. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  thought  the  Sen¬ 
ator  always  voted  against  it. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  That  shows  how 
misinformed  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  is. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  If  the  Senator  has 
not  voted  against  the  bill,  he  has  voted 
against  certain  provisions  of  it. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  The  Senator  is 
correct.  I  have  voted  in  favor  of 
amendments  that  would  improve  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  bills,  stop  wasting  the  taxpay¬ 
ers’  money,  and  stop  sending  money  to 
ruthless  dictators  who  are  aggressors, 
who  bum  our  libraries,  permit  attacks  on 
our  Embassies,  and  denounce  us.  That 
has  been  the  purpose  of  my  amend¬ 
ments.  Some  of  the  amendments  I  have 
sponsored  and  were  enacted  have  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  improving  the  foreign  aid  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  say 
goodnaturedly  that  I  am  a  little  surprised 
that  the  lack  of  knowledge  of  the  King’s 
English  possessed  by  my  good  friend  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas,  led  him  to  make 
a  mistake  and  think  of  us  as  being  op¬ 
posed  to  foreign  aid. 

I  have  voted  against  the  bill.  However, 
I  have  said  that  I  would  vote  for  more 
money  for  foreign  aid  if  we  could  really 
have  a  decent  foreign  aid  bill  that  would 
eliminate  waste,  inefficiency,  and  the 
cause  of  corruption  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  foreign  aid  in  so  many  parts  of 
the  world. 

I  am  greatly  indebted  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  for  giving  support  in  the 
committee  to  the  Morse  amendment  that 
is  in  the  present  bill.  My  amendments 
seek  to  carry  out  that  objective  with  a 
study  that  would  seek  to  outline  an  im¬ 
proved  foreign  aid  program  for  us  in  the 
future. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
the  impression  was  given  to  the  uniniti¬ 
ated  from  the  discussions  of  the  bill  last 
year  and  the  year  before  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  wa^  opposed  to  for¬ 
eign  aid.  He  interprets  that  to  mean 
that  he  is  opposed  to  this  bill. 

I  do  not  recall  that  the  Senator  has 
ever  offered  a  complete  substitute 
or  an  entirely  new  or  different  kind 
of  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  know  that  the 
Senator  wants  to  be  fair. 
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Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Perhaps  that  will 
come  out  of  this  study.  I  hope  that  it 
will. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  know  that  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  wants  to  be  fair. 
We  would  have  had  a  Morse  foreign 
aid  bill  if  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
and  other  Senators  had  been  willing  to 
adopt  the  long  list  of  amendments  that 
I  have  offered  here  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  now  for  the  past  3  years,  which 
amounted  to  a  rewriting  of  the  foreign 
aid  program.  That  is  the  kind  of  for¬ 
eign  aid  I  am  for. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  for  a 
question. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  would  rather  have 
the  Senator  yield  for  an  observation. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  for  an  ob¬ 
servation. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
pointed  out  last  night  that  there  are  92 
countries  in  the  international  develop¬ 
ment  program.  A  country  must  be  a 
member  of  the  World  Bank  in  order  to 
be  a  member  of  the  Association.  So  10 
countries  are  not  members  of  the  Asso¬ 
ciation. 

Mr.  Henderson’s  figures  indicate  to  me 
that  we  have  now  committed  $632  million 
of  U.S.  funds.  Once  that  money  goes  into 
the  “kitty,”  they  can  evade  the  Hicken- 
looper  amendment.  They  can  evade 
shipping  instructions.  There  is  no  ap¬ 
propriation  control.  We  are  at  sea  with¬ 
out  a  paddle.  That  is  what  it  amounts 
to. 

I  do  not  mind  being  generous  about 
this.  However,  I  do  not  want  to  go  whole 
hog  and  commit  the  U.S.  Treasury  to  the 
keeping  of  people  who  have  an  interest  in 
getting  money  out.  That  has  not  been 
our  interest  there.  There  ought  to  be 
some  restraint  in  fairness  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  the  country. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois,  of  course,  has  every  right  to  his 
own  opinion,  but  we  differ  very  greatly 
as  to  what  is  designed  to  improve  the 
efficiency  of  this  program.  The  interna¬ 
tional  agencies  have  a  far  better  reputa¬ 
tion  in  the  eyes  of  99  percent  than  does 
AID  when  it  comes  to  efficient  admini¬ 
stration  of  their  funds. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  raises  fundamental  policy  ques¬ 
tion  involved  in  the  program.  As  I  stated 
before,  the  10-percent  provision  has 
never  been  operative  because  of  the  lim¬ 
itation  put  on  it  by  the  Appropriations 
Committee  of  the  House.  So  we  are  deal¬ 
ing  here,  as  we  often  find  ourselves  doing 
in  the  foreign  aid  bill,  with  a  kind  of 
windmill.  We  argue  at  great  length  and 
acrimoniously  about  various  provisions, 
only  to  find  in  the  long  ran  that  the 
arguments  have  been  largely  futile,  just 
as  is  this  point.  I  am  not  at  all  sanguine, 
even  if  the  20 -percent  provision  stays  in, 
because  under  the  10-percent  provision, 
not  one  nickel  has  been  spent  for  this 
purpose,  although  the  provision  did  es¬ 
tablish  a  good  policy. 

The  justification  for  foreign  aid  must 
ultimately  stand  or  fall  on  a  political 
base.  Whether  we  are  killing  mosquitoes 
in  Africa,  or  building  dams  in  Latin 
America,  or  supplying  weapons  in  Asia, 
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we  are  doing  it  for  essentially  political 
purposes.  We  are  doing  it  because  we 
hope  that,  if  we  are  successful,  there  will 
emerge  in  the  affected  countries  a  politi¬ 
cal  order  which  is  not  incompatible  with 
U.S.  interests.  This  does  not  have  any¬ 
thing  to  do  with  trying  to  buy  friends; 
it  has  to  do  with  the  much  more  subtle 
and  complex  task  of  trying  to  influence 
the  course  of  events  toward  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  situations  more  nearly  in  our 
interest  than  the  situations  which  now 
exist. 

This,  of  course,  is  the  general  and 
continuing  objective  of  our  foreign  policy 
in  all  its  aspects.  The  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  is  only  one  of  a  number  of  instru¬ 
ments  available  to  us  to  achieve  this 
objective.  The  other  instruments  in¬ 
clude  old-fashioned  diplomacy,  the  over¬ 
seas  information  program,  the  activities 
of  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency,  our 
Armed  Forces,  our  commercial  and  trade 
policies,  and  our  exchange-of -persons 
programs,  among  others.  None  of  these 
is  an  end  in  itself,  but  rather  a  means 
to  a  broader  end. 

It  should  be  clear  that  what  we  are 
talking  about  in  this  amendment  is  not 
the  foreign  aid  program  as  a  whole,  but 
the  particular  segment  of  it  which  is 
called  development  loans  and  which  con¬ 
sists  of  dollar-repayable  loans  to  un¬ 
derdeveloped  countries  other  than  those 
of  Latin  America.  Further,  we  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  a  relatively  small  percentage — 
whether  it  be  10  or  20 — of  the  funds 
available  under  that  program.  These 
funds,  if  the  administration  gets  the  full 
appropriation  requested,  will  total  $780,- 
250,000  in  fiscal  year  1966. 

Now,  these  funds — which  are  only  a 
little  more  than  the  Senate  recently  ap¬ 
proved  with  a  whoop  and  a  holler  for  war 
in  Vietnam — are  aimed  directly  and  ex¬ 
clusively  at  economic  development  in 
Africa  and  Asia.  But  even  economic  de¬ 
velopment  is  not  an  end  in  itself ;  it  is  a 
means  to  the  end  of  political  stability 
and  compatibility  with  U.S.  national 
interests. 

I  hope  no  one  any  longer  deludes  him¬ 
self  that  economic  development  is  a  suffi¬ 
cient  condition  for  political  development. 
It  is  probably  a  necessary  condition.  At 
any  rate,  it  can  be  a  helpful  contributing 
factor — if  it  is  not  offset  by  international 
political  irritants. 

The  real  issue  involved  in  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  whether  development  loans  can 
contribute  more  effectively  to  the  long¬ 
term,  broad  political  purposes  of  the 
United  States  if  they  are  administered 
bilaterally  or  multilaterally. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Montoya  in  the  chair) .  The  time  of  the 
Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  myself  an 
additional  5  minutes. 

Deeply  involved  in  this  issue  are  the 
feelings  and  attitudes  of  the  people  of 
most  of  the  countries  of  Africa  and  Asia. 
These  feelings  and  attitudes  are  best  de¬ 
scribed  as  being  intensely  nationalistic 
and  independent.  From  the  comfort 
and  security  of  an  established  world 
power  and  an  affluent  society,  this  na¬ 
tionalism  frequently  appears  perverse 
and  irrational;  but  we  fail  at  our  peril  to 
try  to  understand  it  and  to  take  account 
of  it. 


Africans  and  Asians  know  they  need 
development  assistance,  and  at  the  same 
time  they  resent  their  need  for  it.  They 
consequently  sometimes  try  to  rational¬ 
ize  it  as  their  just  due.  They  are  very 
sensitive  about  it — and  especially  so 
when  they  hear  themselves  denounced 
periodically  in  the  United  States  gen¬ 
erally,  and  particularly  in  the  Senate, 
as  incompetent  or  worse. 

When  development  lending  is  done  on 
a  bilateral  basis,  all  of  the  manifestations 
of  this  nationalism  are  compounded. 
When  aid  is  extended  on  a  multilateral 
basis,  these  manifestations  are  muted 
and  diluted. 

The  question  here  is,  What  is  the  Sen¬ 
ate  trying  to  do?  If  it  is  trying  to  pro¬ 
mote  economic  development  in  selected 
countries  of  Asia  and  Africa,  without  a 
constant  irritant  in  our  own  relations 
with  those  countries,  then  a  modest  flex¬ 
ibility  should  be  provided  the  President 
to  channel  some  of  these  loan  funds 
through  the  International  Bank  and  its 
affiliates.  But  if  the  Senate  is  simply 
trying  to  assert  its  own  brand  of  nation¬ 
alism,  then  this  flexibility  should  be  de¬ 
nied  the  President  and  the  program 
should  be  surrounded  with  still  more 
restrictions  and  conditions,  which  seems 
to  me  to  be  its  purpose. 

Much  has  been  said  by  the  proponents 
of  this  amendment  about  how  the  use  of 
the  World  Bank  will  take  all  the  strings 
off  aid  and  enable  a  group  of  inter¬ 
national  bureaucrats  to  scatter  Ameri¬ 
can  largesse  throughout  the  world.  Do 
Senators  think  the  World  Bank  has  no 
standards  of  feasibility,  no  requirements 
for  economic  performance,  no  compe¬ 
tence  in  administration  and  manage¬ 
ment?  Why  do  Senators  think  the 
World  Bank  refused  to  make  any  loans 
to  Brazil  for  several  years  prior  to  1964? 
Because  the  Bank  was  not  satisfied  with 
the  economic  record  of  the  Brazilian 
Government.  Why  do  Senators  think 
the  World  Bank  has  refused  to  make  any 
loans  to  Greece?  Because  Greece  has 
been  in  default  on  an  international  loan 
contracted  in  1929. 

That  is  a  matter  which  has  just  been 
considered  by  our  committee.  The 
Greeks  have  gone  to  great  efforts  to  ar¬ 
rive  at  an  international  agreement  set¬ 
tling  that  particular  loan  and  clearing 
up  their  back  debt  in  order  to  be  eligible 
for  International  Bank  loans. 

These  are  rather  higher  standards 
than  AID — or  the  U.S.  Congress,  for  that 
matter — has  applied. 

We  hear  a  great  deal  in  the  Senate 
about  GAO  reports  on  maladministration 
of  our  own  aid  program.  Has  any  Sena¬ 
tor  ever  heard  of  an  auditor’s  report 
which  questioned  in  the  slightest  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  World  Bank? 

In  another  title  of  this  bill,  there  is  an 
item  of  $44  million  to  be  contributed  to 
the  Indus  Basin  Development  Fund, 
which  is  administered  by  the  World 
Bank.  This  large  project  has  been  under 
way  for  several  years,  and  there  has  not 
been  the  slightest  criticism  of  it.  What 
is  wrong  with  trying  to  work  out  similar 
projects  elsewhere? 

To  sum  up,  Mr.  President,  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill  provides  that  the  President 
“after  consideration  of  the  extent  of 
additional  participation  by  other  coun¬ 
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tries,  may  make  available”  up  to  20  per¬ 
cent  of  the  development  loan  funds  to 
the  International  Bank  and  its  affiliates. 
The  existing  law  provides  that  he  may 
lend  up  to  10  percent  to  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Development  Association.  The 
existing  law,  incidentally,  has  been  effec¬ 
tively  nullified  by  a  prohibition  in  the 
appropriation  act;  so  the  present  au¬ 
thority  has  never  been  used. 

The  committee  bill  represents  a  very 
modest  effort  to  encourage  the  President 
to  shift  a  small  portion  of  development 
loans  from  bilateral  to  multilateral  ad¬ 
ministration.  For  both  political  and 
economic  reasons,  I  strongly  believe  that 
this  is  the  direction  in  which  economic 
development  programs  should  move,  and 
I  hope  the  Senate  will  reject  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  There  was  some  criticism 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  yesterday 
about  loans  made  by  the  International 
Bank  organization;  that  IDA  had  not 
properly  made  long-term,  soft  loans  at 
appropriate  interest  rates. 

What  can  the  Senator  tell  us  about 
standards  of  IDA,  an  affiliate  of  the 
World  Bank,  in  making  loans?  Are  they 
not  pretty  careful  about  loans  they  make, 
even  though  less  interest  is  charged  than 
for  loans  under  conventional  terms? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  They  are. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ad¬ 
ditional  time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  have  I  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Eighteen 
minutes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  myself  5 
minutes,  or  as  much  as  I  wish  to  use  of 
the  5  minutes. 

The  Senator  is  correct.  They  are 
called  soft  loans,  but  such  loans  are 
usually  worked  out  and  result  from  very 
careful  consideration  by  the  Bank  itself, 
very  often  with  an  eye  to  a  regular  loan 
from  the  Bank.  But  because  of  the  in¬ 
ability  of  a  particular  country  to  service 
a  loan  at  the  regular  rate,  and  for  the 
short  terms  on  which  a  regular  rate  is 
based,  they  have  to  fall  back  on  IDA.  It 
is  a  complementary  organization.  It  has 
complementary  standards  that  comple¬ 
ment  the  regular  operations  of  the  Bank. 
Over  the  years,  the  Bank  has  developed 
a  highly  skilled  international  group  of 
technicians  in  the  engineering,  auditing, 
and  economic  fields.  It  has  done  a  re¬ 
markable  job  in  administering  the  affairs 
of  the  Bank.  IDA  is  a  more  recent  orga¬ 
nization,  which  has  been  operating  for 
only  a  few  years,  but  I  have  never  run 
into  any  serious  criticism  of  the  efficiency 
of  its  operation. 

We  fail  to  allow  them  to  administer 
a  part  of  our  funds,  but  let  me  empha¬ 
size  one  point:  I  believe  that  some  of 
the  major  troubles  we  are  today  encoun¬ 
tering  throughout  the  world  stem  from 
the  relationship  between  the  patron  and 
the  client  that  grows  from  the  bilateral 
loan,  which  is  the  beginning  of  a  sour 
and  disillusioned  relationship  between 
the  underdeveloped  countries  of  the 
world  and  the  United  States.  We,  being 
such  a  large,  and  to  them  at  least,  rich 
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country,  they  immediately  become  im¬ 
patient  with  any  kind  of  restriction. 

The  most  glaring  instance  I  heard  of 
was  in  Malaysia  where,  after  long  nego¬ 
tiations,  we  raised  the  problem  of  the 
regular  interest  rate.  They  staged  a 
great  anti-American  demonstration  in 
Kuala  Lumpur  because  of  that  interest 
rate — the  only  such  demonstration  I  ever 
heard  of  in  Malaysia. 

This  poisons  our  relationship  rather 
than  improves  it  because  of  the  nature 
that  adheres  to  such  a  relationship.  It 
is  not  because  of  David  Bell  or  anyone 
else  in  the  organization.  It  is  inherent 
in  this  kind  of  program,  particularly 
if  it  is  a  lending  program.  If  it  is  a 
program  for  the  eradication  of  malaria, 
or  a  technical  assistance  program  for 
the  construction  of  a  school,  it  does  not 
result  in  disillusionment.  It  is  funda¬ 
mentally  bad  for  us  to  continue  this 
bilateral  lending  program.  This  applies 
only  to  the  lending  part  of  the  program. 

Mr.  CLARK.  What  would  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  comment  be  with  respect  to  the 
criticism  made  here  that,  by  encourag¬ 
ing  multilateral  loans  by  world  organi¬ 
zations,  Congress  is  losing  control  of  the 
program?  Have  we  not  a  good  deal  to 
say  about  the  organization  of  the  World 
Bank  and  its  affiliates  as  to  where  loans 
should  be  made? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Technically  the 
criticism  is  correct,  because  Congress 
does  not  have  a  representative  on  the 
Board.  But  some  agency  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  or  the  administration,  which  is  a 
legitimate  part  of  the  Government,  of 
course,  do  have  representatives  on  the 
Board.  These  representatives  carry  sub¬ 
stantial  voting  weight  in  accordance 
with  the  constitution  of  the  World  Bank, 
so  that  they  possess  great  influence. 
They  do  not  dominate  the  Bank,  and  I 
do  not  wish  them  to  dominate  it,  but 
they  do  have  a  substantial  vote. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  yield? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy  of  New  York  in  the  chair) .  The 
Senator  from  Vermont  is  recognized  for 
3  minutes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  there 
have  been  many  times  when  I  have  felt 
that  these  programs,  including  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  credit,  have  been  handled  con¬ 
siderably  better  by  multilateral  organi¬ 
zations  than  by  a  bilateral  arrangement. 
However,  if  we  are  to  take  this  recom¬ 
mendation  in  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  factu¬ 
ally  and  realistically,  we  must  accept  the 
amendments  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Alaska. 

Part  4  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  programs  will  terminate  on  July 
1,  1967.  It  also  requests  the  President  to 
submit  to  Congress  his  recommendations 
for  a  continuation  of  the  aid  programs, 
and  specifies  the  different  factors  to  be 
considered  in.  extending  such  a  program. 

It  also  provides  for  setting  up  a  tem¬ 
porary  planning  committee  comprised  of 
four  members  to  be  appointed  by  the 
President,  four  from  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee,  and  four  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  House  of 
Representatives.  The  committee  will  be 


required  to  make  a  final  report  to  Con¬ 
gress  not  later  than  January  1,  1967,  or 
approximately  18  months  from  now. 

If  we  already  knew  what  should  be 
done  in  revising  foreign  aid  programs, 
including  lending  programs,  there  would 
not  be  much  need  to  set  up  committees 
or  request  the  President  to  submit  a  new 
program. 

In  view  of  that  fact,  it  seems  to  me  that 
we  had  better  let  the  situation  remain 
where  it  is,  authorizing  the  transfer  of 
10  percent  of  the  funds  to  the  interna¬ 
tional  lending  agency. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  has 
expired. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  additional  minute  to  the  Senator 
from  Vermont. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont  is  recognized  for 
1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
that  we  should  accept  the  amendments 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 
However,  I  would  not  vote  to  reduce  the 
10  percent,  or  eliminate  it,  as  was  sug¬ 
gested  yesterday  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  conservative  amendment.  Let  me 
point  out  some  of  the  loans  which  have 
been  made  by  the  International  Devel¬ 
opment  Corporation,  which  shows  how 
the  money  is  being  disbursed. 

In  Formosa,  there  are  four  loans  at 
three-fourths  of  1  percent  interest,  one 
for  harbor  dredging,  another  for  water 
development,  another  for  municipal  sup¬ 
ply,  and  another  for  the  development  of 
private  industry. 

Please  note  that  the  loan  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  private  industry  is  making 
our  Government  money  available  to 
private  industry  at  the  interest  rate  of 
three-fourths  of  1  percent,  with  no  re¬ 
payment  on  the  principal  for  10  years 
and  then  a  50-year  term  before  the  loan 
is  to  be  paid. 

Going  on  down  the  line,  we  find  loans 
to  be  of  the  same  character.  Nowhere 
does  it  seem  that  any  effort  is  being  made 
to  save  American  taxpayers’  money.  All 
the  loans  are  at  three-fourths  of  1  per¬ 
cent.  They  are  all  for  the  same  terms, 
with  no  repayment  on  the  principal  for 
10  years,  and  50  years  to  rim. 

In  India,  there  are  about  a  dozen  loans 
for  highway  construction  and  improve¬ 
ment,  irrigation,  flood  control,  and  so 
forth. 

It  is  interesting  that  we  cannot  seem 
to  do  anything  about  flood  control  in 
our  own  country,  but  we  can  give  our 
money  away  this  liberally  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  purposes  in  every  country  of  the 
world  except  the  United  States. 

Only  this  year  and  last  year,  we  wit¬ 
nessed  the  terrible  floods  in  the  Midwest 
and  in  the  Northwest.  The  States  have 
come  back  to  the  Government  year  after 
year  after  year  for  help,  but  do  we  sup¬ 
pose  that  States  could  borrow  money 
from  the  United  States  at  the  rate  of 
three-fourths  of  1  percent  with  no  re¬ 
payment  on  the  principal  for  10  years? 
Of  course  not. 

This  is  a  double  standard  which  I  have 
consistently  opposed. 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President  will 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  yield? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Does  the  Senator 
hold  the  view  that  either  the  AID  pro¬ 
gram  or  IDA  is  intended  as  a  money¬ 
making  bank? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  No;  not  as  a  money¬ 
making  bank.  Neither  was  it  intended 
to  be  a  complete  giveaway,  which  is  pret¬ 
ty  much  what  it  is  in  a  number  of  areas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  not.  These 
loans  are  repayable.  Formosa  is  one  of 
the  few  countries  which  is  making  such 
great  progress  that  this  year  the  AID 
will  discontinue  completely  its  economic 
assistance  to  that  country. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  How  about  the  Haiti 
loan,  which  is  now  in  default,  which  was 
made  by  the  International  Development 
Corporation? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  believe  that  ev¬ 
erything  is  in  default  in  Haiti,  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  know  that,  but  the 
Senator  was  relating  how  safe  the  loans 
made  by  the  international  organization 
are. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes,  but  I  did  not 
say  that  it  was  infallible.  It  has  had 
relatively  greater  success  than  many  of 
the  AID  programs.  We  have  some  AID 
obligations  in  default  in  Haiti  also,  but 
on  balance  the  International  Bank  and 
its  affiliates  have  done  an  excellent  job. 
Their  standards  of  lending  and  their  su¬ 
pervision,  I  believe,  have  been  more  effi¬ 
cient  because  they  do  not  encounter  na¬ 
tionalism  and  resentment  on  the  part 
of  the  borrower. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Why  would  not  the 
record  be  an  excellent  record  when 
based  on  these  generous  terms,  when  we 
give  this  money  at  virtually  no  interest 
and  let  the  borrowers  have  10  years  be¬ 
fore  any  payment  is  due?  Nevertheless, 
already  there  has  been  some  default. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  such  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  as  he  may  require. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  not  take  more 
than  5  minutes.  I  am  ready  to  vote.  I 
believe  that  in  fairness  to  myself  and  in 
fairness  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska  I 
should  recapitulate  the  two  main  argu¬ 
ments  that  I  made  in  my  major  speech 
on  the  subject  last  night. 

The  amendment  in  principle  is  the 
amendment  that  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  proposed  in  committee.  It 
will  have  substantial  support  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  when  the  yea-and-nay 
vote  is  had,  as  there  was  substantial  sup¬ 
port  for  it  in  committee.  A  number  of 
the  committee  members  will  vote  for  it. 
My  two  main  reasons  are  that  I  believe 
the  report  of  the  committee  itself,  which 
contains  the  Morse  amendment  that 
provides  for  creating  a  special  body  to 
make  a  Federal  survey  and  analysis  of 
the  foreign  aid  program  with  the  re¬ 
quirement  of  a  report  on  its  findings  and 
its  recommendations  at  the  beginning  of 
fiscal  1967,  justifies  our  urging  that  we 
not  adopt  a  policy  change  as  important 
as  this  policy  change  would  be. 

This  is  the  type  of  policy  question  that 
ought  to  go  to  the  special  committee  for 
consideration  between  now  and  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  fiscal  1967. 

Therefore  I  do  not  believe  that  this 
type  of  proposal  should  be  added  to  the 
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bill  this  year.  If,  after  careful  analysis, 
the  special  committee  should  decide  that 
there  is  merit  in  the  proposal,  I  believe 
we  ought  to  consider  it  at  that  time. 

The  second  point,  which  I  discussed  at 
some  length  last  night,  is  my  attitude 
toward  our  constitutional  system  in  re¬ 
gard  to  maintaining  congressional 
checks  over  the  executive  branch  of 
Government.  This  committee  proposal, 
in  my  judgment  greatly  weakens  the 
checking  power  and  authority  and  duty 
of  Congress,  because  no  matter  what  se¬ 
mantics  are  used,  when  all  is  said  and 
done  we  transfer  out  of  direct  control  by 
Congress  the  checking  authority  to  pass 
judgment  upon  the  policies  that  shall 
prevail  in  the  expenditure  of  taxpayer 
money  in  the  foreign  aid  program. 

The  Senator  from  Alaska  has  pointed 
out  the  side  effects  of  the  amendment  in 
connection  with  the  policy  that  we  have 
already  adopted  in  exercising  our  power 
of  check  through  the  Hickenlooper 
amendment  and  the  Lausche-Mundt 
amendment  that  we  have  already 
adopted.  We  cannot,  in  my  judgment, 
reconcile  this  proposal  with  the  pro¬ 
cedures  under  the  Hickenlooper  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  Lausche-Mundt  amend¬ 
ment  in  respect  to  the  amount  of  money 
that  will  be  transferred  to  foreign  finan¬ 
cial  agencies,  which  to  a  large  degree  will 
exercise  control  over  the  expenditure  of 
money,  without  an  effective  congres¬ 
sional  check. 

I  do  not  believe  this  is  the  time  for  us 
to  further  delegate  the  authority  which 
I  believe  to  be  so  precious  and  that  we 
must  have  it  remain  inviolate. 

Congress  must  stop  building  up  a  gov¬ 
ernment  of  executive  supremacy  in  this 
country.  Every  time  we  delegate  this 
kind  of  control,  this  degree  of  checking, 
we  simply  vest  more  and  more  power  in 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government, 
in  this  instance  in  the  State  Department 
and  in  a  foreign  financial  agency,  to 
which  we  would  give  ultimate  control. 

Lastly,  it  has  been  pointed  out  by  the 
supporters  of  the  amendment,  both  in 
committee  and  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
that  we  have  a  voice  in  this  agency,  that 
we  have  a  voice  in  the  World  Bank,  that 
we  have  a  voice  in  the  Inter-American 
Bank,  and  that  we  have  a  voice  in  many 
other  international  agencies. 

Mr.  President,  I  used  to  teach  my  stu¬ 
dents  that,  although  we  are  a  govern¬ 
ment  of  laws  and  not  a  government  of 
men,  and  that  we  must  keep  our  govern¬ 
ment  of  laws  in  order  to  preserve  the 
freedoms  and  liberties  of  the  American 
people,  we  should  never  forget  that  we 
are  a  government  of  laws  administered 
by  mere  men. 

Senators  know  something  about  the 
human  relations  that  develop,  the  cama¬ 
raderie,  the  exchange  of  agreements,  and 
the  compromises — in  this  instance  the 
support  of  someone  for  a  compromise  on 
another  issue  that  may  develop  on  the 
board. 

I  take  judicial  notice  of  the  fact  that 
within  the  international  agencies  the 
human  factor  plays  a  very  important 
part  in  working  out  arrangements  and 
adjustments  of  policies  that  become  the 
program  of  that  agency. 


We  have  no  effective  check  on  the 
American  representative.  It  may  be  said, 
“You  can  get  him  off  the  board.”  I  say, 
“Try  it.” 

It  may  be  said,  “You  can  give  him  in¬ 
structions.”  I  say,  “Try  it.” 

The  fact  is  that  we  lose  congressional 
control. 

Therefore  I  urge  Senators  this  after¬ 
noon  to  adopt  the  Gruening  amendment, 
because  its  adoption  would  give  us  time 
necessary  to  consider  this  policy  by  the 
group  which  the  Morse  amendment,  a 
part  of  the  bill,  envisions  shall  be  created 
to  make  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  whole 
foreign  aid  program  between  now  and 
the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1967. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  have  I  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Alaska  has  18  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  point  out  that  this 
is  an  extremely  conservative  amend¬ 
ment.  It  merely  keeps  the  situation 
where  it  is  now.  As  these  loans  do  not 
require  repayment  for  10  years,  how  do 
we  know  how  good  any  of  them  are? 
Not  one  of  them  will  become  due  for  its 
first  payment  until  1970  or  1971  or  1972 
or  1974  or  1975. 

What  is  more  reasonable  than  to  keep 
the  provision  that  is  now  in  the  bill, 
which  permits  10  percent  of  the  money 
to  be  loaned,  instead  of  doubling  it  and 
going  ahead  on  an  uncharted  sea,  where 
there  is  great  profligacy  as  is  shown  by 
the  loans  already  made?  It  is  absurd 
for  Congress  to  double  the  ante  in  view 
of  what  we  have  been  giving  away  in  the 
past  few  years  since  this  International 
Development  Bank  was  created. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  5  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  associ¬ 
ate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  in  support  of  the 
committee  amendment  to  double  the 
amount  of  multilateral  aid  which  can 
be  furnished. 

I  direct  particular  attention  to  his 
comment  about  our  trying  to  promote 
economic  development  in  selected  coun¬ 
tries  of  Asia  and  Africa  by  moving  some 
of  the  loans  into  the  World  Bank  and 
its  affiliates.  We  have  been  shocked  in 
recent  years  by  the  spreading  all  over 
the  world  of  the  slogan  “Yankee  go 
home.”  We  have  been  shocked  by  the 
burning  of  our  libraries,  by  the  attacks 
on  our  embassies.  However,  has  any¬ 
one  ever  said,  “World  Bank  go  home”? 
Has  anyone  ever  said,  “International 
Development  Organization  go  home”? 

Has  anyone  ever  tried  to  burn  down 
the  foreign  offices  of  the  World  Bank 
and  its  affiliates?  This  in  itself  is 
strong  justification  for  extending  multi¬ 
lateral  aid. 

Let  me  point  out  that  this  is  not  a 
policy  change,  as  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  has  suggested.  The  policy  of 
making  a  certain  amount  of  develop¬ 
ment  loan  funds  available  to  interna¬ 
tional  institutions  was  adopted  by  Con¬ 
gress  in  section  205  of  the  Foreign  Aid 
Act  as  long  ago  as  1961.  We  are  not 
changing  any  policy.  We  are  merely 
implementing  a  policy  which  a  majority 
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of  the  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  thought  was  sound. 

There  is  another  reason  why  I  believe 
the  committee  should  be  supported,  and 
it  is  very  important.  In  my  judgment, 
the  committee  position  represents  a  wave 
of  the  future  and  the  Gruening  amend¬ 
ments  represent  a  relic  of  the  past.  We 
are  in  a  situation  in  which  an  expanding 
internationalism  is  becoming  essential 
not  only  to  remedying  the  vast  disparity 
between  the  rich  nations  and  the  poor 
nations,  but,  indeed,  to  preserve  our 
Western  civilization  from  destruction  in 
a  nuclear  holocaust.  We  are  moving 
slowly  but  surely  toward  a  limited  yield¬ 
ing  of  national  sovereignty,  a  situation  in 
which  the  13  States  found  themselves 
unable  to  govern  themselves  under  the 
Articles  of  Confederation  finally  and  re¬ 
luctantly  made  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  as  result  of  which  our  country 
had  a  great  and  marvelous  growth. 

We  now  have  the  United  Nations,  the 
International  Monetary  Fund,  the  In¬ 
ternational  Labor  Organization,  the 
World  Health  Organization,  and  a  great 
many  other  international  organizations 
to  which  some  small  part  of  our  national 
sovereignty  has  gradually  been  yielded. 
Therefore,  I  take  no  credence  in  the  sug¬ 
gestion  that  the  Congress  ought  to  keep  a 
tight  rein  on  every  dollar  which  we  put 
into  programs  of  international  coopera¬ 
tion.  I  feel,  x-ather,  that  it  is  far  wiser  to 
expand  the  growing  internationalism 
essential  to  the  survival  of  a  complex  and 
completely  changing  world.  It  is  for 
that  reason,  in  addition  to  the  reasons 
stated  by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas, 
that  I  support  the  committee  position. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  point  that  dis¬ 
turbs  me  in  relation  to  the  amendment 
is  as  follows:  What  is  wrong  with  the 
borrower  knowing  that  the  money  in¬ 
volved  is  American  money  coming  from 
America?  Why  should  it  be  funneled 
through  an  international  agency,  with  al¬ 
legiance  being,  let  us  say,  to  an  entity, 
as  against  a  nation  that  is  actually  mak¬ 
ing  the  sacrifice  to  put  up  the  money? 
What  is  wrong  with  that? 

Mr.  CLARK.  There  is  nothing  wrong 
with  it. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  America  should  be 
generous.  We  should  have  a  generous 
heart.  Not  long  ago  I  heal’d  that  in 
the  Dominican  Republic,  where  we  are 
furnishing  food,  there  was  resentment 
that  the  food  bore  a  mai’k  “From  Amer¬ 
ica.”  What  is  wrong  with  that?  If 
they  are  going  to  eat  our  food,  why 
should  not  the  people  know  that  it  has 
come  from  us?  If  they  are  going  to  have 
our  money,  why  should  not  the  people 
know  that  the  money  is  coming  from  us? 
What  is  essentially  wrong  with  that? 

Mr.  CLARK.  May  I  answer  the  Sen¬ 
ator? 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Yes. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Thei'e  is  nothing  essen¬ 
tially  wrong  with  that.  The  vast  ma- 
pority  of  our  funds  are  indicated  as  com¬ 
ing  from  Amei'ica. 

I  say  to  my  friend  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  that  it  is  a  question  of  com- 
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monsense.  Will  we  get  a  better  result 
for  each  dollar  spent  if  we  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  international  institutions  such 
as  the  World  Bank,  IDA,  and  the  others, 
to  have  an  expanded  amount  of  capital 
with  which  to  make  available  loans  to  the 
countries  of  Africa  and  Asia?  If  the 
Senator  should  desire — and  I  am  sure  he 
does  not,  because  he  is  not  that  kind  of 
individual — we  could  point  with  pride 
all  over  the  world  and  beat  our  chests 
about  the  great  generosity  and  say, 
“Look  at  what  Uncle  Sam  has  done  for 
you.”  I  agree  there  is  nothing  wrong 
with  that.  The  only  problem  is  wheth¬ 
er  it  is  not  more  sensible  to  move  an  ad¬ 
ditional  amount  of  loans  into  the  inter¬ 
national  field,  as  we  have  done  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  United  Nations  and  the 
other  agencies  I  have  spoken  about. 
There  is  nothing  wrong  with  what  the 
Senator  has  stated;  it  is  only  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  what  is  wise. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  does  not  mean  that  we 
should  go  around  beating  our  breasts  and 
pointing  with  pride.  I  do  not  mean  that 
at  all.  I  believe  it  is  a  fallacy  to  think 
for  one  moment  that  we  accomplish  more 
if  people  do  not  know  where  the  benefits 
come  from.  I  would  hope  that  whatever 
we  do,  we  do  the  thing  that  is  right  in  the 
long  run.  I  do  not  believe  that  America 
ought  to  be  wearing  its  affluence  on  its 
sleeve.  I  have  never  said  that.  I  do  not 
rfiean  that.  Too  often  I  hear  people  say 
that  our  way  of  giving  is  not  good,  that 
our  aid  is  resented  by  people  because  they 
know  we  are  giving  it.  If  they  resent  it, 
they  need  not  ask  for  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas  is  recognized  for 
2  minutes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  There  is  nothing 
wrong  with  giving  away  money  as  charity 
or  as  anything  else.  What  we  are  talking 
about  is  a  lending  program.  It  has  been 
well  acknowledged — certainly  since  the 
days  of  Shakespeare — that  a  borrowing 
relationship  between  friends,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  very  often  results  in  some  resent¬ 
ment.  The  lender  expects  to  be  paid.  A 
personal  feeling  goes  with  a  loan,  and 
the  borrower  feels  that  he  is  obligated  in 
a  way  beyond  mere  repayment  of  a  loan, 
and  the  lender  feels  that  he  has  done  a 
personal  favor,  which  is  aside  from  busi¬ 
ness,  to  the  borrower.  It  is  difficult  to 
maintain  a  satisfactox-y  relationship. 

That  is  one  reason  why  we  have  banks. 
I  know  that  in  my  private  life,  wise  people 
of  my  acquaintanceship  have  always  re¬ 
fused  to  lend  directly  to  friends,  but  they 
have  helped  those  friends  obtain  money 
through  a  bank.  They  do  so  in  order  to 
maintain  their  personal  relations  on  a 
proper  basis. 

The  attitude  of  which  I  speak  enters 
into  our  relations  with  a  small  countiy 
such  as  Malaysia.  Before  the  Senator 
came  into  the  Chamber,  I  believe,  I  cited 
an  instance  in  that  country. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  heard  the  Senator 
make  that  reference. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  know 
why  they  did  it,  but  the  fact  is,  whether 
we  like  it  or  not,  for  the  first  time  to  my 
knowledge  there  was  a  large  anti-Amer¬ 


ican  demonstration  in  the  capital  city 
because  we  had  insisted  on  an  interest 
i-ate  on  a  loan  that  did  not  please  them. 
That  factor  has  not  entered  into  the  re¬ 
lationships  of  that  country  with  the 
Bank. 

I  am  judging  by  our  experience. 
There  is  nothing  wrong  in  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  said.  I  am  not  talking  about  a 
moral  question.  It  is  purely  a  political, 
practical  question.  The  Bank  has  had 
vei’y  satisfactory  relations  in  a  lending 
pi'ogram  and  we  have  had  some  vei’y  un¬ 
satisfactory  relationships.  I  know  that 
the  record  of  the  Bank  is  that  there  has 
never  been  a  default.  Never  in  its  his- 
toiy  has  there  been  a  single  default.  I 
know  of  instances  in  which  countries 
have  rescheduled  their  other  obligations 
in  order  to  avoid  defaulting  to  the  Bank. 
They  have  felt  that  their  reputation 
with  the  Bank  was  at  stake,  and  they 
have  gone  to  great  pains  to  preserve  their 
reputation  with  the  Bank. 

Our  own  record  of  bilateral  lending, 
even  by  private  sources  to  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  after  Woi’ld  War  I,  is  deplorable. 
Practically  every  country  down  there  de¬ 
faulted.  Much  ill  will  resulted.  The 
vei'y  fact  that  we  are  big  and  rich  ex¬ 
aggerates  the  problem. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  has 
expired. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  myself  1 
additional  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  fi’om  Ai’kansas  is  recognized  for 
1  minute. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  A  psychological 
problem  in  relation  to  loans  is  created. 
I  do  not  believe  the  same  thing  arises 
with  regard  to  gifts.  They  accept  ma¬ 
laria  control;  they  accept  milk  for  their 
children;  they  accept  teachei’s  in  their 
schools.  But  there  is  not  established  a 
relationship  of  borrower  and  lender. 

This  has  not  ci’eated  any  bad  feeling, 
but  I  believe  that  lending  by  the  gi-eat 
United  States  to  a  small  country  at  the 
kind  of  rates,  for  example,  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alaska  advocates  has  resulted 
in  ill  will  and  the  alienation  of  those 
countries  rather  than  a  continuation  of 
satisfactory  political  relationships.  It  is 
a  fact  of  life;  it  is  not  a  moral  question. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  First,  I  have  the  high¬ 
est  respect  for  the  integrity  and  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  especially  because  of  the  fact 
that  it  is  headed  by  my  distinguished 
friend  from  Arkansas.  But  what  has  he 
to  say  to  the  following  question;  Now 
10  percent  can  be  used  for  the  stated 
purpose.  The  committee  has  decided 
that  the  percentage  should  be  increased 
from  10  percent  to  20  percent  without 
changing  the  overall  total  figui’e.  Would 
the  increase  implicate  us  to  the  extent 
that  it  would  be  harder  for  us  to  extri¬ 
cate  oux’selves  in  the  future  from  the  re¬ 
sponsibility?  Would  not  such  action 
become  an  obligation,  in  a  multilateral 
sense,  to  many  nations,  as  against  deal¬ 
ing  with  one  person?  Would  the  pro¬ 
posed  action  mean  that  from  now  on  the 
percentage  rises  from  10  percent  to  20 
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percent — and  maybe  later  it  may  even 
go  above  that  percentage — but  even  if  it 
does  not,  we  shall  have  committed  our¬ 
selves  to  20  percent,  and  from  now  on 
we  might  as  well  reconcile  ourselves  to 
the  fact  that  the  program  will  be  our 
obligation  from  now  into  the  future? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  There  is  no  com¬ 
mitment  in  the  bill  beyond  the  life  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  myself  1  addi¬ 
tional  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas  is  recognized  for 
1  minute. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  10  percent  is 
an  expression  of  policy.  It  has  never 
been  implemented.  Not  one  red  cent  has 
ever  been  transferred  in  accoi’dance  with 
the  authorization  because  the  great  Ap- 
pi’opriations  Committee,  in  its  greater 
wisdom,  has  refused  to  appropriate  the 
amount  necessary.  Instead,  it  has  in¬ 
cluded  a  flat  prohibition. 

In  another  part  of  the  bill,  in  addition 
to  section  205,  is  a  statement  of  policy 
adopted  by  the  committee.  This  is  not 
the  first  one;  there  have  been  similar 
ones.  Some  time  ago  there  was  a  state¬ 
ment  of  policy  which  I  remember  spe¬ 
cifically.  As  I  recall,  it  was  with  regard 
to  Afi'ica.  It  was  felt  that  loans  to  new 
countries  should  be  made  on  a  multi¬ 
lateral  basis.  I  was  in  favor  of  that,  and 
so  was  the  committee  at  the  time.  The 
purpose  of  the  negotiation  of  the  loans 
was  to  prevent  the  alienation  of  those 
countries. 

This  proposal  is  permissive;  it  provides 
that  the  President  may  make  funds 
available.  It  is,  in  a  'sense,  a  statement 
of  policy.  I  believe — and  I  feel  that  a 
majority  of  the  committee  believe — that 
with  respect  to  a  lending  program  of  de¬ 
velopment  loans — that  is  all  the  policy 
applies  to — it  is  wise  to  move  in  this  di¬ 
rection,  because  it  involves  fewer  political 
risks.  It  would  be  more  successful  in 
achieving  the  purpose  of  economic  de¬ 
velopment.  After  all,  that  is  what  I  as¬ 
sume  is  the  purpose  in  this  instance. 
That  was  the  judgment  of  the  committee. 
But  it  is  not  the  judgment  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropi’iations,  so  we  have 
nothing  to  go  on.  The  Committee  on 
Appi’opriations  has  never  done  anything 
about  it,  and  I  do  not  know  that  it  will 
in  this  instance.  But  the  principle  is 
important. 

It  is  no  secret  that  I  am  dissatisfied 
with  the  way  the  program  has  developed. 
It  has  involved  us  in  many  places  where 
I  do  not  like  the  conditions.  It  operates 
in  a  good  many  countries.  However,  I 
have  tried  to  do  the  best  I  could  with 
what  we  have. 

I  support  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  for  a  revision  of  the 
pi’Ogi’am.  I  am  not  too  hopeful  that 
anything  can  be  done  that  will  change  it 
much.  One  thing  that  we  hope  can  be 
done  is  to  make  greater  use  of  the  suc¬ 
cessful  international  organizations  work- 
ing  in  this  field.  For  the  most  part  such 
oi’ganizations  have  been  successful ; 
there  have  been  few  failures. 

Another  aspect  is  that  it  is  hoped 
that  if  the  President  takes  advantage 
of  the  program,  he  will  use  it  as  a  lever 
to  persuade  other  countries  to  match  us, 
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and  thus  make  a  larger  total  amount 
available  for  development  loans. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  yield  me  1  minute? 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  direct  my  remarks  to 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island.  Al¬ 
though  the  committee  report  favors  this 
approach,  a  strong  minority  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  does  not  share  this  view. 

The  Committee  on  Appropriations  tied 
down  the  flap  in  front  of  the  nose.  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  is  the  beginning  of  a  program 
to  go  beyond  20  percent.  I  believe  that 
is  what  is  contemplated.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment,  it  would  be  a  great  mistake  to  do 
that. 

For  the  time  being,  we  ought  to  leave 
well  enough  alone,  or  bad  enough  alone, 
and  await  the  study  that  is  contemplated 
in  connection  with  the  program. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  What  has  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  to  say  about  the  ob¬ 
servation  made  by  the  chairman  of  the 
committee;  namely,  that  this  program 
will  be  used  as  an  instrument  to  induce 
other  people  and  other  nations  to  match 
what  the  United  States  does? 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  are  nations 
which,  if  they  can  succeed  in  having  the 
jackpot  increased  by  millions  of  Ameri¬ 
can  dollars,  will  make  token  loans  them¬ 
selves  in  order  to  exercise  control  over 
the  expenditure  of  American  money. 
This  is  not  a  matching -money  proposal. 
It  does  not  mean  that  if  we  put  in  20 
percent,  some  other  country  will  put  in 
20  percent.  We  should  look  at  the 
amounts  other  countries  are  contribut¬ 
ing.  It  is  a  token  in  comparison  with 
what  the  United  States  is  investing  in 
the  international  program,  on  an  inter¬ 
national  sharing  basis.  I  do  not  buy  that 
argument  at  all.  I  reject  it. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes.  I,  too,  wish  to 
address  my  remarks  to  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island. 

We  do  not  know  yet  how  these  loans 
will  fare.  No  repayment  will  be  made 
for  10  years.  Yet  although  this  experi¬ 
ment  has  been  in  operation  briefly,  it  is 
now  proposed  to  double  the  amount. 
Why  not  continue  with  the  present  10 
percent?  Doubling  it  is  what  I  object 
to.  My  amendment  does  not  provide  for 
its  repeal.  Several  Senators  yesterday 
in  debate  suggested  that  the  program 
be  abolished.  I  do  not  go  that  far. 

The  chairman  of  the  committee  refers 
to  the  high  interest  rates  I  propose. 
What  are  those  high  interest  rates, 
which  occur  under  the  direct  aid  pro¬ 
gram?  One  percent;  and  after  2  years, 
2'/2  percent.  That  should  not  be  dis¬ 
astrous  to  any  borrower,  when  we  have 
to  borrow  the  money  from  the  American 
people  at  a  cost  of  twice  or  three  times 
that  amount. 

All  the  international  loans  are  on  these 
generous  terms.  There  never  seems 
to  be  any  discretion.  All  the  loans  are 
made  at  three-quarters  of  1  percent,  with 
no  repayment  of  principal  for  10  years, 
and  the  life  of  the  loans  is  50  years. 

Is  there  any  flexibility  in  the  overall 
analysis  of  the  projects  for  which  we 
make  these  foreign  so-called  loans?  Ap¬ 
parently  not. 


This  amendment  would  merely  hold 
the  program  in  status  quo  for  the  next 
2  years,  and  we  would  proceed  on  that 
basis.  Why  double  the  amount  before 
we  know  how  the  program  will  work? 
We  do  know  that  these  loans  are  made 
at  negligible  interest  rates.  Actually, 
they  are  not  loans  at  all ;  they  are  grants. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  prepared  to  vote. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  prepared  to  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  the 
time  for  the  quorum  call  to  be  charged 
toneither  side. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Let  the  time  for 
the  quorum  call  be  charged  to  my  time. 
The  quorum  call  need  only  be  notice  that 
Senators  are  prepared  to  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Under  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment,  the  Senate  will  proceed  to  vote  on 
the  amendments  (Nos.  221  and  224)  of 
the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruen- 
ing].  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or¬ 
dered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  distinguished  minority  leader,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  DirksenL  If 
he  were  present  and  voting,  he  would 
vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote, 
I  would  vote  “nay.”  Therefore,  I  with¬ 
hold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  MORTON  (after  having  voted  in 
the  negative).  Mr.  President,  on  this 
vote  I  have  a  live  pair  with  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott].  If  he  were 
present  and  voting  he  would  vote  “yea.” 
If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
“nay.”  Therefore,  I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Long],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  and  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Muskie]  and  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  and 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Spark¬ 
man]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pear¬ 
son]  is  absent  on  official  business  and,  if 
present  and  voting,  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 


sen]  is  detained  on  official  business,  and 
his  pair  has  been  previously  announced. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Allott]  is  absent  on  official  business, 
and  his  pair  has  been  previously  an¬ 
nounced. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  40, 
nays  46,  as  follows: 

[No.  114  Leg.] 

YEAS — 40 


Aiken 

Gruening 

Russell,  Ga. 

Bartlett 

Hartke 

Simpson 

Bible 

Holland 

Smith 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hruska 

Stennls 

Cannon 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Symington 

Cotton 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Talmadge 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Thurmond 

Dominick 

McClellan 

Tower 

Eastland 

Morse 

Williams,  Del. 

Ellender 

Moss 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

Mundt 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fannin 

Murphy 

Young,  Ohio 

Fong 

Robertson 

Gore 

Russell,  S.C. 

NAYS— 46 

Anderson 

Hicke'nlooper 

Monroney 

Bass 

Hill 

Montoya 

Bayh 

Inouye 

Nelson 

Bennett 

Jackson 

Pas  tore 

Boggs 

Javits 

PeU 

Brewster 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Proxmire 

Case 

Kuchel 

Randolph 

Church. 

Long,  La. 

Riblcoff 

Clark 

McGee 

Saltonstall 

Cooper 

McGovern 

Scott 

Douglas 

McIntyre 

Smathers 

Fulbright 

McNamara 

Tydings 

Harris 

Metcalf 

WiUiams,  N.J. 

Hart 

Miller 

Hayden 

Mondale 

NOT  VOTING— 14 

Allott 

Long,  Mo. 

Muskie 

Burdick 

Magnuson 

Neuberger 

Carlson 

Mansfield 

Pearson 

Dirksen 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

Morton 

So  Mr.  Gruening’s  amendments  (Nos. 
221  and  224)  were  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  240 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  No.  240  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
will  be  stated  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  proposes  an 
amendment  to  amend  further  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes;  namely — 

On  page  11,  line  13,  strike  out 
“1,170,000,000’’  and  Insert  In  lieu  thereof 
“$1,000,000,000". 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  reduces  the  sum  for  military 
aid  to  $1  billion.  The  hearings  reveal 
that  military  aid  has  increased  for  Viet¬ 
nam  and  for  one  other  country  whose 
name  is  deleted  from  the  committee 
hearing. 

The  reason  is  that  a  5-year  agreement 
was  reached  with  that  country  which  is 
still  secret.  It  pledges  U.S.  military  aid 
in  the  sum  of  several  tens  of  millions 
each  year.  The  Congress  has  not  been 
notified,  except  when  the  foreign  aid  bill 
was  presented  with  this  amount  in  it 
for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

The  Congress  has  never  passed  on  the 
advisability  of  this  agreement.  The 
American  people  have  never  been  told 
of  it.  Yet  when  we  see  the  foreign  aid 
presentation  for  next  year,  there  it  is. 
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It  is  a  prior  commitment.  It  was  never 
made  by  Congress  nor  had  Congress  ever 
heard  of  it;  yet  we  are  told  it  is  a  com¬ 
mitment  on  which  Congress  must  make 
good. 

To  digress  from  my  brief  manuscript, 
I  have  just  put  my  finger  on  one  of 
the  greatest  evils  of  our  whole  foreign 
aid  program,  the  evil  of  concealment 
practiced  by  this  administration  against 
the  best  interest  of  Congress  and  to  the 
great  detriment  of  the  American  people 
insofar-  as  their  right  to  full  disclosure  of 
the  public  business  is  concerned. 

This  administration  is  increasingly 
guilty  of  concealing  from  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  the  facts  that  the  American 
people  are  entitled  to  know  about  if  we 
are  to  protect  the  precious  right  of  free 
men  that  in  a  democracy  there  is  no 
substitute  for  full  public  disclosure  of  the 
public’s  business. 

I  am  waiting  “all  ears”  for  a  Member 
of  the  Senate  to  tell  me  why  the  Penta¬ 
gon,  the  State  Department,  and  the 
White  House  should  be  allowed  to  get 
by  with  entering  into  a  secret  agreement 
with  a  foreign  country  in  regard  to  mili¬ 
tary  aid  to  that  country  for  a  5 -year 
period  that  will  involve  many  millions 
of  dollars. 

I  know  that  I  have  probably  spoken  to 
my  colleagues  to  the  point  of  boredom, 
time  and  time  again,  during  my  20  years 
in  the  Senate,  about  the  precious  guaran¬ 
tee  of  the  right  of  the  people  to  know. 
But  during  those  20  years  there  has  been 
a  great  acceleration  of  the  trend  toward 
government  by  secrecy  and  government 
by  executive  supremacy. 

Let  the  American  people  know  that 
they  cannot  go  to  any  library  and  find 
a  single  example  of  any  country  in  the 
history  of  mankind  in  which  the  execu¬ 
tive  of  that  country  became  supreme  and 
the  people  remained  free.  Executive  su¬ 
premacy  and  freedom  for  the  people  are 
irreconcilable,  inconsistent  concepts  of 
government. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
will  say  we  are  not  over  the  abyss  yet;  it 
is  a  matter  of  degree,  and  we  have  not 
gone  that  far  yet.  I  believe  we  go  too  far 
when  we  go  a  step  in  the  direction  of 
government  by  executive  supremacy. 

I  should  like  to  answer  another  argu¬ 
ment  that  we  shall  hear  undoubtedly 
before  we  finish  with  this  statement.  We 
shall  hear  about  Vietnam.  This  amend¬ 
ment  has  nothing  to  do  with  Vietnam. 
There  is  no  Senator  who  does  not  know 
that  if  the  President  continues  to  prose¬ 
cute  his  shocking,  illegal  war  of  outlawry 
in  Asia,  he  will  be  here  time  and  time 
again  for  additional  funds  to  prosecute 
that  war.  Vietnam  is  used  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  foreign  aid  bill  every  time 
they  think  they  can  make  the  argument 
in  order  to  justify  a  sum  in  the  bill  far 
in  excess  of  what  Congress  ought  to  ap¬ 
propriate. 

We  are  in  a  period  of  war  hysteria. 
All  that  need  be  done  is  to  wave  the  flag 
into  tatters  and  the  votes  will  be  cast  for 
any  waste  that  is  advocated  in  connection 
with  the  foreign  aid  bill. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  commend  my  friend 
from  Oregon  and  emphasize  a  point  he 


has  made.  This  amendment  to  cut  $170 
million  off  military  aid,  has  nothing  to 
do  with  Vietnam.  The  purpose  is,  hope¬ 
fully,  to  arrange  a  situation  in  which  we 
shall  not  give  military  aid  to  the  Turks 
so  that  they  can  fight  the  Greeks,  or  give 
military  aid  to  the  Greeks  so  they  can 
fight  the  Turks,  or  give  military  aid  to 
Pakistan  so  it  can  fight  India,  or  give 
military  aid  to  India,  so  that  it  can  fight 
Pakistan.  I  strongly  support  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  appreciate  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  comment  very  much.  I  am  grateful 
indeed  to  the  Senator  for  emphasizing 
the  major  thesis  of  my  speech.  This  pro¬ 
posed  cut  in  military  aid  has  nothing  to 
do  with  Vietnam.  One  of  my  purposes 
in  offering  the  amendment  is  to  try  to 
get  the  United  States  back  inside  the 
framework  of  morality.  We  are  a  shock¬ 
ingly  immoral  Nation  with  respect  to  the 
policy  we  are  following  in  connection 
with  military  aid.  The  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  has  alluded  to  one  phase  of 
this  problem.  We  have  fully  equipped 
Greece  and  Turkey  with  American  mili¬ 
tary  aid  so  that  Greece  and  Turkey  stand 
as  a  threat  to  the  peace  of  the  world.  The 
United  Nations  must  maintain  a  peace¬ 
keeping  force  in  Cyprus  to  prevent  the 
outbreak  of  a  major  war  in  that  area 
of  the  world.  No  one  knows  whether  we 
shall  succeed  in  preventing  a  war  there 
even  under  the  peacekeeping  force  of 
the  United  Nations. 

The  United  States  has  equipped,  100 
percent,  the  military  establishments  of 
Pakistan  and  India.  When  we  have 
done  that,  we  have  gone  outside  the 
framework  of  morality.  We  have 
equipped  two  nations  that  are  threaten¬ 
ing  to  make  war  against  each  other  over 
Kashmir.  The  United  Nations  has  had 
to  move  into  Kashmir  in  order  to  give 
some  hope  of  preventing  those  two  Amer¬ 
ican  military-equipped  countries  from 
going  to  war  against  each  other  with 
American  equipment. 

I  was  shocked  the  other  day  to  have 
colleagues  in  the  Senate  say,  “But, 
Wayne  they  bought  a  great  deal  of  this 
military  equipment.”  Imagine  that. 
Does  that  make  it  moral?  I  say  to 
American  labor  leaders  that  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  exceedingly  dis¬ 
turbed  in  connection  with  their  stand 
on  American  foreign  policy.  Too  many 
American  labor  leaders  seem  to  think 
that  we  can  justify  these  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  in  foreign  aid  because  80  percent  of 
the  money  is  spent  in  the  United  States 
and  thereby  makes  jobs  for  American 
workers. 

Let  me  say  to  American  labor,  “I  do 
not  intend  to  support  your  program  in 
the  advocacy  of  blood  money.”  I  yield 
to  no  man  in  Congress  or  in  the  country 
in  support  of  the  legitimate  objectives  of 
organized  labor.  But  if  it  is  a  make- 
work  program  for  the  aims  industry 
which  labor  desires — what  an  immoral 
premise  on  which  to  stand. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  many  crying 
domestic  needs  in  this  country  for  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  the  savings  that  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  at  least  going  to 
give  the  Senate  an  opportunity  to  vote 
upon  in  the  days  immediately  ahead  that 
would  help  strengthen  the  greatest  de¬ 
fense  weapon  this  Republic  has;  namely. 
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our  domestic  economy,  for  if  we  weaken 
that  economy,  we  weaken  the  strength 
of  the  Republic. 

I  say  to  American  labor  that  it  would 
be  much  better  to  have  American  work¬ 
ers  working  in  connection  with  programs 
that  seek  to  build  up  the  economy  of  this 
country  than  arguing  to  retain  jobs  that 
make  it  possible  for  potential  belligerents 
to  fight  a  war  against  each  other  with 
American  weapons  manufactured  by 
American  labor. 

I  repudiate  that  argument  on  the  part 
of  American  labor  leaders.  By  arguing 
for  military  aid  on  the  basis  of  jobs  for 
workers,  they  are  performing  a  great 
disservice  to  the  workers  of  our  country. 
I  suggest  to  them  that  they  join  in  a 
tapering-off  program  with  regard  to  the 
manufacture  of  military  equipment  and 
join  in  the  development  of  a  wealth- 
creating  series  of  programs,  such  as  the 
great  reclamation  program  across  the 
country,  from  coast  to  coast. 

The  American  people  must  realize 
that  we  are  in  danger  of  jeopardizing  fu¬ 
ture  generations  of  Americans  by  leaving 
to  them  a  heritage  of  a  polluted  water 
supply  and  a  falling  water  table  from 
coast  to  coast.  Go  into  any  New  York 
City  hotel  in  the  very  hour  at  which  I 
speak  and  read  the  sign  that  one  will 
find  in  every  room  in  every  hotel  in  which 
there  is  a  water  faucet  urging  conserva¬ 
tion  of  water  because  New  York  City  is 
in  short  supply  of  water  already. 

They  are  greatly  concerned  about  the 
potential  danger,  unless  the  water  table 
starts  coming  back,  of  water  rationing 
in  the  largest  city  in  the  land. 

Come  with  me  into  the  West,  into 
the  Colorado  River  Basin,  which  we  think 
of  as  a  surplus  water  area,  and  take  note 
of  the  great  concern  of  cities  in  that  area 
in  regard  to  an  assurance  that  there  will 
be  an  adequate  water  supply  12  months 
of  the  year. 

Consider  the  waste  of  hundreds  of  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  in  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram.  Consider  the  fact  that  since  1946 
the  American  taxpayers  have  been 
fleeced  out  of  billions  of  dollars  of  tax¬ 
payers’  money  in  a  wasteful  and  ineffi¬ 
cient  foreign  aid  program  that  has 
reached,  according  to  the  latest  figure 
that  was  given  to  me,  some  $111  billion 
since  1946,  with  billions  of  that  money 
completely  wasted. 

Politicians  may  think  that  there  is  no 
limit  to  the  patience  of  the  American 
taxpayer.  They  may  think  that  they 
can  continue  to  fool  the  American  tax¬ 
payer  by  waving  the  flag  into  tatters 
every  year  when  we  get  into  a  historic 
debate  on  foreign  aid. 

I  have  more  confidence  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  American  taxpayers  than  have 
most  politicians.  When  at  long  last  the 
American  taxpayers  catch  up  with  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  who,  year  after  year, 
continue  to  waste  money  by  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars,  they  will  hold  them  to 
an  accountability  at  the  polls.  Their 
first  opportunity  will  be  1966. 

I  hope  the  people  will  take  a  toll  by  way 
of  an  accountability  of  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  at  the  polls  in  1966,  if 
that  is  the  only  way  we  can  teach 
politicians. 

Mr.  President,  when  I  think  of  the  edu¬ 
cational  crisis  in  America,  when  I  think 
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of  what  we  are  doing  as  a  nation  of 
cheaters  against  the  young  of  this  coun¬ 
try  in  denying  to  them  by  the  tens  of 
thousands  an  opportunity  to  develop  to 
their  maximum  extent  their  intellectual 
potential,  I  am  aghast  to  see  Senators 
vote  for  a  continuation  of  the  waste  of 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in  a  for¬ 
eign  aid  program,  denying  to  the  young 
people  of  our  country  adequate  schools 
that  they  need  for  the  education  to  which 
they  are  entitled  as  a  matter  of  right. 

One  of  the  paradoxes  is  the  millions 
of  dollars  that  we  spend  each  year  for 
schools  under  a  foreign  aid  bill  with  no 
restricted  checks  placed  upon  it  in  foreign 
lands,  and  the  difficulty  we  have  in  ob¬ 
taining  adequate  financing  to  meet  the 
educational  crisis  in  this  country. 

As  chairman  of  the  Senate  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Education,  I  say  that  there  are 
so  many  phases  of  the  educational  prob¬ 
lem  that  pop  up  in  my  mind  as  I  raise 
the  issue,  that  if  I  did  not  leave  the  issue, 
I  should  be  on  it  for  the  rest  of  the  after¬ 
noon  and  be  charged  with  conducting  a 
filibuster.  Yet  every  moment  that  I 
might  take  in  discussing  the  educational 
crisis  of  the  United  States  and  arguing 
for  a  substitution  of  millions  of  dollars 
in  the  foreign  aid  bill  for  expenditures 
on  the  schools  of  America  would  really 
be  time  well  spent. 

My  views  are  pretty  well  known  to 
Senators.  Let  us  face  it.  The  votes  on 
the  bill  are  already  cast.  The  lineup  has 
been  formed.  Pressure  has  been  re¬ 
sponded  to.  Politicians  are  surrendering 
right  and  left  to  the  pressure  that  states, 
“You  must  not  disturb  the  foreign  aid 
bill  in  an  hour  of  war.” 

I  say  that  in  an  hour  of  war  we  had 
better  start  saving  our  money  so  that  we 
can  use  it  to  a  much  greater  advantage 
for  the  protection  and  security  of  our 
country  than  using  it  in  connection  with 
the  foreign  aid  program,  for  I  happen  to 
believe  that  we  are  on  our  way  now  to  a 
major  war.  Is  it  not  a  little  amusing  to 
hear  the  alibis,  the  rationalizations,  and 
the  downright  misrepresentations  of  the 
State  Department  in  regard  to  trying  to 
qualify  the  announcement  they  made  the 
day  before  yesterday  as  to  what  would  go 
on  with  regard  to  American  troops  in 
South  Vietnam? 

To  the  American  people,  I  say:  Here 
is  one  Senator  and  one  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  who 
does  not  believe  the  statements  that  have 
been  uttered  by  Dean  Rusk  and  by  the 
administration  in  regard  to  what  the 
policy  is  now.  It  is  no  different  from 
that  which  was  announced  yesterday 
in  regard  to  the  use  of  American  troops 
in  the  war  in  Vietnam. 

I  say  to  the  American  people:  Do  not 
be  fooled.  Americair  boys  are  now 
pledged  to  battle  in  South  Vietnam. 
American  boys  are  going  to  die  by  the 
thousands  in  the  months  ahead  if  this 
undeclared,  unconstitutional,  illegal  war 
is  allowed  to  continue.  Of  course  they 
are  committed  to  combat.  Even  Dean 
Rusk  becomes  hung  up  in  his  own  se¬ 
mantics  when  he  issues  a  statement,  as 
he  did  yesterday,  that  they  do  not  sit 
over  there  as  hypnotized  rabbits.  Read 
that  statement.  One  can  reach  no  other 
conclusion  that  that  Rusk,  in  spite  of 


his  evasive  language,  is  tacitly  admitting 
that  American  boys  are  committed  to 
combat.  I  am  willing  to  accept  that 
reality. 

Mr.  President,  in  this  connection  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  the  devastating 
answer  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  which 
is  contained  in  an  editorial  published 
in  the  New  York  Times  this  morning 
entitled  “Ground  War  in  Washington.” 
It  is  also  a  devastating  answer  to  a  large 
part  of  the  speech  of  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd]. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  June  10,  1965] 
Ground  War  in  Washington 

The  Johnson  Administration’s  decision  au¬ 
thorizing  a  combat  role  for  American  troops 
in  South  Vietnam  is  only  confirmed  by  yes¬ 
terday’s  White  House  statement;  yet  the 
statement  is  carefully  drafted  to  give  the  im¬ 
pression  that  the  United  States  is  not  em¬ 
barking  on  a  radical  new  course. 

The  White  House  admits  that  General 
Westmoreland,  since  March,  has  had  the  sec¬ 
ondary  mission  of  providing  “combat  sup¬ 
port”  to  South  Vietnamese  units  in  trouble. 

But  why  did  Secretary  Rusk  at  the  time 
say  that  “ground  combat  personnel  is  not 
what  is  needed”  and  that  there  would  be  “a 
problem  about  foreign  ground  troops  under¬ 
taking  the  kind  of  pacification  effort  that  is 
required  in  South  Vietnam”? 

The  White  House  denies  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  ordered  the  new  combat  role  in  March 
“or  at  any  other  time.”  It  is  explained  that 
General  Westmoreland’s  authority  was  “im¬ 
plicit”  in  the  assignment  of  marines  to  Da- 
nang.  Yet,  how  could  “implicit”  authority 
have  been  so  explicitly  defined  all  along  as 
was  finally  claimed  in  yesterday’s  White 
House  statement?  It  is  there  limited  to  in¬ 
stances  when  South  Vietnamese  forces  are 
“faced  with  aggressive  attack  when  other 
effective  reserves  are  not  available  and  when 
in  his  [Westmoreland’s]  judgment  the  mili¬ 
tary  situation  urgently  requires  it.” 

As  recently  as  last  Saturday  the  State 
Department  did  not  mention  this  role  when, 
at  the  request  of  newsmen,  it  redefined  the 
mission  of  American  troops  in  a  statement 
reportedly  approved  at  the  highest  levels  of 
the  Department.  It  admitted  that  American 
troops  had  stepped  beyond  an  advisory  Tole, 
but  described  their  function  simply  as  de¬ 
fense  of  American  installations  and  pa¬ 
trolling  nearby. 

The  new  role  of  “combat  support,”  which 
the  State  Department  finally  announced  this 
week,  seems  to  be  one  of  serving  as  a  strategic 
and  tactical  reserve  for  the  South  Vietnamese 
Army.  It  presumably  can  take  American 
combat  troops  anywhere  in  the  country.  De¬ 
spite  an  effort  semantically  to  exclude  “of¬ 
fensive”  campaigns,  it  appears  to  include 
aid  to  South  Vietnamese  units  that  get  into 
difficulty  during  offensive  as  well  as  defen¬ 
sive  operations. 

A  land  war  on  the  continent  of  Asia,  which 
many  of  the  country’s  leading  military  men 
long  have  opposed,  is  not  undertaken  lightly 
or  without  premeditation  and  careful  plan¬ 
ning.  The  doubling  of  American  troops  in 
South  Vietnam  since  March  and  the  reports 
that  the  54,000  now  there  are  being  increased 
to  70,000  suggest  implementation  of  a  plan 
approved  in  February  and  prepared  much 
earlier. 

The  time  has  come  for  the  President  to 
take  the  country  into  his  confidence  and  to 
give  the  Congress  time  for  a  full  debate 
before  the  war  is  escalated  any  further. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  was  much  interested 
in  the  statements  made  on  the  floor  of 
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the  Senate  yesterday  in  opposition  to  a 
declaration  of  war.  Several  Senators 
expressed  their  opposition  to  a  declara¬ 
tion  of  war.  It  is  interesting,  is  it  not? 
What  are  they  afraid  of?  To  give  my 
interpretation,  they  are  afraid  of  Amer¬ 
ican  public  opinion.  The  American  peo¬ 
ple  are  entitled  to  know  whether  or  not 
this  Government  is  going  to  make  war, 
and  continue  to  make  war,  in  Asia — and 
we  know  that  is  its  intention.  If  it  is, 
the  American  people  are  entitled  to  re¬ 
ceive  from  the  President  a  proposal  for 
a  declaration  of  war,  and  they  are  en¬ 
titled  to  receive  from  Congress  a  standup 
count  as  to  who  will  vote  for  a  declara¬ 
tion  of  war  under  article  I,  section  8,  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Let  the  President  bring  in  that  pro¬ 
posal  for  a  declaration  of  war  and  con¬ 
front  the  American  people  directly  with 
the  issue.  Then  he  will  get  a  direct  re¬ 
sponse  from  the  American  people.  It  is 
the  opinion  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  that  the  American  people  are  not 
in  support  of  an  undeclared  war  in  Asia. 
This  is  contrary  to  the  statement  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Dodd]  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  today, 
as  to  most  of  which  I  have  already  an¬ 
nounced  that  I  am  in  strong  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  American  people  are  confused,  and 
they  will  continue  to  be  confused,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  concealment  by  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  facts  in  regard  to  what 
is  taking  place  in  Asia.  The  American 
people  are  entitled  to  receive  from  the 
administration  a  clear  drawing  of  the 
issue.  Either  we  should  go  to  war 
legally,  under  article  I,  section  8,  or  the 
President  should  proceed  to  reverse  his 
position  and  take  the  position  I  took  in 
Madison  Square  Garden  the  night  before 
last.  That  position  is  my  answer  to  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
who  said  earlier  today  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  that  we  who  are  opposed  to 
the  administration’s  policy  in  South 
Vietnam  do  not  offer  any  alternatives. 
Mr.  President,  we  have  been  offering  al¬ 
ternatives  for  most  of  2  years,  only  to  be 
met  with,  until  recently,  dead  silence  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  although  not  in 
the  cloakrooms.  In  the  cloakrooms, 
there  has  been  strong  approval  of  the 
alternatives;  but  only  silence,  until  re¬ 
cently,  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

In  closing  my  speech  in  Madison 
Square  Garden  the  other  night,  I  said  I 
had  no  right  to  criticize  my  Government 
in  regard  to  its  policies  in  South  Viet¬ 
nam  unless  I  were  willing  to  offer  alter¬ 
native  proposals,  which  I  have  been  offer¬ 
ing  for  many  months. 

I  said,  “We  meet  here  but  a  few  blocks 
from  the  temple  of  international  law 
and  justice — the  United  Nations.  I  now 
recommend  to  my  President  that  he 
make  use  of  a  procedure  in  the  United 
Nations  Charter  which  we  have  not  made 
use  of  yet,  but  which  we  ought  to  make 
use  of,  a  procedure  calling  for  an 
extraordinary  session  of  the  General  As¬ 
sembly  of  the  United  Nations.  I  recom¬ 
mend  that  my  President  walk  out  onto 
that  historic  platform  and  proceed  to 
make  history  that  will  shock  the  world, 
by  announcing  that  the  United  States 
lays  before  the  United  Nations  the  threat 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  10,  1965 

to  the  peace  of  the  world  as  it  now  exists 
in  Asia,  and  that  the  United  States 
pledges  its  support  to  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  to  arrive  at  a  peaceful,  honorable, 
negotiated  settlement  through  the 
procedures  of  the  United  Nations,  thus 
bringing  to  an  end  the  killing  in  Asia 
and  the  threat  to  the  peace  of  the 
world.” 

An  interesting  incident  happened 
thereafter.  There  followed  for  the  next 
hour  an  increasing  demand  on  the  part 
of  the  leaders  of  that  rally  for  a  march 
on  the  United  Nations  Building  as  the 
best  way  for  that  group  to  symbolize  its 
protest  against  U.S.  outlawry  in 
Asia.  It  was  the  best  way  for  that 
group  to  symbolize  its  protest  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  record  of  the  administration 
of  open  violation  of  article  after  article 
of  the  United  Nations;  in  fact,  the  viola¬ 
tion  by  this  country,  since  1954,  of  article 
after  article  of  the  United  Nations  by 
the  course  of  action  we  have  followed 
in  Vietnam. 

Without  my  knowing  what  was  really 
taking  place,  because  I  remained  on  the 
platform  to  hear  other  speakers,  arrange¬ 
ments  were  made  with  the  New  York 
City  Police  Department  for  a  march  on 
the  United  Nations.  I  wrote  to  the  chief 
of  police  of  the  New  York  Police  Depart¬ 
ment  yesterday,  expressing  my  high 
praise  for  the  way  the  police  department 
handled  the  demonstration  that  fol¬ 
lowed  the  meeting.  It  was  announced  at 
11  o’clock  that  arrangements  had  been 
made  with  the  police  for  a  march  from 
Madison  Square  Garden  to  the  United 
Nations  Plaza.  At  20  minutes  before 
midnight,  that  march  started. 

Some  Senators  would  be  a  little  amused 
to  read  some  of  the  correspondence  I 
have  already  received  from  superpatriots, 
because  I  had  the  high  honor  and  the 
distinct  privilege  to  join  with  Dr.  Ben¬ 
jamin  Spock  at  the  head  of  that  column, 
while  more  than  2,500  people  out  of  that 
audience,  at  20  minutes  before  midnight, 
2  by  2,  walked  down  Broadway, 
across  42d  Street,  to  the  Plaza  of  the 
United  Nations  for  a  second  rally  that 
was  held  at  1  o’clock  in  the  morning. 

Mr.  President,  this  administration  is 
whistling  by  graveyards.  But  its  whis¬ 
tling  will  not  prevent  filling  all  the  graves 
in  those  graveyards  if  it  thinks  that  the 
grassroots  of  America  happen  to  be  in 
support  of  its  killing  in  Asia  and  the  of¬ 
fering  of  no  hope  to  the  American  people 
for  years  to  come  for  an  ending  of  those 
killings. 

In  my  judgment,  if  this  administra¬ 
tion  follows  its  outlawry  in  Asia,  Amer¬ 
ican  troops  will  be  bogged  down  in  Asia 
for  a  quarter  of  a  century,  at  the  mini¬ 
mum.  Then,  at  long  last,  we  shall  have 
to  come  to  a  negotiated  settlement  that 
could  not  possibly  be  any  better  than 
the  negotiated  settlement  that  could  be 
reached  now,  in  my  judgment. 

The  rally  that  was  held  in  New  York 
City  the  night  before  last  could  be  held  in 
Chicago,  the  Twin  Cities,  San  Francisco, 
St.  Louis,  Los  Angeles,  any  other  major 
city  in  the  country.  This  is  not  a  matter 
of  New  York  locale. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  roots  of  America, 
the  American  people  are  concerned  about 


this  bloodletting.  They  are  asking  ques¬ 
tions.  "What  will  it  profit  us?  Where 
is  the  end?  What  will  it  accomplish?” 

I  have  been  heard  to  say,  during  the 
past  18  months  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
in  speech  after  speech  in  opposition  to 
this  international  outlawry  of  my  coun¬ 
try  in  Asia,  that  we  are  driving  millions 
of  people  in  the  underdeveloped  areas  of 
the  world  into  the  aims  of  communism. 

We  have  the  greatest  weapon  to  defeat 
communism  that  mankind  has  ever 
forged.  That  weapon  is  not  hydrogen 
bombs.  That  weapon  is  not  nuclear  war¬ 
fare.  That  weapon  is  not  military 
might.  That  weapon  is  not  the  substi¬ 
tution  of  the  jungle  law  of  military  force 
for  the  rule  of  law  of  international  jus¬ 
tice  for  the  settlement  of  disputes  that 
threaten  the  peace  of  mankind.  That 
weapon  happens  to  be  economic  freedom, 
which  is  the  very  strength  of  this  Re¬ 
public.  That  weapon  happens  to  be  the 
giving  to  the  underdeveloped  peoples  of 
the  world  the  right  to  be  free  men  eco¬ 
nomically,  because  that  breeds  political 
freedom.  It  nourishes  the  development 
of  political  freedom. 

We  have  no  more  chance  of  export¬ 
ing  political  freedom  to  Asia  or  to  Afri¬ 
ca  — or,  for  that  matter,  to  any  other  un¬ 
derdeveloped  area  of  the  world — than  I 
have  of  walking  down  to  the  Washing¬ 
ton  Monument  and  putting  it  on  my 
shoulder  and  walking  away. 

Mr.  President,  we  do  have  a  great  op¬ 
portunity  to  help  make  the  people  in  the 
underdeveloped  areas  of  the  world  eco¬ 
nomically  free.  However,  we  cannot  do 
it  until  we  first  have  a  peace  settlement 
in  Asia. 

We  in  the  Senate  well  know  my  rea¬ 
sons  for  fighting  the  $790  million  military 
program  that  the  President  requested 
for  the  purpose  of  fighting  an  illegal  war 
in  Asia.  I  fought  that  proposal  first  be¬ 
cause,  by  his  own  admission,  it  was  not 
needed.  He  used  the  measure  only  as 
a  vehicle  through  which  to  obtain  an¬ 
other  vote  of  confidence  from  the  Senate 
and  the  House  by  which  to  continue  a 
policy  that  he  never  should  have  started 
in  Asia. 

I  voted  against  the  measure,  too,  be¬ 
cause  I  knew  that  it  would  not  result  in 
the  exportation  of  economic  freedom.  It 
would  result  only  in  the  further  exporta¬ 
tion  of  war  to  Asia. 

I  suggested  the  other  day,  as  Senators 
will  recall,  with  regard  to  the  $89  million 
proposal  of  the  President — which  was 
another  attempt  on  his  part  to  get  an¬ 
other  vote  of  confidence  in  his  program 
in  Asia — that  we  cannot  build  economic 
projects  in  the  Mekong  area  of  South 
Vietnam  because  the  area  is  controlled 
by  the  Vietcong  and  will  continue  to  be 
controlled  by  the  Vietcong  until  there  is 
a  negotiated  peace. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  did  not  like 
that. 

As  a  member  of  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations,  I  have  read  too  many  re¬ 
ports  and  interviewed  too  many  people 
who  have  been  involved  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  our  so-called  economic  aid 
program  in  South  Vietnam  not  to  know 
that  the  Vietcong  have  succeeded  in  sa¬ 
botaging  and  emasculating  and  taking 
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over  the  so-called  economic  projects  that 
we  have  sought  to  develop  in  South  Viet¬ 
nam. 

The  proposal  of  the  President  for  $89 
million  for  so-called  economic  develop¬ 
ment  in  South  Vietnam  will  be  largely 
wasted  until  we  get  a  negotiated  peace. 
We  must  stop  the  war.  When  we  get 
that  war  stopped,  it  must  be  stopped  on 
an  honorable  basis  and  stopped  on  the 
basis  of  an  understanding  that  will  not 
permit  a  massacre  and  blood  bath  of  the 
South  Vietnamese  by  the  Communists, 
and  will  not  permit  of  a  blood  bath  of 
the  Vietcong  by  the  South  Vietnamese. 
Let  us  not  forget  that  on  both  sides  there 
are  participants  who  are  ignorant  and 
illiterate,  and  are  victims  of  military 
forces  that  control  and  direct  their  lives. 

I  want  to  bring  the  direction  of  their 
lives  by  military  forces  to  an  end.  I 
want  an  honorable,  negotiated  peace. 
Then  I  want  to  see  this  great,  free  land 
of  ours  beat  communism  in  Asia  by  the 
exportation  of  economic  freedom  to  the 
people  of  that  area. 

That  will  not  take  place  in  a  year,  5 
years,  or  10  years.  That  would  be  a 
long,  hard  pull.  However,  I  would  much 
rather  spend  the  next  25  years  supporting 
the  exportation  of  economic  freedom  to 
Asia  than  spend  billions  of  dollars  of  the 
money  of  the  American  taxpayers  in  try¬ 
ing  to  support  a  bogged  down  U.S. 
military  force  in  Asia.  That  force 
will  become  bogged  down. 

I  am  still  waiting,  may  I  say  to  Mr. 
McNamara,  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  for 
him  to  come  forth  with  any  rebuttal  to 
the  oft-repeated  advice  of  General 
Bradley,  to  the  oft-repeated  advice  of 
General  Collins,  to  the  oft-repeated  ad¬ 
vice  of  General  Marshall  to  the  oft- 
repeated  advice  of  General  Eisenhower, 
and  to  the  oft-repeated  advice  of  Gen¬ 
eral  MacArthur,  all  of  whom  told  us — 
great  American  military  strategists  and 
military  staff  leaders  that  they  are — that 
Asia  is  no  place  to  bog  down  an  American 
army. 

It  is  still  true.  I  happen  to  believe 
that  nuclear  bombs  and  atomic  bombs 
have  not  changed  it.  I  call  again  on  the 
Defense  Establishment  for  a  rebuttal  of 
the  advice  to  which  I  have  alluded. 

There  are  many  other  domestic  needs 
confronting  the  country  in  which  the 
millions  of  dollars  I  am  seeking  to  save 
out  of  the  wasteful  foreign  aid  program 
provided  for  in  this  bill  can  be  of  great 
help  in  providing  economic  security  in 
this  country.  They  are  well  known  to 
the  Members  of  this  body — great  public 
works  programs,  the  great  urban  renewal 
program,  the  great  need  for  slum  clear¬ 
ance  programs.  Millions  of  dollars  more 
will  be  needed  if  we  are  ever  to  have  an 
effective  poverty  control  program. 

Any  dollar  of  saving  we  are  willing  to 
vote  out  of  the  foreign  aid  bill  will  pro¬ 
duce  much  more  good,  eventually,  for  the 
world  if  spent  to  meet  domestic  needs 
here  at  home,  because  in  that  way  we  will 
strengthen  our  Nation  at  home  and  will 
then  be  in  a  stronger  position  to  be  of 
assistance  with  sound  programs  involving 
the  exportation  of  economic  freedom 
abroad  than  will  ever  be  the  case  if  we 
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continue  to  waste  huge  sums  of  money 
under  this  bill. 

The  last  remark  I  want  to  make  by 
way  of  digression  from  the  manuscript 
deals  with  the  argument  Senators  will 
hear  over  and  over  again  in  the  days 
ahead — that  this  is  a  very  economical 
foreign  aid  bill;  that  it  is  a  barebones 
bill;  that  it  provides  for  only  $3,380  mil¬ 
lion. 

Mr.  President,  that  sounds  good,  but 
even  if  it  stood  alone — and  it  does  not 
stand  alone — this  so-called  bare-bones 
bill  has  hulks  and  humps  of  fat  upon  it. 

The  foreign  aid  bill  must  be  considered 
in  terms  of  the  total  foreign  assistance 
bill.  The  total  foreign  assistance  bill 
amounts  to  nearly  $7  billion — not  $3,380 
million. 

Mr.  President,  on  this  amendment  I 
am  asking  for  a  saving  of  $170  million. 
I  repeat,  it  does  not  interfere  in  the 
slightest  with  Vietnam.  Everyone  knows 
that  Vietnam  is  now  in  a  class  by  itself. 
Everyone  knows  that  so  long  as  American 
boys  are  being  killed  in  Vietnam,  the 
administration  is  in  a  position  to  come 
before  the  Congress  and  ask  for  whatever 
funds  it  thinks  necessary  to  supplement 
its  financial  needs  in  Asia.  But  the  $170 
million  I  am  asking  to  have  taken  out  of 
the  military  foreign  aid  program  deals 
with  other  countries. 

The  Foreign  Assistance  Act  has  been 
amended  to  eliminate  military  aid  to 
Western  Europe  except  for  “prior  com¬ 
mitments.”  It  contains  certain  restric¬ 
tions  on  military  aid  to  Latin  America, 
except  for  “prior  commitments.” 

In  many  ways  this  is  a  futile  exercise 
because  it  is  the  Department  of  Defense 
that  enters  into  these  commitments,  not 
the  Congress,  and  because  we  are  not  told 
of  them  in  advance,  they  are  all  “prior 
commitments,”  so  far  as  Congress  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

Senators  who  are  not  members  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  should  sit 
with  me  on  that  committee  and  listen 
to  the  testimony  we  receive  from  the 
Defense  Establishment,  the  State  De¬ 
partment,  and  the  AID  Agency.  Talk 
about  making  a  saving  in  some  of  these 
expenditures,  and  the  representatives  of 
the  Defense  Department,  the  State  De¬ 
partment,  or  the  AID  Agency  say,  “Oh, 
we  have  an  agreement  on  that.”  Who 
entered  into  the  agreement?  The  Con¬ 
gress?  Of  course  not.  For  Congress  to 
enter  into  it  would  be  unthinkable.  It 
would  merely  be  carrying  out  the  basic 
principles  of  representative  government. 
It  would  be  consistent  with  our  demo¬ 
cratic  processes.  It  would  be  in  keeping 
with  our  professing  of  a  government  of 
law,  and  not  of  men. 

These  commitments  are  made  in  se¬ 
cret  conferences.  These  commitments 
are  made  by  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  without  the  advance  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  Congress.  When  we  ask, 
“Did  you  not  tell  those  countries  there 
was  no  constitutional  authority  to  bind 
this  Government?”  They  say,  “Well,  we 
told  them  it  was  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  Congress.”  Then  they  come  in 
with  the  clincher  argument.  Senators 
should  see  my  colleagues  wilt  before  this 
sophistry:  “It  was  a  hard  agreement  to 
negotiate.  It  was  difficult  to  get  them 


to  agree.  We  had  to  work  long  and  hard 
to  get  certain  concessions  out  of  them. 
We  do  not  believe  you  will  want  to  turn 
down  an  agreement  that  we  worked  so 
hard  to  negotiate.  We  hope  you  will  not 
want  to  do  so.” 

Let  me  say  to  the  Congress  that  until 
it  starts  turning  down  such  agreements, 
until  it  starts  making  clear  to  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government  that 
Congress  is  entitled  to  give  approval  in 
advance  of  any  agreement,  there  will  be 
an  increase,  at  a  rapid  rate,  of  this  gal¬ 
lop  down  the  road  toward  government  of 
this  country  by  executive  supremacy. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  at  all  moved 
by  the  fact  that  the  Defense  Department, 
the  State  Department,  and  the  AID  of¬ 
ficials  have  entered  into  secret  agree¬ 
ments,  so  far  as  prior  knowledge  of  Con¬ 
gress  is  concerned,  and  the  argument 
that  we  should  not  reduce  the  military 
aid  program  because  it  might  interfere 
with  some  of  those  agreements.  Such 
agreements  are  not  binding  on  Congress. 
Congress  has  the  authority,  if  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  make  savings  in  the  military 
assistance  aspects  of  the  bill,  to  reduce 
any  amounts  that  any  representatives  of 
the  State  Department,  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment,  or  the  AID  officials  have  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  agreements  they  have  en¬ 
tered  into.  It  should  be  done  for  the 
people.  They  are  entitled  to  that  pro¬ 
tection  by  the  Congress. 

Now  we  have  a  new  prior  commitment 
on  which  Congress  and  the  American 
people  will  have  to  pay  for  5  years.  Yet 
all  these  secret  commitments  and  the 
military  aid  for  Vietnam  still  take  only 
little  more  than  half  the  total  requested 
for  military  aid. 

In  1963,  the  committee  headed  by  Gen¬ 
eral  Clay  to  study  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  took  no  serious  issue  with  the 
theory  of  military  aid — whatever  that 
theory  may  be.  But  it  did  protest  the 
number  of  countries  receiving  military 
aid,  and  made  it  clear  that  we  should  be 
contemplating  a  military  aid  program  of 
not  more  than  $1  billion  a  year. 

Mr.  President,  we  had  it  down  to  $1,055 
billion  last  year;  but  under  this  bill  it  is 
back  up  to  $1,170  billion. 

It  will  go  much  higher  than  that  again 
if  Congress  has  not  the  capacity  to  say 
“no.” 

One  of  the  annual  justifications  of¬ 
fered  for  military  aid  is  that  it  makes 
available  millions  of  more  men  from 
other  countries,  particularly  from  Asia, 
who  will  be  on  hand  to  fight  any  Com¬ 
munist  attack  or  aggresison. 

Well,  the  Communist  attack  is  under¬ 
way  in  South  Vietnam.  Yet  there  are  no 
millions  of  Asians  from  Japan  or  South 
Korea  or  Taiwan  or  the  Philippines,  or 
Thailand,  or  Pakistan,  or  India,  helping 
American  troops  do  the  fighting.  They 
have  our  money  and  our  military  aid  but 
not  to  help  us  do  any  of  the  fighting, 
except  for  a  token  force  from  South 
Korea,  a  token  force  from  Australia — 
about  which  there  is  great  doubt  as  to 
whether  there  is  nay  commitment  for 
them  to  go  anywhere  near  the  line  of 
battle — and  a  token  force  offered  from 
the  Philippines. 

Our  so-called  Asian  allies  have  walked 
out  on  us,  so  far  as  the  war  in  Asia  is 
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concerned,  but  they  are  taking  their  mili¬ 
tary  aid  from  us  by  the  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars.  They  are  perfectly  willing  to 
spend  our  money  to  build  up  their  own 
military  prestige  and  to  keep  themselves 
in  a  position  where  they  can  threaten  to 
make  war  on  their  neighbors. 

As  I  have  been  heard  to  say  many 
times,  but  in  the  interests  of  consistency 
I  wish  to  repeat,  the  military  aid  we  have 
supplied  to  any  of  these  coun tries — I  do 
not  care  which  one  is  named — India, 
Pakistan,  Greece,  Turkey,  Thailand,  any 
other  country — will  be  of  absolutely  no 
value  to  the  United  States  in  case  of  war 
with  Russia. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  my  answer  to 
the  sophistry  of  Senators  who  each  year 
are  heard  to  say,  “Oh,  but  it  is  cheaper 
to  keep  a  Pakistani  in  uniform  than  an 
American  boy.  It  is  cheaper  to  keep  a 
South  Korean  in  uniform  than  an  Ameri¬ 
can  boy.  It  is  cheaper  to  keep  a  Turk  in 
uniform  than  an  American  boy.” 

There  is  no  cause-to-effect  relation¬ 
ship  in  that  kind  of  argument,  because 
it  is  a  complete  nonsequitur.  If  there 
ever  is  a  war  between  the  United  States 
and  Russia,  every  one  of  those  countries 
will  be  dependent  for  its  protection  not 
upon  the  military  aid  which  the  United 
States  has  supplied  them,  but  upon  the 
nuclear  power  of  the  United  States. 

In  case  of  war  between  the  United 
States  and  Russia,  it  will  be  a  nuclear 
war — a  war  which  will  be  over  quickly, 
in  an  exceedingly  short  time.  Out  of 
it  will  come  no  victors,  American  or  Rus¬ 
sian.  Out  of  it  will  come  only  world 
devastation. 

Mr.  President,  the  military  route  is  not 
the  road  to  peace.  The  military  route  is 
the  road  to  continued  war,  ending  up 
eventually  in  a  nuclear  holocaust. 

I  would  rather  be  condemned  in  my 
day  by  the  superpatriots  and  by  those 
who  believe  that  force  is  the  answer  to 
the  threat  to  peace,  by  those  who  have 
substituted  their  adrenal  glands  for  their 
cortexes  in  facing  the  issue  of  war  or 
peace. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  not  walk  out  on  a 
great  ideal  which  has  always  symbolized 
my  country;  namely,  that  we  believe  in 
a  peaceful  approach  to  the  threat  to 
peace. 

It  is  not  true  that  military  aid  to  these 
countries  will  strengthen  the  security 
and  the  defense  of  the  United  States. 

The  ugly  reality  is  that  our  military 
aid  to  many  countries  in  the  world  has 
greatly  increased  the  danger  of  war. 

This  morning  or  yesterday  there  was 
reported  affirmation  of  a  matter  with 
respect  to  which  I  warned  the  Senate 
about  not  so  many  days  ago,  that  our 
Government  is  in  the  process  of  selling 
to  Saudi  Arabia  more  than  $100  million 
worth  of  weapons. 

What  a  blot  on  our  history. 

The  danger  is  great.  No  more  than 
Lady  Macbeth  will  we  be  able  to  wipe 
out  that  bloody  spot.  For  that  aid  to 
Saudi  Arabia  is  aid  which  will  increase 
the  warmaking  power  of  the  Arab  States. 
The  Arab  States  continue  to  threaten  to 
drive  into  the  sea,  up  to  the  moment  that 
I  speak,  the  only  free  nation  in  all  the 
Middle  East,  the  State  of  Israel. 
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I  hold  no  brief  for  any  mistakes  of 
Israel,  but  we  cannot  justify  strength¬ 
ening  the  military  power  of  Arab  coun¬ 
tries  which  threaten  to  destroy  Israel. 
As  I  have  been  heard  to  say,  I  am  op¬ 
posed  to  military  aid  to  any  country  in 
the  Middle  East,  including  Israel,  for 
military  aid  to  countries  in  the  Middle 
East  increase  the  danger  of  war. 

I  have  stated  earlier  in  my  speech 
that  the  position  of  my  country  in  the 
matter  of  military  aid  cannot  be  rec¬ 
onciled  with  morality. 

I  say  to  my  administration  today, 
“Your  proposal  to  send  $100  million  in 
arms  and  military  equipment  to  Saudi 
Arabia  is  shockingly  immoral.  History 
will  condemn  us  for  it,  for  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  if  you  continue  to  build  up 
such  war  machines  as  we  are  building 
up  in  the  Middle  East,  the  end  will  be 
war.” 

We  seem  to  have  hurt  feelings  when 
critics  abroad  charge  us  with  being  a 
hypocritical  nation,  when  the  ugly  real¬ 
ity  is  that  the  United  States  is  a  hypo¬ 
critical  nation.  Our  record  in  foreign 
policy  is  a  record  of  hypocrisy.  We  pro- 
|  fess  one  thing  and  we  practice  another. 
That  is  hypocrisy.  We  profess  to  be¬ 
lieve  in  the  rule  of  law,  but  we  refuse 
to  resort  to  an  application  of  the  rule 
of  law  under  existing  treaty  obligations, 
which  really  place  a  compelling,  duty 
upon  us  to  resort  to  the  procedures  of 
those  treaties  to  which  we  have  affixed 
our  signature. 

Are  treaties  signed  by  the  United 
States  to  be  but  a  scrap  of  paper,  except 
when  we  believe  that  carrying  out  their 
provisions  might  be,  momentarily,  in  our 
national,  selfish  interest?  We  cannot 
maintain  peace  in  the  world  on  the  basis 
of  any  such  premise  or  any  such  policy 
as  that. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  hearing  from 
faint  noises  that  suggest  that  troops 
from  Taiwan  might  be  landed  to  fight  in 
South  Vietnam.  Or  they  might  be  used 
as  a  threat  against  mainland  China. 
Who  would  pay  for  that?  Why,  it  would 
take  more  military  aid  out  of  Uncle 
|  Sam’s  pocket. 

Do  not  forget  that  for  6  or  7  years  we 
sent  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  worth  of 
military  aid  to  South  Vietnam  on  the 
basis  that  it  would  enable  that  country  to 
do  its  own  fighting  and  defend  itself. 
But  when  a  real  challenge  was  encount¬ 
ered,  Americans  have  come  to  do  the 
fighting  not  just  in  the  air  or  on  the  sea, 
but  now  on  the  ground. 

That  is  what  will  happen  in  South 
Korea,  too,  and  in  Taiwan  if  either  of 
them  is  ever  put  to  the  test.  And  their 
troops  are  not  going  to  join  Americans  in 
South  Vietnam  in  any  but  the  most 
token  numbers.  Of  Indians,  and  Paki¬ 
stanis,  and  Japanese  we  will  see  none  at 
all.  The  Indians  and  Pakistanis  are 
concentrating  on  fighting  each  other 
with  American  military  aid. 

I  point  out  to  the  Senate,  and  to  the 
American  people,  that  the  war  has  come 
to  Asia,  and  despite  the  billions  and  bil¬ 
lions  of  military  aid  we  have  given  to 
Asian  countries  since  the  end  of  World 
War  n,  their  forces  have  not  joined  us 
in  the  battle.  That  is  perhaps  as  much 
our  choice  as  theirs,  because  it  would 


cost  us  tens  of  billions  more  to  support 
both  their  armed  forces  and  their  na¬ 
tional  economies  in  any  kind  of  a  war 
effort.  Every  one  of  the  2,106  South 
Koreans  in  Vietnam,  for  example,  is 
financed  by  American  money.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  the  table  from 
page  643  of  the  committee  hearing  show¬ 
ing  free  world  assistance  for  Vietnam. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Tydings  in  the  chair).  Is  there  objec¬ 
tion? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Free  world  assistance  for  Vietnam 


Country 

Nature  of  aid 

Persons 

inRVN 

Australia _ 

Combat  advisers,  aircraft  and 
crews,  medical  aid,  technical 
aid,  civic  action  aid,  and  ra¬ 
dio  stations. 

200 

Canada . 

Medical  aid,  scholarships,  and 
wheat. 

1 

Chinar _ 

Agricultural  aid  [deleted  .elec¬ 
tric  power  aid. 

124 

Germany _ 

Professors,  technical  experts, 
credits,  and  30  ambulances. 

23 

Italy . .  __ 

Surgical  team _ 

17 

Japan _ 

Electric  power  aid,  medical 
aid,  ambulances,  and  tran¬ 
sistor  radios. 

80 

Korea . 

Karate  instructors,  mobile 
Army  surgical  hospital,  com¬ 
bat  engineers  with  security 
forces. 

2,106 

New  Zealand— 

Army  engineers,  surgical  team, 
and  educational  aid. 

32 

Philippines _ 

Medical  aid,  psywar  assist¬ 
ance. 

34 

Thailand _ _ 

[Deleted]  cement  and  roofing. 
[Deleted], 

0) 

United 

Kingdom. 

Police  instructions,  professor, 
educational  and  technical 
equipment. 

12 

Netherlands.. 

Surgical  team _ —  — . 

10 

1  Deleted. 


Note. — The  French,  though  their  policies  In  South 
Vietnam  differ  from  ours,  continue  to  have  a  number  of 
educators,  medical  and  technical  personnel  there. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  con¬ 
tention  that  military  aid  and  supporting 
assistance  was  guaranteeing  us  allies  and 
allied  manpower  in  the  event  of  an  Asian 
war  has  been  proved  false  by  the  war  in 
Vietnam.  I  strongly  suspect  that  a  war 
anywhere  else  will  prove  it  wrong  in  most 
parts  of  the  world. 

Of  the  countries  shown  in  the  chart, 
we  have  not  extended  any  direct  mili¬ 
tary  aid  to  Canada,  New  Zealand,  or  Aus¬ 
tralia,  though  they  have  received  some 
through  channels  of  regional  aid.  But 
through  fiscal  year  1964,  China  had  re¬ 
ceived  $2,458  billion  from  us  in  military 
aid.  Germany  had  received  $951.6  mil¬ 
lion;  Italy,  $2,312  billion;  the  Nether¬ 
lands,  $1,242  billion;  the  United  King¬ 
dom,  $1,035  billion;  Japan,  $1,057  billion; 
Korea,  $2,191  billion;  the  Philippines, 
$445  million;  and  Thailand,  $68  million 
through  1963. 

I  do  not  mean  to  single  out.  these  coun¬ 
tries  for  criticism  because  they  at  least 
have  some  people  in  South  Vietnam,  even 
if  they  are  not  combatants.  Dozens  of 
other  recipients  of  U.S.  military  aid  over 
the  years  have  no  one  there  at  all. 

Nor  do  I  believe  we  should  continue  to 
increase  our  military  aid  program  in 
the  absence  of  some  indication  of  its  fu¬ 
ture  objectives.  Take,  for  example,  the 
constant  question  of  obsolescence.  Each 
year  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  is 


told  that  country  A  or  B  needs  new  tanks 
to  replace  some  we  furnished  them  5 
years  ago  and  which  are  now  “obsole¬ 
scent.”  Or  we  are  told  that  a  given  army 
must  be  reequipped  because  our  earlier 
military  aid  is  now  obsolete.  That  is  good 
for  the  military  equipment  manufac¬ 
turers. 

Who  knows  what  the  standards  are  for 
obsolescence?  And  who  knows  how  long 
we  plan  to  go  on  arming  the  world  with 
new  material?  There  is  never  a  point 
at  which  some  nation’s  military  equip¬ 
ment  will  not  become  obsolescent.  Do  we 
intend  to  go  on  indefinitely  replacing 
existing  equipment  with  new? 

Never  in  the  life  of  the  military  aid 
program  have  I  heard  any  indication 
from  the  Defense  Department  of  the  an¬ 
ticipated  future  programing  for  military 
aid. 

There  is  another  important  omission 
from  our  projected  military  aid  program. 
That  is  an  estimate  of  how  much  it  would 
cost  the  United  States  to  support  any  one 
of  these  countries  in  the  event  it  became 
involved  in  a  major  war.  Some  are  say¬ 
ing  that  the  soldiers  of  Taiwan  should 
be  transported  to  mainland  China  to  di¬ 
vert  China  away  from  Vietnam;  or  that 
Taiwan  troops  should  be  moved  to  South 
Vietnam  to  fight  in  the  war  against  the 
guerrillas.  But  none  of  these  voices  ever 
tells  us  how  much  it  would  cost  the 
United  States  to  support  a  war  economy 
in  Taiwan.  Would  it  be  enough  that  we 
would  have  to  arm,  equip,  and  supply 
all  her  soldiers?  Or  would  our  economic 
aid  to  Taiwan  also  have  to  be  expanded, 
as  some  form  of  lend-lease? 

Here  again,  we  went  through  all  this 
with  South  Vietnam.  But  the  cost  of 
maintaining  South  Vietnam  on  a  war 
footing  has  vastly  exceeded  the  cost  of 
maintaining  her  even  in  the  years  im¬ 
mediately  after  the  French  withdrawal. 

I  have  no  sympathy  for  the  argument 
that  military  aid  to  undeveloped  coun¬ 
tries  gives  us  something  for  nothing,  or 
that  it  gives  us  cheap  manpower  for  use 
in  place  of  American  soldiers.  Nothing 
of  the  sort  has  happened  in  the  one  place 
where  a  war  is  going  on. 

Yet  this  is  the  basis  for  our  military 
aid  in  most  parts  of  the  world.  It  should 
be  examined  right  down  to  its  roots.  In 
the  meantime,  the  level  should  not  go 
above  $1  billion. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment,  the  essence 
of  which  is  to  reduce  the  amount  of  20 
percent  in  the  pending  bill  to  be  used  hr 
the  discretion  of  the  administration  for 
multilateral  aid.  My  amendment  would 
reduce  that  20 -percent  allowance  to  12 
percent.  In  principle,  it  is  identical  with 
the  proposal  that  was  voted  upon  at  1:30 
this  afternoon,  the  Gruening  amend¬ 
ments,  to  reduce  the  20  percent  to  10 
percent.  My  amendment  would  reduce 
the  20  percent  to  12  percent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed, 
and  will  lie  on  the  table. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mi’.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  vote  on 
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the  amendment  be  had  at  5  minutes  after 
3,  10  minutes  from  now.  In  the  mean¬ 
time,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mi'.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  On  this  question  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
B\rd],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Inouye]  ,  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Long],  and  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick]  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy], 
the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie], 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuber- 
ger],  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
[Mr.  Russell],  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
[Mr.  Burdick]  would  vote  “yea.” 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson]  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  .  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Al- 
lott]  and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Pearson]  are  absent  on  official  business 
and,  if  present  and  voting,  would  each 
vote  “nay.” 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  22, 


nays  63,  as 

follows : 

[No.  115  Leg.] 
YEAS— 22 

Bartlett 

Ervin 

Morse 

Bible 

Gruening 

Nelson 

Church 

Hart 

Pell 

Clark 

Hartke 

Proxmire 

Cotton 

Hruska 

Randolph 

Curtis 

Long,  La. 

Young,  Ohio 

Douglas 

McClellan 

Ellender 

McGovern 

NAYS — 63 

Aiken 

Dirksen 

Hill 

Anderson 

Dodd 

Holland 

Bayh 

Dominick 

Jackson 

Bennett 

Eastland 

Javits 

Boggs 

Fannin 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Brewster 

Fong 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Fulbright 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Cannon 

Gore 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Case 

Harris 

Kuchel 

Cooper 

Hickenlooper 

Lausche 
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Mansfield 

Mundt 

Smith 

McGee 

Murphy 

Stennis 

McIntyre 

Pastore 

Symington 

McNamara 

Prouty 

Talmadge 

Metcalf 

Ribicoff 

Thurmond 

Miller 

Robertson 

Tower 

Mondale 

Russell,  Ga. 

Ty  dings 

Monroney 

Saltonstall 

Williams,  N.J. 

Montoya 

Scott 

Williams,  Del. 

Morton 

Simpson 

Yarborough 

Moss 

Smathers 

NOT  VOTING- 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

—15 

Allott 

Hayden 

Muskie 

Bass 

Inouye 

Neuberger 

Burdick 

Long,  Mo. 

Pearson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Magnuson 

Russell,  S.C. 

Carlson 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  was  re- 
j  ected 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  reconsider  the 
vote  'by  which  the  amendment  was 
rejected. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  yield  to  permit 
me  to  call  up  an  amendment? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that,  without 
losing  my  right  to  the  floor,  I  may  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  which  is  at  the  desk 
and  ask  that  it  be  read  and  made  the 
pending  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  18, 
after  line  22,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the 
following: 

(3)  add  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(n)  No  assistance  shall  be  furnished 
under  this  Act,  and  no  sales  shall  be  made 
under  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  to  the  United  Arab  Republic  or  to 
Indonesia  so  long  as  either  of  such  countries 
shall  continue  to  commit  aggression,  as  the 
President  shall  determine  in  accordance  with 
section  620(i)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended.’’ 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  on  this 
amendment  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered.  ' 

Mr.  PROXMIRE  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield 
briefly  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon  with¬ 
out  losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  U.S.  USE  OF  A  LOBBYIST  AS 

INTERMEDIARY  WITH  A  DOMINI¬ 
CAN  POLITICIAN 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  have  a 
statement  to  make  as  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Latin  American 
Affairs. 

One  of  the  more  disturbing  elements 
in  our  troubles  with  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public  is  one  that  need  not  have  oc¬ 
curred  and  which  certainly  need  not 
have  occurred  and  which  certainly  need 
not  continue.  It  is  the  use  by  the  United 
States  of  a  lobbyist  as  intermediary 
with  a  Dominican  politician. 

The  lobbyist  is  I.  Irving  Davidson,  and 


the  Dominican  he  represents  is  Joaquin 
Balaquer.  Mr.  Balaquer  was  President 
of  the  Dominican  Republic  for  a  time/ 
after  the  death  of  Trujillo.  / 

I  do  not  doubt  that  Balaquar  is  still 
a  factor  in  Dominican  politics,  a mj  he 
rightly  should  be  considered  as  a possi¬ 
bility  for  public  office  there/  again. 
Moreover,  I  expect  the  United /States  to 
have  some  contacts  with  hirn/is  we  seek 
to  put  together  a  new  govenrfment  down 
there,  pending  new  elections. 

But  to  use  Mr.  Davidson  as  the  inter¬ 
mediary  is  completely  /innecessary  and 
cannot  help  but  cloud  still  further  the 
good  intentions  of yxhe  United  States. 
Let  us  face  the  fa  of  that  our  virtual  oc¬ 
cupation  of  the  Dominican  Republic  and 
our  current,  undisguised  intention  of  in¬ 
stalling  a  ney  government  favorable  to 
the  United  pates  is  not  exactly  enhanc¬ 
ing  our  st/nding  or  our  good  name  in 
the  Western  Hemisphere.  It  is  a  dirty 
business  at  best. 

But/we  are  making  it  dirtier  by  includ¬ 
ing  m  our  dealings  a  paid  lobbyist  who 
ha jf  advertised  his  claimed  connections 
with  the  President  by  advising  his  cli- 
/ents  in  Central  America  that  in  1960  he 
had  assurances  from  the  “L.B.J.  policy 
board”  that  there  will  be  a  general 
housecleaning  of  the  policymakers  of  the 
State  Department  for  Central  America, 
and  that  the  same  “L.B.J.  policy  board” 
had  also  promised  him  “first  refusal  for 
representations — ambassadorial ,  mili  - 
tary,  et  al.” 

Mr.  Davidson  made  these  claims  in  a 
letter  to  Senor  Luis  Somoza,  of  Nicara¬ 
gua,  its  President,  and  one  of  his  clients, 
in  a  letter  dated  July  7,  1960.  This  let¬ 
ter  and  Mr.  Davidson’s  testimony  about 
it  came  up  in  the  inquiry  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  into  the  activities 
of  agents  for  foreign  governments.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  portions  of 
the  testimony  of  Mr.  Davidson  before 
the  committee  in  1963  be  printed  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  Mi-. 
Davidson  is  an  influence  peddler, 
v  Among  his  clients  in  1963  were  Presi¬ 
dent  Somoza  of  Nicaragua,  Ecuadorian 
sugar  interests,  Israel  military  interests, 
anas,  economic  and  military  interests  of 
Indonesia.  On  behalf  of  these  clients, 
he  seeas  grants  and  loans  under  the  for¬ 
eign  aidSprogram  and  sugar  quotas. 

,  Today,  »fr.  Davidson’s  clients  also  in¬ 
clude  President  Duvalier  of  Haiti,  and  a 
Texas  company  controlled  by  the  Mur¬ 
chison  family aTwo  weeks  ago,  the  Jus¬ 
tice  Department,  asked  Mr.  Davidson  to 
register  as  a  representative  of  Mr.  Bala¬ 
quer  as  well,  which,  he  has  not  done  on 
the  ground  that  his  relations  with  Bala¬ 
quer  were  conducted  >at  the  request  of 
the  State  Department.  \ 

One  of  the  items  that  was  included  in 
our  hearing  record  was  a  letter  from  Mr. 
Davidson  to  President  Somoz^.  in  1956,  in 
which  he  told  him:  \ 

The  colonel  is  cooperating  with  me  on  sev¬ 
eral  good  public  relations  moves,  wlrych  Will 
be  very  beneficial  for  Nicaragua.  F^r  in¬ 
stance,  he  has  taken  five  tickets  for  the  Elsen¬ 
hower  dinner  to  be  held  here  on  Januarjn20. 
These  tickets,  which  sell  for  $100  each  aVe 
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FOUR  LETTERS 

Mr.  Davidson.  I  show  you  copies  of  four 
ers,  one  dated  September  18,  1962,  ad- 
sed  to  the  Honorable  John  F.  Kennedy 
an\  signed  “Homer  E.  Capehart.” 

Davidson.  Yes. 

Th\ Chairman.  The  second  appears  to  be 
a  carbon  of  the  first  but  carries  at  the  bot¬ 
tom  the\notation : 

“BlankVopies  to  Irving  Davidson,  Senator 
FuLBRiGHivvand  Carl  Marcy.” 

Mr.  David!k>n.  Yes. 

The  CHAiRikAN.  The  third  is  dated  October 
16,  1962,  and  addressed  to  Senator  Capehart 
and  signed  by  ’Frederick  G.  Dutton. 

The  fourth  letter,  dated  November  1,  1962, 
is  addressed  to  I.  Irving  Davidson  and  signed 
“George  H.  Buschnaann.” 

Do  you  have  copied  of  any  and  all  of  these 
records  in  your  files? 

Mr.  Davidson.  Yes;  Pdo,  right. 

(Copies  of  the  documents  referred  to  fol¬ 
lows  : ) 

Y.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.,  September  18, 1962. 
Hon.  John  F.  Kennedy, 

The  President,  The  White  Houl 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  My  purpose  in  writ¬ 
ing  this  letter  is  to  suggest  that Vou  invite 
His  Excellency,  Luis  Somoza,  President  of 
the  Republic  of  Nicaragua,  to  theVUnited 
States  on  an  official  state  visit  as  soosj  as  is 
conveniently  possible. 

I  believe  that  President  Somoza  and\the 
Republic  of  Nicaragua  are  entitled  to  si 
an  honor  and  that  this  gesture  would  demoi 
strate  to  the  other  countries  of  the  OAS,  an< 
throughout  the  world,  that  the  United  States 
recognizes  her  friends  of  long  standing.  I 
also  believe  that  such  a  visit  would  show 
that  the  United  States  recognizes  the  efforts 
which  are  being  actively  made  by  this  young 
President  to  adhere  to  the  principles  of  the 
Alliance  for  Progress. 

As  you  know,  Nicaragua’s  record  of  friend¬ 
ship  with  the  United  States  speaks  for  itself. 
We  cannot,  in  good  conscience,  do  less  than 
everything  in  our  power  to  see  that  the 
transition  in  the  forthcoming  Nicaraguan 
election  is  a  peaceful  one. 

I  am  personally  acquainted  with  the 
Somoza  family  and  I  have  known  many  of 
our  Government’s  personnel  who  have  served 
in  our  Nicaraguan  Embassy,  and  I  believe 
that  they  agree  with  my  thinking. 

Sincerely, 

Homer  E.  Capehart. 


September  18,  1962. 
Hon.  John  F.  Kennedy, 

The  President,  The  White  House, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President  :  My  purpose  in  writing 
this  letter  is  to  suggest  that  you  invite  His 
Excellency,  Luis  Somoza,  President/of  the 
Republic  of  Nicaragua,  to  the  United  States 
©n  an  official  state  visit  as  soon/as  is  con¬ 
veniently  possible. 

I  believe  that  President  Sojrioza  and  the 
Republic  of  Nicaragua  are  entitled  to  such 
an  honor  and  that  this  geteure  would  dem¬ 
onstrate  to  the  other  countries  of  the  OAS, 
and  throughout  the  world,  that  the  United 
States  recognizes  her  friends  of  long  stand¬ 
ing.  I  also  believe  that  such  a  visit  would 
show  that  the  United  States  recognizes  the 
efforts  which  are  being  actively  made  by  this 
young  President/to  adhere  to  the  principles 
of  the  Alliance /or  Progress. 

As  you  kno/,  Nicaragua’s  record  of  friend¬ 
ship  with  the  United  States  speaks  for  itself. 
We  cannoj/  in  good  conscience,  do  less  than 
everything  in  our  power  to  see  that  the  tran¬ 
sition  in  the  forthcoming  Nicaraguan  elec¬ 
tion  ijr  3.  peaceful  one. 

I  /am  personally  acquainted  with  the 
aoza  family,  and  I  have  known  many  of 
1  Government’s  personnel  who  have  served 


in  our  Nicaraguan  Embassy,  and  I  believe 
that  they  agree  with  my  thinking. 

Sincerely, 

Homer  E.  Capehart. 

October  16,  1962. 
Hon.  Homer  E.  Capehart, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Capehart:  Thank  you  for 
your  letter  of  September  18  to  the  President 
suggesting  that  he  invite  President  Luis 
,  Somoza  to  the  United  States  on  an  official 
visit.  As  stated  in  your  letter,  the  United 
States  should  recognize  her  stanch  friends 
of  long  standing.  In  this  respect  the  record 
of  all  the  Central  American  States,  as  well  as 
that  of  Nicaragua,  merits  our  special  atten¬ 
tion. 

The  President  has  responded  favorably  to 
an  earlier  suggestion  that  he  meet  with  the 
Central  American  Chiefs  of  State.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  an  additional  official  visit  could  not 
now  be  scheduled  until  1963.  However,  the 
President  looks  forward  to  meeting  President 
Somoza  when  he  meets  the  Central  American 
Chiefs  of  State. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Frederick  G.  Dutton. 

senator  capehart’s  letter  to  the  president 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  know — you  iden¬ 
tify  those  letters  as  the  ones  you  wrote  am 
the  ones  you  see? 

Mr.  Davidson.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  know  an  individual 
named  George  H.  Buschmann? 

Mr.  Davidson.  Yes;  I  do. 

The  Chairman.  Who  is  he,  wjdild  you 
identify  him? 

Mr.  Davidson.  He  was  an  administrative 
sistant  to  Senator  Capeha rjt  who  at  one 
tfipe  visited  Nicaragua. 

le  Chairman.  Did  you  /lay  any  part  in 
encouraging  Senator  Cajtehart  to  write  his 
September  18  letter  to  thi  President  suggest¬ 
ing  thVt  an  invitatioar  to  visit  the  United 
States  Be  extended  tp  President  Somoza? 

Mr.  DWidson.  I  did  and  went  to  Senator 
Capehart  and  ask/d  him  to  do  all  he  could. 

The  Chairman1'.  Did  you  ask  Mr.  Busch¬ 
mann  to  “follow  through’’? 

Mr.  Davids/y  Yes;  I  did  ask  him  to  follow 
through. 

The  Ch/4rmaiA  In  what  way? 

Mr.  Davidson.  Well,  to  keep  reminding  the 
Senator  if  he  gotNtoo  busy  just  to  follow 
through.  Senator  Capehart  had  been  to 
Nicaragua,  as  had  Mr.  Buschmann,  and  I 
ie)K  very  strongly  that  unless  the  United 
ates  showed  the  opposition  in  Nicaragua 
/they  were  not  anti-Luis Viomoza  there  was 
going  to  be  a  bloody  revolution  down  there. 
meaning  of  nota 

The  Chairman.  The  Busdhmann  letter 
carries  a  written  notation  on  i\to  the  right 
which  says: 

“Luis:  guess  why.  My  green  personality.’ 

Did  you  write  that  notation? 

Mr.  Davidson.  Yes;  that  is  in  m\  hand¬ 
writing. 

The  Chairman.  Who  is  Luis? 

Mr.  Davidson.  Luis  is  the  President. 

The  Chairman.  What  did  you  meanly 
“Guess  why.  My  green  personality”? 

Mr.  Davidson.  I  have — the  President  and 
have  a  lot  of  personal  jokes  between  us.  I' 
could  just  as  well  have  written  down  there 
“Chickens,”  and  he  would  have  known  what 
it  is.  We  have  a  lot  of  jokes,  or  “Walking  in 
tall  cotton.”  What  is  meant  at  that  time 
I  don’t  know  but  it  is  just  we  have  a  lot  of 
personal  jokes  between  us. 

The  Chairman.  This  is  only  6  months  ago, 
this  is  November  1,  1962.  It  is  not  even  6 
months  ago,  what  did  you  mean  by  "My 
green  personality”? 

Mr.  Davidson.  It  is  just,  I  really  can’t  re¬ 
call.  I  could  have  put  “chickens”  down 
there  right  now. 


The  Chairman.  I  know  you  could  have,  but  / 
you  put  “my  green  personality.”  What  did/ 
you  mean  to  convey  there? 

Mr.  Davidson.  I  can’t  remember.  It  m/st 
be  I  am  doing  a  good  job,  it  is  my  chanriing 
personality.  / 

The  Chairman.  What  is  a  green yperson- 
ality,  that  is  not  charming,  is  it? 

Mr.  Davidson.  I  don’t  recollect;  I  would 
have  put  “chickens”  down  there  and  it  would 
mean  more  to  a  lot  of  people  i/  Washington 
than  “green  personality .’ 

The  Chairman.  What  \y6uld  “chickens” 
mean? 

Mr.  Davidson.  Well,  w/  have  a  very  closely 
knit  organization  called  the  Chicken  Club. 
The  Chairman.  Wlure  is  that? 

Mr.  Davidson.  Well,  it  is  an  organization 
with  a  lot  of  prominent  people  in  it,  and  we 
identify  one  another  by  “chickens”  or  “Mr. 
Green,”  or  things  of  that  nature  and  “walk¬ 
ing  in  tall  cot/on,”  you  probably  heard  about 
it  when  we  jrrat  the  chickens  out  on  the  foot¬ 
ball  field.. 

The  Chairman.  They  have  each  a  differ¬ 
ent  significance,  don’t  you  recall  what  “my 
greeiypersonality”  means? 

r.  Davidson.  No;  I  don’t  put  any  great 
significance  on  it,  like  I  said  my  great  per- 
inality. 

The  Chairman.  Whether  you  do  or  not, 
you  meant  to  convey  something  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  Nicaragua  by  that  notation,  didn’t 
you?  Why  did  you  put  it  there? 

Mr.  Davidson.  Well,  I  had  some  problems 
down  in  Nicaragua  with  part  of  the  official 
family,  Mr.  Chairman;  I  had  some  problems 
down  in  Nicaragua  with  part  of  the  official 
family,  and  someone  called  me  up  and  said 
that  the  statement  was  made  that  I  was 
green  with  envy  because  an  association  that 
I  had,  that  no  longer  exists  and  I  was  very 
green  with  envy,  and  I  have  quite  a — devel¬ 
oped  quite  a  split  with  half  of  the  presi¬ 
dential  family  down  there,  and  in  my  con¬ 
versation  with  the  President,  I  wanted  him 
to  know  that  I  wasn’t  green  with  envy  and 
it  could  be  referred  to  that.  I  am  dealing 
at  arm’s  length  with  the  general  and  I  am 
very  close  with  the  Presiednt  and  that  could 
be  what  that  meant. 

RECEIPT  FROM  LUIS  SOMOZA  FOR  SERVICE 
RENDERED - 1 961 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Davidson,  I  show  you 
what  looks  to  be  a  receipt  from  Luis  A. 
Somoza  for  services  rendered  for  1961  on 
behalf  of  Nicaraguan  Government  dated  De¬ 
cember  1961. 

Mr.  Davidson.  Right. 

(A  copy  of  the  document  referred  to  fol¬ 
lows  : ) 

December  1961. 

Received  of  Luis  A.  Somoza,  Presi¬ 
dent  of  Nicaragua,  for  services 
rendered  the  Government  of  Nica¬ 
ragua  during  the  year  1961 - $12,  000 

Reimbursement  of  expenses  incurred 
during  1961  in  behalf  of  prin¬ 
cipal _  4, 000 


Total _  16,  000 

I.  Irving  Davidson, 

U.S.  Representative, 
Nicaraguan  Government  Agency. 
The  Chairman.  Did  you  give  a  signed  copy 
^of  such  a  receipt  to  Mr.  Luis  Somoza? 

Mr.  Davidson.  Yes. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  yield,  with¬ 
out  losing  the  floor? 
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country  and  his  people  even  when  he  was 
insulting  us. 

The  net  effect  of  the  whole  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  to  complicate  our  prob¬ 
lems  of  moving  ahead  toward  peace  in 
the  world.  It  would,  in  effect,  place  our 
Nation  in  a  straitjacket.  We  hurt  no  one 
but  ourselves  in  such  a  move,  and  we 
limit  only  the  chances  for  an  easing  of 
tensions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  has  now  expired.  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered;  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Inotjye]  ,  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Long],  and  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Magnuson]  are  absent  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy], 
the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie], 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Russell]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman],  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick]  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Spark¬ 
man]. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Washington  would  vote  “yea”  and 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott] 
and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pear¬ 
son]  are  absent  on  official  business  and,  if 
present  and  voting,  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall]  is  detained  on  official 
business  and,  if  present  and  voting, 
would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  73, 
nays  13,  as  follows: 

[No.  116  Leg.] 

YEAS — 73 


Anderson 

Hart 

Nelson 

Bartlett 

Hartke 

Neuberger 

Bayh 

Hill 

Pastore 

Bennett 

Holland 

Proxmlre 

Bible 

Hruska 

Randolph 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Riblcoff 

Brewster 

Javits 

Robertson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Russell,  Ga. 

Cannon 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Scott 

Carlson 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Simpson 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Smathers 

Clark 

Kuchel 

Smith 

Cotton 

Long,  La. 

Stennis 

Curtis 

McClellan 

Symington 

Dlrksen 

McGovern 

Talmadge 

Dodd 

McIntyre 

Thurmond 

Dominick 

Metcalf 

Tower 

Douglas 

Miller 

Tydings 

Eastland 

Mondale 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ellender 

Monroney 

Williams,  Del. 

Ervin 

Montoya 

Yarborough 

Fannin 

Morse 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fong 

Moss 

Young,  Ohio 

Greening 

Harris 

Mundt 

Murphy 

NAYS — 13 


Aiken 

Hickenlooper 

Morton 

Church 

Lausche 

PeU 

Cooper 

Mansfield 

Prouty 

Fulbright 

McGee 

Gore 

McNamara 

NOT  VOTING— 

-14 

AUott 

Inouye 

Pearson 

Bass 

Long,  Mo. 

Russell,  S.C. 

Burdick 

Magnuson 

Saltonstall 

Byrd,  Va. 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Hayden 

Muskie 

So  Mr.  Harris’  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE  obtained  the  floor. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS  AND  ORDER 

FOR  ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  11  A. M. 

TOMORROW 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  majority  leader  about  the  remainder 
of  the  day  and  also  whether  he  plans  to 
have  the  Senate  convene  early  tomorrow. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
subject  has  been  discussed.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  when  the  Senate  com¬ 
pletes  its  business  today,  it  stand  in  ad¬ 
journment  until  11  a.m.  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
anticipating  an  exodus  there  will  be  no 
further  yea-and-nay  votes  today. 
There  will  be  some  interesting  talks  on 
the  bracero  problem,  interest  rates,  and 
other  subjects,  which  all  Senators  are 
invited  to  attend. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  one 
further  question.  Will  there  be  a  morn¬ 
ing  hour  tomorrow? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes;  there  will  be 
a  morning  hour  tomorrow.  I  might  add 
that  there  is  a  long  chance — a  very  out¬ 
side  chance — that  the  bill  may  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  tomorrow  night.  I  would  not 
bet  on  it,  but  I  would  hope  that  by 
Monday  or  Tuesday,  at  the  latest,  it  can 
be  completed. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  while 
we  are  .about  it,  I  should  like  to  query 
the  majority  leader  on  a  very  interest¬ 
ing  question.  Will  there  be  a  Saturday 
session? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  No. 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  DURING 
SENATE  SESSION  TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  com¬ 
mittees  be  authorized  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend 
further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  260 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President  I  call  up 
my  amendment  No.  260,  as  modified,  and 
ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4,  be¬ 
tween  lines  4  and  5,  it  is  proposed  to  in¬ 
sert  the  following : 

(c)  Add.  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  206.  Regional  Development  in 
Africa. — The  President  is  requested  to  seek 
and  to  take  appropriate  action,  in  coopera¬ 
tion  and  consultation  with  African  and  other 
interested  nations  and  with  international 
development  organizations,  to  further  and 
assist  in  the  advancement  of  African  re¬ 
gional  development  institutions,  including 
the  African  Development  Bank,  with  the  view 
toward  promoting  African  economic  develop¬ 
ment.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  brief.  Very  large  amounts  of 
economic  aid  are  now  moving  into  Africa, 
insofar  as  the  United  States  is  concerned, 
through  AID,  food  for  peace,  and  the 
Export-Import  Bank.  In  the  fiscal  year 
1964  it  amounted  to  approximately  $379 
million. 

In  addition,  aid  from  other  free  world 
countries — principally  the  United  King¬ 
dom,  West  Germany,  and  France — 
amounting,  in  round  figures,  to  $986  mil¬ 
lion,  and  from  international  organiza¬ 
tions,  totaling  $209  million  moved  into 
Africa  in  the  same  year. 

There  is  also  important  competition 
in  aid  from  the  Sino-Soviet  bloc  in  the 
amount  of  some  $413  million  in  1964. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
focus  the  attention  of  the  President  and 
of  our  AID  organization  to  African  eco¬ 
nomic  development,  to  encourage  African 
economic  development  through  regional 
development  institutions,  including  the 
newly  created  African  Development 
Bank,  and  to  maximize,  to  the  greatest 
possible  extent,  the  channeling  of  free 
world  economic  aid  to  Africa  through 
African  regional  development  institu¬ 
tions  oh  the  basis  of  self-help  and  mutual 
cooperation. 

In  proposing  this  amendment  I  want 
to  make  it  entirely  clear — and  this  is 
evident  from  the  statistics  I  cited  previ¬ 
ously — that,  in  my  view,  the  principal  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  free  world  economic  as¬ 
sistance  to  Africa  rests  with  Europe,  with 
the  United  States  taking  a  “monority 
position,”  differing  in  that  way  from  the 
role  played  by  the  United  States  in  Latin 
America.  In  presenting  the  amendment, 
I  made  it  clear  to  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas,  that  I  would  make  my  position 
clear  on  this  point. 
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African  nations  are  making  great 
progress  in  the  field  of  economic  and  so¬ 
cial  development  through  self-heip, 
despite  great  handicaps  of  low  income, 
lack  of  infrastructure,  illiteracy,  and  dis¬ 
ease.  Examples  cited  by  Governor  Wil¬ 
liams,  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
African  Affairs,  during  the  course  of 
testimony  presented  before  the  House 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on  February 
10  of  this  year  clearly  illustrate  this: 

First.  In  recent  years  Liberia,  Ethio¬ 
pia,  and  Nigeria  have  been  able  to  in¬ 
crease  their  gross  national  product  by  4 
to  5  percent  annually. 

Second.  Agricultural  production  for 
the  entire  continent  has  risen  25  percent 
in  the  past  10  years. 

Third.  African  exports  have  increased 
45  percent  in  the  same  period  of  time.  • 

Fourth.  Oil  production  in  Libya  and 
Nigeria  has  increased  sharply  in  the  last 
4  years. 

Fifth.  The  U.N.  Economic  Commission 
for  Africa  is  one  of  the  most  active  and 
most  effective  of  the  U.N.  regional  bodies. 
Its  activities  in  planning  for  African  de¬ 
velopment  auger  well  for  the  future.  For 
example: 

(a)  The  ECA  fathered  the  African  De¬ 
velopment  Bank  established  last  year. 

(b)  The  ECA  is  cooperating  with 
African  nations  in  planning  regionally 
integrated  programs  in  such  fields  as 
transportation,  telecommunications,  and 
industrialization. 

By  assisting  the  advancement  of 
regional  development  institutions — 

through  technical  assistance,  projects 
financed  in  cooperation  with  the  African 
Development  Bank,  with  international 
lending  organizations,  and  with  Euro¬ 
pean  nations  we  can  make  possible  effec¬ 
tive  self-help  and  mutual  cooperation  in 
Africa.  We  are  doing  that  very  sue 
cessfully  in  Latin  America.  I  believe 
the  time  has  come  to  direct  the  attention 
of  the  administration  toward  that  con¬ 
cept  in  Africa.  r 

I  have  submitted  the  amendment  to 
AID  and  have  redrafted  it  in  terms  which 
are  satisfactory  to  them.  I  hope  very 
much  that  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  who  has  such  a  great  interest  in  this 
particular  area,  may  consider  the  amend¬ 
ment  worthy  and  will  take  it  to  confer¬ 
ence. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  have  discussed 
the  amendment  with  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  York.  I  believe  that 
the  idea  of  utilizing  regional  banks  or 
other  multilateral  or  multinational  in¬ 
stitutions  is  a  good  one.  I  wish  to  make 
clear  that  in  the  African  case,  while  I 
favor  our  participation,  I  am  very 
strongly  of  the  opinion  that  we  should 
not  attempt  to  be  the  dominant  member 
of  the  bank.  This  is  essentially  a  Eu¬ 
ropean  responsibility.  While  we  have 
some  responsibility,  we  should  be  a  mi¬ 
nority  stockholder,  so  to  speak,  in  the 
bank,  just  as  I  expect  us  to  be  in  the 
Asian  bank,  which  is  now  under  consid¬ 
eration.  But  I  believe  the  idea  of  re¬ 
gional  banks  to  help  undeveloped  coun¬ 
tries  is  a  good  one,  and  I  am  willing  to 
take  the  amendment  to  conference.  But- 


I  wish  it  understood  that  whatever  in¬ 
fluence  I  have  will  be  against  our  trying 
to  be  the  big,  dominant  factor  in  the 
African  or  Asian  bank. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  If  the  Senator  will 
allow  me.  I  should  like  to  join  the 
Senator  completely  in  his  statement.  I 
should  like  to  state  in  the  Record  my 
motivation. 

I  have  probably  been  as  active  as  any¬ 
one  in  our  Government  in  trying  to  bring 
Europe  into  helping  in  Latin  America. 
The  great  Adela  project  which  resulted 
in  the  creation  of  the  Adela  Investment 
Co.  last  September  is  an  example. 
Though  we  recognize  that  the  growth  of 
African  regional  development  institu¬ 
tions,  as  it  should  properly  be,  involves 
a  greater  European  commitment,  we 
should  be  willing  to  use  our  initiative 
and  our  governmental  machinery  to  see 
if  this  great  project  in  Africa  can  be  for¬ 
warded,  and  we  should  extend  to  this, 
as  it  were,  the  hand  of  cooperation. 

I  thoroughly  agree  with  the  Senator. 
I  shall  do  everything  I  possibly  can  in 
cooperation  with  the  Senator  to  see  that 
our  role  is  a  minority  one,  as  it  properly 
should  be. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  With  that  under¬ 
standing,  I  am  willing  to  take  the 
amendment  to  conference.  I  approve 
of  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

MOTION  PICTURE  ENTITLED  “JOHN 

F.  KENNEDY — YEARS  OF  LIGHT- 

ning/day  of  drums  -— Concur¬ 
rent  RESOLUTION 

.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Presiden{\I  ask 
tlylt  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate 
'ouse  Concurrent  Resolution  285,  atjd 
at  it  be  read  and  placed  on  the  caler 
dar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ty- 
dings  in  the  chair) .  The  concurrent 
resolution  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  concur¬ 
rent  resolution,  as  follows : 

Whereas  the  life  of  John  Fitzgerald  Ken¬ 
nedy  is  a  continuing  inspiration  to  American 
citizens  all  across  our  Nation;  and 

Whereas  the  film  “John  F.  Kennedy — Years 
of  Lightning,  Day  of  Drums”  is  a  part  of  the 
country’s  history  which  every  American  citi¬ 
zen  is  entitled  to  share;  Now,  therefore,  be 
it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring) ,  That  it  is  the  sense 
of  Congress  that — 

(1)  the  people  of  the  United  States  should 
not  be  denied  an  opportunity  to  view  the  film 
prepared  by  the  United  States  Information 
Agency  entitled  "John  F.  Kennedy — Years  of 
Lightning,  Day  of  Drums”,  and 

(2)  the  United  States  Information  Agency 
should  make  appropriate  arrangements  to 
make  such  film  available  for  distribution 
through  educational  and  commercial  media 
for  viewing  within  the  United  States. 


Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I- 
am  delighted  by  the  action  taken  yester/ 
day  by  the  House  of  Representatiybs 
which  approved,  by  an  overwhelmingf'bi- 
partisan  vote  of  311-75,  House  Concur¬ 
rent  Resolution  285  to  allow  the  showing 
in  the  United  States  of  the  U.S.  Informa¬ 
tion  Agency  film  “John  F.  Itennedy — 
Years  of  Lightning,  Day  of  Drums.” 

On  the  opening  day  of  the  current  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Congress,  I  introduced  a  simi¬ 
lar  concurrent  resolution  in  the  Senate 
to  permit  the  American  public  to  view 
this  brilliant  memowfal  film  on  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  our  late  beloved  Presi¬ 
dent  John  Kennedy.  I  was  joined  in  this 
effort  by  38  cosponsors  from  both  sides 
of  the  aisle. 

This  stirrjfig  film  is  not  a  partisan 
affair.  It  is  a  drama  which  grows  out  of 
the  life  of  the  American  people.  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy’s  life  is  a  continuing  in¬ 
spiration  to  Americans  all  across  our 
land/  It  would  be  unfortunate  if  the  peo- 
pl^of  the  United  States  were  to  be  denied 
e  opportunity  of  viewing  this  dramatic 
tory  of  his  brief  years  in  the  White 
House.  In  the  words  of  the  resolution, 
the  film  is  “a  part  of  the  country’s  his¬ 
tory  which  every  American  citizen  is  en¬ 
titled  to  share.” 

Mr.  President,  I  am  most  hopeful  of 
early  favorable  action  by  the  Senate  on 
House  Concurrent  Resolution  285. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  concurrent  resolution  will 
be  placed  on  the  calendar. 


SOLID  ACHIEVEMENTS  OF  PEACE 

CORPS  AND  POVERTY  PROBLEM 

UNDER  SARGENT  SHRIVER 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  last 
week  a  measure  shot  through  the  Senate 
with  the  speed  of  light  and  the  silence  of 
the  deep.  This  amendment  sought  to  do 
indirectly  what  could  not  be  done  di¬ 
rectly.  I  refer,  of  course,  to  the  Javits 
amendment  to  the  Peace  Corps  bill, 
which  would  bar  Sargent  Shriver  from 
holding  simultaneously  both  his  Peace 
Corps  and  Poverty  positions. 

I  objected  to  the  amendment  at  that 
time  for  both  substantive  and  procedural 
^reasons,  but  the  amendment  was  gaveled 
rough  the  Senate  on  a  voice  vote  with 
le^s  than  half  a  dozen  Senators  in  the 
Chamber. 

I  objected  to  the  acceptance  of  the 
amendment  the  following  day  and 
pointed  out  that  it  would  have  been  over¬ 
whelmingly  rejected  if  it  had  been 
brought  up  stnd  debated  in  the  presence 
of  a  quorum  of  the  Senate.  The  Senator 
from  New  Yorfis,  [Mr.  Javits]  had  raised 
this  issue  whenxMr.  Shriver’s  appoint¬ 
ment  to  the  poverty  post  was  being  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Senary.  It  will  be  recalled 
that  Mr.  Shriver’s  appointment  to  direct 
the  war  on  poverty  was'subsequently  en¬ 
thusiastically  and  overwhelmingly  en¬ 
dorsed  by  the  Senate,  although  it  was 
well  known  that  he  was  also^he  Director 
of  the  Peace  Corps. 

There  was  no  criticism  of  tde  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  NeV  York 
for  raising  the  issue  of  two  jobs  aKthat 
time,  nor  could  there  have  been.  That 
was  the  proper  time  for  such  an  issue 
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to\e  raised.  The  Senate  then  proceeded 
to  confirm  Mr.  Shriver’s  appointment, 
and  presumably  the  matter  was  settled 
l&st/  f9,lJ 

In  viet\of  the  fact  that  the  Senate  has 
now  reversed  itself,  are  we  to  conclude 
that  in  the\several  months  that  have 
elapsed  between  these  two  events,  one  or 
both  of  the  programs  has  slipped  so  badly 
that  it  is  now  ooyious  that  Mr.  Shriver 
cannot  hold  both 

Although  the  Semite  has  reviewed  both 
programs,  no  such  evidence  was  brought 
out.  The  evidence  is\distinctly  to  the 
contrary.  Both  programs  are  moving 
along  strongly  and  well.  \ 

The  reason  I  have  taken 'the  floor  this 
afternoon  on  this  issue  is  that  I  believe 
the  debate  to  date  on  this  subject  has 
not  really  gone  to  the  heart  of  the  ques¬ 
tion,  which  is  how  the  Peace  Corps  and 
now  the  poverty  program  have  proceeded 
under  the  joint  directorship  of  \VIr. 
Shriver.  Tire  Javits  amendment  has 
made  this  an  issue. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  the  record.  How 
has  the  Peace  Corps  done?  How  has 
the  poverty  program  fared  under  Sargent 
Shriver?  That  is  the  real  issue. 

In  its  report  to  Congress  for  fiscal  year 
1966,  the  Peace  Corps  showed  continued 
growth,  both  in  program  development 
and  in  the  overall  job  which  the  Peace 
Corps  is  doing. 

The  Peace  Corps  began  4  years  ago 
with  120  volunteers  assigned  to  3 
countries.  Today  there  are  almost  9,000 
volunteers  in  46  countries,  and  by  the 
end  of  the  summer  there  will  be  almost 
14,000  volunteers  and  trainees  in  47 
countries.  The  planned  total  strength 
by  August  31,  1966,  is  15,11<S  volunteers 
and  trainees.  There  will  still  be  requests 
for  many  more  than  the  Corps  capability 
to  field. 

Another  measure  of  the  success  of  the 
program  is  the  growth  of  the  “voluntary 
service”  idea  to  other  countries.  By  De¬ 
cember  1964,  12  other  industrialized  na¬ 
tions  had  volunteers  in  the  field.  By  the 
end  of  1965,  Sweden  and  Japan  will  also 
have  their  equivalents  of  the  Peace  Corps 
in  the  field. 

The  number  of  domestic  Peace  Corps  is 
also  on  the  rise.  Thailand’s  Voluntary, 
Rural  Development  Corps,  now  beyo: 
the  planning  stage,  awaits  budgetary 
approval  by  the  cabinet.  India  is  plan¬ 
ning  a  Development  Corps  of  5,^00  to 
10,000.  Peru’s  student  Peace  Co/ps,  be¬ 
gun  in  1963,  now  has  1,200  /students 
working  in  the  Andean  highlands.  And 
in  Ethiopia,  many  students/now  give  a 
year  to  their  country  in  the/Ethiopia  Uni¬ 
versity  Service. 

The  Peace  Corps  p/bgram  is  being 
steadily  broadened  from  its  bases  of  edu¬ 
cation,  public  health,  agriculture,  and 
community  action/  The  Corps  will  ex¬ 
pand  its  research/on  and  use  of  educa¬ 
tional  television'after  a  highly  success¬ 
ful  beginning /n  Columbia.  The  public 
health  and  public  medicine  programs — 
which  hav/  cut  the  disease  rates  tre¬ 
mendously  in  many  countries — will  be 
expanded.  There  will  be  a  substantial 
increase  in  industrial  recruiting  to  help 
to  spread  the  benefits  of  our  technologi- 
caLprogress  abroad. 

is  the  Peace  Corps  less  efficient  than 
was?  The  thesis  of  those  who  favor 


the  amendment  to  eliminate  Sargent 
Shriver  from  the  Peace  Corps,  or  to  elim¬ 
inate  him  from  one  of  the  two  jobs — the 
Senator  from  New  York  specifically  rec¬ 
ommends  his  elimination  from  the  Peace 
Corps — is  that  the  Peace  Corps  is  not  as 
efficient  as  it  used  to  be  or  as  it  should 
be.  What  is  the  record  ? 

The  Peace  Corps  has,  in  fact,  shown 
a  substantial  improvement  in  efficiency 
in  the  past  year  try  the  test  of  how  far 
each  dollar  or  administrative  cost  is  now 
going  in  the  Peace  Corps.  Under  this 
test,  the  Peace  Corps  is  doing  more  with 
a  sharply  lower  ratio  of  administrative 
cost. 

For  example,  in  1963,  there  were  6,635 
trainees  and  volunteers  in  the  program, 
and  the  ratio  of  trainees  and  volunteers 
to  employed  persons  was  6  to  1.  In  1964, 
there  were  10,494  trainees  and  volun¬ 
teers,  and  the  ratio  improved  to  10  to  1. 
In  1965,  there  are  13,710  volunteers  and 
trainees,  and  the  ratio  is  12  to  1.  Next 
year  there  will  be  15,110  trainees  and 
k  volunteers  to  1,792  employed  persons,  for 
ratio  of  13  to  1. 

le  morale  of  the  Corps  and  its  pub-, 
lic\image,  both  at  home  and  abroa/q 
remain  excellent.  I  believe  that  wij 
out  exaggeration  I  could  call  it  inspiring. 

Who  tan  forget  the  manner  in /Which 
Peace  Corps  volunteers  were  w/lcomed 
by  both  sides — by  rebels  and/  govem- 
:  ment  forced  alike — during  JChe  heavy 
fighting  that  rook  place  in  tae  early  days 
of  the  revolution  in  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public?  The  volunteers/ it  will  be  re¬ 
called,  were  allowed  toymove  freely  from 
one  zone  to  anothex/co  bury  the  dead, 
provide  medical  aid/and  to  deliver  food, 
water,  and  supplies.  Often,  the  volun¬ 
teers  were  spont/neouslyvcheered. 

Yet  despite  these  great \chievements, 
this  great  progress — all  made  under  the 
direction  of/ Mr.  Shriver — the  Senator 
from  New/York  [Mr.  Javits]  \  seeking 
Mr.  Shri/er’s  dismissal. 

Mr.  President,  recently  Mr.  E.  \V\Ken- 
worthy,  writing  in  the  New  York  Tnpes, 
gav/an  account  of  the  reaction  of  M< 
be/s  of  the  House  to  the  Senate’s  pri 
ipitate  action.  As  Mr.  Kenwortl 
joints  out  in  his  lead  paragraph,  “Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Com- 
mitte  praised  Sargent  Shriver  lavishly” 
and  told  him  “they  could  not  care  less 
if  President  Johnson  insisted  on  his 
wearing  two  hats.” 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Mr. 
Kenworthy’s  article  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

House  Unit  Hails  Shriver  in  Two  Jobs — 

Vows  Resistance  To  Making  Him  Quit 

One  of  Them 

(By  E.  W.  Kenwortliy) 

Washington,  June  8. — Members  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  praised 
Sargent  Shriver  lavishly  today  and  told  him 
they  could  not  care  less  if  President  Johnson 
insisted  on  his  wearing  two  hats. 

Mr.  Shriver,  a  brother-in-law  of  President 
Kennedy,  is  Director  of  both  the  Peace  Corps 
and  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity, 
which  administers  the  antipoverty  program. 

Last  Wednesday,  while  the  Senate  was 
considering  the  $115  million  authorization 
bill  for  the  Peace  Corps,  Senator  Jacob  K. 
Javits,  Republican,  of  New  York,  offered  an 


amendment  requiring  Mr.  Shriver  to  give  up  _ 
one  of  the  two  ]obs. 

Senator  J.  W.  Fulbright,  chairman  of 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  floor  manager 
of  the  bill,  accepted  the  amendment,  and  a 
handful  of  Senators  on  the  floor  pa/ed  it 
by  voice  vote. 

President  Johnson  made  plain/ that  he 
would  fight  to  retain  Mr.  Shri\/r  in  both 
posts. 

Today,  Democrats  and  Rendbllcans  alike 
on  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  made 
plain  that  the  President  /ould  have  some 
help. 

When  Mr.  Shriver  appeared  to  testify  on 
the  authorization  bill/the  committee  chair¬ 
man,  Thomas  E.  MoMin,  Democrat,  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  immediat/y  raised  the  question  of 
the  Javits  amendcrfent. 

Mr.  Shriver  sgid  he  had  never  asked  for 
either  job;  tly(t  he  had,  in  fact,  proposed 
several  peopl/for  both  posts;  that  he  was  an 
appointee  of  the  President,  and  that  any¬ 
body  askea  to  do  a  job  by  the  President 
‘ought  Jt o  try  and  do  it.” 

pledges  resistance 

/  Morgan  agreed  and  said  that  if  any¬ 
body  in  the  committee  or  on  the  floor  offered 
a/parallel  amendment  “there  will  be  more 
Resistance  here  than  in  the  other  body.” 

Mr.  Morgan  said  it  seemed  highly  un¬ 
usual  for  the  Senate  first  to  confirm  Mr. 
Shriver  for  both  jobs  and  then  try  to  force 
him  to  relinquish  one  of  them. 

Representative  Wayne  L.  Hays,  Democrat, 
of  Ohio,  said  that  under  Mr.  Shriver’s  direc¬ 
tion  the  Peace  Corps  had  exceeded  the 
fondest  dreams  of  its  supporters.  His  one 
concern,  Mr.  Hays  went  on,  was  that  what 
he  foresaw  as  the  colossal  failure  of  the 
antipoverty  program  might  tarnish  the  luster 
of  the  Peace  Corps. 

Harris  B.  McDowell,  Jr.,  Democrat,  of 
Delaware,  predicted  that  the  critics  of  the 
antipoverty  program  would  change  their 
minds,  as  critics  of  the  Peace  Corps,  changed 
theirs. 

Frances  P.  Bolton,  of  Ohio,  ranking  Re¬ 
publican  on  the  committee,  told  Mr.  Shriver : 

“I  hope  we  will  not  interfere  with  the 
depth  and  breadth  and  height  of  your 
talents.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  gen¬ 
erosity  in  giving  that  which  has  been  given 
to  you.  If  you  can  do  that  for  the  poverty 
program,  you  will  do  something  for  this 
country.  I  am  grateful  to  the  Lord  for  put¬ 
ting  you  around  here  to  stimulate  us.” 

Mi-.  Shriver  said  the  Peace  Corps,  partly  be¬ 
cause  it  did  not  take  on  all  the  volunteers 
iriginally  planned  but  largely  because  of 
:onomics,  was  returning  to  the  Treasury 
$N  million  of  this  year’s  $104  million  appro¬ 
priation.  It  had  cut  the  living  cost  for  a 
volunteer  abroad  from  $150  to  $103  a  month, 
he  saic 

The  P^S me  Corps  now  has  10,000  volunteers. 
By  August\31,  it  will  have  13,710  volunteers 
and  trainee^  by  August  1966,  there  will  be 
15,110. 

President  Jdhnson  has  asked  Attorney 
General  Nicholas.  deB.  Katzenbach  for  an 
opinion  on  the  right  of  Congress  to  require 
Mr.  Shriver  to  give  tm  one  of  his  jobs. 

Mr.  Shriver  draws  the  $28,500  salary  of  his 
Peace  Corps  job  but  n^t  the  $30,000  salary 
as  antipoverty  director. 

He  told  the  committee  it  would  be  illegal 
for  him  to  take  two  salaries.  Barratt 
O’Hara,  Democrat  of  Hlinois, Commented : 

“You  do  two  jobs  for  one  salary.  Isn’t 
that  consistent  with  the  President’s  program 
of  turning  out  the  lights?” 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  Prudent, 
what  about  the  poverty  program ?\Has 
Mr.  Shriver  neglected  this  responsibil¬ 
ity?  Members  of  the  House  Commit! 
on  Education  and  Labor  recently  con* 
ducted  hearings  on  the  program. 
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attain  and  mute  critics  of  the  new  domestic 
you'll  projects — the  Job  Corps,  the  Youth 
Dorhood  Corps,  and  the  domestic  rep¬ 
lica  of\the  Peace  Corps,  VISTA.  One  vision 
has  fostfefed  many. 

[From  theNCouncil  Bluffs  (Iowa)  Nonpareil, 
Apr.  7,  1965] 

Contingent  Tb  Grow  to  650:  Indian  Gov¬ 
ernment  Cali\for  More  Peace  Corpsmen 
in  Coggin) 

Mehrauli,  iNDiA.^VPeace  Corps  Man  Tim 
Crean  was  bent  over  hjs  battered  desk  catch¬ 
ing  up  on  paperwork  when  a  great  cackling 
and  clucking  shattered  the  quiet  of  the  vil¬ 
lage  street  outside  his  tiny  office. 

In  burst  a  bearded  Indian  peasant  and 
several  helpers  bearing  armloads  of  excited, 
flapping  chickens  which  they  damped  on  the 
floor. 

In  the  babel  of  Hindi  and  Punjabi,  lan¬ 
guages  Tim  understands,  he  learned  that  a 
family  crisis  brought  this  Indian  Nphlcken 
farmer  and  150  birds  to  the  Indian 
tive  union,  a  poultry  venture  started  with  his 
advisory  help  a  year  ago. 

Helpers  transferred  the  flock  from  a  bullc 
cart  to  the  office. 

•  The  chicken  farmer  explained  that  he  was ' 
a  Brahmin.  Parents  of  his  daughter’s  fiance 
threatened  to  cancel  their  marriage  contract 
unless  he  stopped  working  with  poultry — 
they  deemed  this  unworthy  for  India’s  high¬ 
est  social  caste. 

A  week  later — after  the  wedding — the 
farmer  came  back  for  his  150  birds  and  stayed 
in  the  poultry  business. 

SATISFIED  CUSTOMER 

“You  might  call  him  a  satisfied  customer,” 
chuckled  Crean,  24,  a  native  of  Portland,  Me., 
recalling  this  lighter  episode  of  his  tour  as 
one  of  274  Peace  Corps  volunteers  in  India. 

The  Indian  Government,  encouraged  by  re¬ 
sults  of  the  program  that  started  with  26 
volunteers  3  years  ago,  continues  to  ask  for 
more  and  more  corpsmen. 

Brent  Ashabranner,  43,  Peace  Corps  direc¬ 
tor  in  India,  said  his  contingent  will  grow 
to  about  650  in  September,  may  number  1,000 
by  this  time  next  year  and  stand  to  be  per¬ 
haps  the  largest  Peace  Corps  team  in  any 
nation. 

“But  the  program  will  still  be  small  in 
terms  of  India’s  potential  and  need,”  Asha¬ 
branner  said,  noting  that  India’s  480  million 
outnumber  the  populations  of  Africa  and 
Latin  America  combined. 

Crean  last  April  brought  American  know¬ 
how  to  Mehrauli  after  spending  his  first  3 
months  in  India  on  a  poultry  project  in  t 
desert  State  of  Rajasthan.  People  eager 
start  chicken  and  egg  enterprises  need  expert 
advice. 

Tim  launched  Mehrauli’s  governfiient- 
aided  poultry  cooperative  with  12  families 
and  1,500  chickens.  It  now  has  40' families 
and  15,000  birds  and  10,000  more  chickens 
will  be  added  before  Tim  completes  his  tour 
in  September. 

FOOD  A  DAILY 

Families  now  participating  in  the  project 
were  all  farmers  previously  and  scratched  out 
an  average  of  30  rupees — $6.30 — a  month 
raising  mustard  seed  o Y other  crops  on  small 
plots  of  land.  Getting  enough  to  eat  was  a 
daily  crisis. 

Given  loans  to Jover  most  of  their  initial 
poultry  outlaysythese  families  now  earn  an 
average  of  $42/4  month — far  above  the  na¬ 
tionwide  average. 

The  operation  is  going  so  well,  according 
to  Tim’s  superiors,  that  no  other  corpsman 


is  expecl, 
he  go 


political  science  degree  from  the  University 
of  Maine,  class  of  1963.  His  eventual  aim  is 
to  return  to  India  as  a  diplomat. 

[From  the  New  York  (N.Y.)  Journal  Ameri¬ 
can,  Mar.  1,  1965] 

The  Peace  Corps — And  a  Mad  Dog 

In  a  very  short  time  the  Peace  Corps  has 
come  a  very  long  way. 

At  first  scorned  by  cynical  doubters,  it  was 
regarded  as  being,  at  best,  a  symbol  of  Amer¬ 
ica’s  friendly  intent.  It  has  become,  as  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  has  proudly  pointed  out,  an  es¬ 
sential  instrument  of  U.S.  action  in  meeting 
our  world  responsibilities. 

The  President’s  glowing  praise  graced  his 
quest  in  Congress  of  a  $21.1  million  increase, 
to  $125.2  million,  in  the  Peace  Corps  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  This  would 
enable  the  Corps  to  expand  from  15,000  to 
17,000  volunteers. 

The  Peace  Corps,  engrossed  now  in  the 
needs  of  many  countries,  has  become  a  tre¬ 
mendous  civilizing  influence  and,  in  its 
achievements,  an  effective  means  of  impress¬ 
ing  on  these  countries  America’s  readiness  to 
activate,  by  convincing  deed,  its  words  and 
work  of  friendship. 

One  way  the  Peace  Corps  works — in  this 
i  to  save  life — was  demonstrated  here  over 
^e  weekend  when  a  Peace  Corps  messengi 
led  in  from  Togo,  West  Africa,  with  tbe 
of  a  dog.  The  animal  had  bitten/five 
persons  there.  Rabies  was  suspected  by  U.S. 
PublicTlealth  veterinarian  Robert  Scl)<5tteno, 
who  waaat  the  scene. 

Dr.  Morris  Schaeffer,  director  of  the  city 
health  department’s  bureau  of  laboratories, 
confirmed  tns,t  the  dog  was  rabid.  The  news 
was  radioed  to\Togo  and  antitoxin  treatment 
was  begun. 

Five  persons  wl(l  live— ^convincing  deed, 
indeed. 


(N.Y.)  Union-Star, 
*965] 

^Spirit,  Dedication 


sd  to  be  assigned  to  Mehrauli  when 
home.  The  Indians  can  run  it 


themselves. 

will  go  back  to  school  in  September 
hopes  to  add  a  degree  in  Indian  studies 
the  University  of  Pennsylvania  to  his 


[From  the  Schenecta) 

Jan.  12,' 

Peace  Corps  Moves' on 

After  4  years,  the  Peace  tjorps  has  become 
a  seasoned  organization  and  apparently  is 
adequately  doing  the  job  which  the  found¬ 
ers  intended^  it  to  do  in  a  troubled  world. 
It’s  almost/ Impossible  to  assess  exactly  how 
extensivq/and  effective  its  accomplishments 
have  b^en.  It’s  difficult  to  evaluate  how 
well  the  United  States,  through  the\Corps, 
has  .depicted  its  image  in  so  many  foreign 
1: 

ie  character  of  the  Peace  Corps 
Changed,  the  New  York  Herald  Tribune  note! 
in  a  story  Sunday.  One  of  its  chief  ex. 
aminers  who  has  been  administering  the 
Corps  tests  to  applicants  said  that  it  is 
drawing  a  different  clientele  today.  “When 
the  tests  first  started,”  he  said,  “we  got  the 
beatniks — young  people  who  thought  it 
would  be  a  lark,  a  paid  vacation.  Now  we 
get  the  more  sedate,  serious  person."  Per¬ 
haps  his  description  of  the  earlier  applicants 
fits  in  many  cases.  However,  we  knew  some 
early  members  of  the  Corps  and  others  who 
aspired  to  join  it  in  the  Schenectady  area, 
and  they  were  very  dedicated  people  with 
truly  unselfish  goals  in  life. 

Now,  the  novelty  of  the  Peace  Corps  has 
worn  off,  the  pay  is  low  and  the  living  con¬ 
ditions  for  many  members  overseas  are  al¬ 
most  intolerable  by  our  standards.  One  of 
its  recent  applicants,  a  professional  model 
and  receptionist,  explained  her  desire  to 
join  this  way:  “I  want  to  do  something  that 
will  make  me  feel  good  inside.  I  want  to 
help  those  who  don’t  have  it  so  good.” 

In  that  lies  the  spirit  of  the  Peace  Corps, 
and  it  tends  to  make  the  most  cynical  per¬ 
sons  think  twice  about  its  role  in  strife- 
torn  areas  of  the  world.  With  enough  dedi¬ 
cated  people  like  that  we  may  one  day  attain 
here  at  home  that  Great  Society  President 
Johnson  is  talking  about. 
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[From  the  Manila  Chronicle,  May  24,  1965] / 
Pasig  Adopts  Two  Peace  Corps  Grar.a/ 

Pasig,  Rizal,  May  23. — (CNS) — For  a  job 
well  done,  two  female  American  Peace  Corps 
volunteers  assigned  to  this  capital  totvn,  were 
made  adopted  daughters  in  a  /resolution 
passed  by  the  municipal  council. 

The  two  Peace  Corps  workers  are  Misses 
Nanci  Bush,  23,  of  Oakland,  Calif.,  and  Patri¬ 
cia  Brown,  23,  of  Hubbsville.i/c. 

They  were  assigned  hepfe  in  1963.  Miss 
Bush  is  teaching  at  San  Joaquin  elementary 
school  while  Miss  Brownr  Is  with  the  teaching 
staff  of  the  Maybunga'  elementary. 

Bush  is  teaching  English,  science  and  arts. 
She  majored  in  social  work  while  Brown  is 
an  education  major.  Miss  Bush  who  acted 
as  spokesman,  commented  that  this  town  is 
undergoing  a  JSig  change  and  that  progress 
is  seen  in  all  places  here. 

Asked  how  they  feel  about  being  made 
adopted  daughters  of  the  town,  Miss  Bush 
said  they' were  very  grateful  afid  wished  they 
could  help  further  in  the  educational  growth 
of  th^locality. 

yor  Emiliano  R.  Caruncho,  Jr.,  said  the 
council  adopted  the  two  Americans  as  a  sign 
gratitude  for  their  invaluable  service  to 
.he  community. 

Caruncho  said  the  dedication  and  efforts 
the  two  Peace  Corps  workers  had  exerted  in 
their  respective  assignments  could  not  be 
paid  back  in  terms  of  money. 

Bush  and  Brown  are  returning  to  the 
United  States  this  June  after  completing 
their  tour  of  duty  in  the  Philippines.  They 
will  make  a  side  trip  to  other  Asian  countries 
and  Europe  before  enplaning  for  home. — rm 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF 
1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  255 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  No.  255  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  4,  line  21,  strike  out  “July  1, 
1966’;  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “July  1, 
1967”. 

On  page  4,  line  24,  strike  out  “$7,000,- 
000”  and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$9,000,- 
000”. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  as  I  men¬ 
tioned  upon  introduction  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  on  June  8,  this  bill  provides  a  mod¬ 
est  increase  in  the  funds  authorized  for 
support  of  American-sponsored  schools 
and  hospitals  abroad.  The  administra¬ 
tion  had  recommended  an  abrupt  drop 
in  the  amount  of  this  assistance  from 
$18  million  to  $7  million  and  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  increase  this  amount  to  $9 
million  in  each  of  the  next  2  fiscal  years. 

The  act  does  not  earmark  the  institu¬ 
tions  to  which  this  assistance  should  be 
given,  and  I  do  not  presume  to  do  so, 
either.  However,  as  I  suggested  in  my 
statement  on  June  8,  I  have  been  par¬ 
ticularly  impressed  by  the  two  projects 
which  I  believe  should  be  given  consid¬ 
eration  for  the  assistance  granted  un¬ 
der  this  section  of  the  act.  They  are  the 
Polish  Children’s  Hospital  in  Krakow, 
Poland  and  the  Hadassah  Hebrew  Uni¬ 
versity  Medical  Center  in  Jerusalem. 
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The  Record  should  show  that  both  of 
these  projects  seem  to  qualify  admirably 
under  the  new  criteria  which  were  de¬ 
scribed  by  the  AID  representatives  on 
page  403  of  the  Senate  hearings.  The 
Deputy  Administrator,  Mr.  William  S. 
Gaud  told  the  committee: 

We  believe  that  the  special  authority  of 
section  214  should  be  limited  to  the  sup¬ 
port  of  institutions  whose  primary  func¬ 
tion  is  education  and  research  whether  In 
medicine  or  in  other  fields. 

While  it  is  perfectly  true  that  the 
emphasis  of  the  Krakow  project  to  date 
has  been  on  medical  treatment,  as  op¬ 
posed  to  education,  I  am  informed  that 
the  new  expansion  which  they  now  con¬ 
template  is  related  closely  to  education 
and  research.  The  immediate  need  of 
this  project  is  for  a  feasibility  study  of 
a  combined  training  school  and  residence 
for  nurses  and  a  separate  laboratory 
facility.  These  facilities  would  enable 
the  Krakow  hospital  to  train  a  continu¬ 
ing  supply  of  nurses  who  will  in  time 
carry  the  message  of  this  American- 
sponsored  institution  to  all  parts  of 
Poland. 

The  Hadassah-Hebrew  University 
Medical  Center  in  Jerusalem  has  an  al¬ 
ready  established  record  as  a  training 
center  in  the  healing  arts.  As  its  name 
implies,  it  is  a  teaching  facility,  and  part 
of  a  university.  Last  year,  there  were 
1,357  students  enrolled  in  the  schools 
which  are  part  of  the  medical  center. 
Seven  hundred  forty -seven  of  them  were 
enrolled  in  the  medical  school  alone: 
others  were  enrolled  in  schools  of  den¬ 
tistry,  nursing,  and  pharmacology. 

What  is  most  impressive  about  this 
center,  to  my  mind,  is  the  fact  that  it  is 
rendering  a  valuable  educational  service 
on  an  international  basis.  While  its  pri¬ 
mary  service  is,  understandably  to  the 
needs  of  Israel,  it  is  playing  an  expanding 
role  in  training  the  professional  medical 
personnel  needed  throughout  the  devel¬ 
oping  countries  of  Africa  and  Asia.  The 
center  includes  an  Afro-Asian  Institute 
whose  mission  is  to  train  persons  from 
such  countries  and  send  them  back  to 
serve  their  people.  Last  year,  the  insti¬ 
tute  had  an  enrollment  of  58,  represent¬ 
ing  Liberia,  Ethiopia,  Ghana,  Nigeria, 
British  Guinea,  Cyprus,  Kenya,  Mauri¬ 
tania,  Nepal,  Tanzania,  and  Uganda. 
Clearly  such  a  project  fully  meets  the 
standards  of  the  agency. 

I  have  discussed  the  amendment  with 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  and 
understand  that  he  might  be  willing  to 
accept  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Does  the  Senator 
contemplate  that  it  would  involve  utili¬ 
zation  of  local  currencies  that  have  ac¬ 
cumulated  in  the  respective  countries? 

Mr.  PELL.  It  would  involve  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  local  currencies  that  had  accum¬ 
ulated  in  such  countries  as  Poland  and 
Israel,  among  nine  countries  left  with  a 
balance  of  local  currencies.  They  have 
huge  supplies  of  them,  and  would  not 
suffer  as  a  result  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  it  anticipated 
that  this  is  an  authorization  for  an  ap¬ 


propriation  to  be  used  to  purchase  local 
currencies  now  in  the  Treasury? 

Mr.  PELL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  we  did  not  have  testimony  on  these 
specific  projects,  if  the  amendment  is 
accepted  it  is  not  with  the  understand¬ 
ing  that  this  money  is  earmarked  for 
these  two  particular  projects,  because 
they  will  have  to  be  justified  to  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  I  would  not  want  to  be 
in  the  position  of  saying  in  accepting 
the  amendment,  when  I  do  not  know, 
that  they  are  to  be  earmarked  for  these 
particular  projects.  The  cases  for  the 
projects  will  have  to  be  made  before  the 
agency.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  PELL.  That  is  correct,  although 
I  hope  our  colloquy  would  show  these 
two  projects  to  be  in  our  minds  as  we 
appropriated  this  amount  of  money. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  has 
made  that  clear,  but  we  have  not  had 
the  testimony  and  the  usual  examina¬ 
tion  in  such  cases.  The  committee  gave 
what  the  administration  requested  on 
those  items;  namely,  $7  million.  The 
Senator  has  referred  to  the  nature  of 
the  projects.  While  I  generally  agree 
that  these  currencies  should  be  utilized 
to  the  fullest  for  any  worthy  projects, 
because  they  should  be  used,  especially 
in  Poland,  where  the  opportunity  is 
somewhat  limited,  and  I  would  like  to 
see  the  currencies  utilized  for  these 
worthy  projects,  I  am  not  in  a  position 
to  say  that  this  is  the  only  way  the 
currencies  should  be  used. 

Mr.  PELL.  I  understand. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Record  should 
show  that  if  I  take  this  amendment,  it 
is  on  the  basis  that  I  will  take  it  to  con¬ 
ference  and  subsequently  we  shall  re¬ 
ceive  comments  from  the  administration. 
The  Senator  and  his  friends  can  make 
efforts  to  persuade  the  administration 
that  these  are  good  projects.  If  that  is 
the  understanding,  I  will  take  the 
amendment  to  conference  on  the  general 
principle  that  it  is  good  policy  to  use 
local  currencies  for  worthy  projects.  I 
am  in  favor  of  that. 

Mr.  PELL.  I  thank  the  Senator  and 
am  delighted  that  he  will  accept  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pell]. 

.  The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

r-  . .  . . 


FEDERAL  RESERVE  BOARD  GOV¬ 
ERNOR  ROBERTSON  OPPOSES 

TIGHT  MONEY 

Mr.  PROXMIRE .  Mr.  President,  a 
distinguished  member  of  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  Board,  Gov.  J.  L.  Robertson,  spoke 
some  mighty  welcome  words  in  Pitts¬ 
burgh  last  night. 

He  took  sharp  issue  with  some  of  the 
statements  of  the  Reserve  Board  Chair¬ 
man,  William  Martin. 

Mr.  Robertson’s  statement  was  espe¬ 
cially  remarkable  because  he  not  only 
pointed  to  the  bad  effects  of  high  in¬ 
terest  rates  on  our  domestic  economy; 
but  he  made  a  fresh  and  convincing  in¬ 
dictment  of  the  thesis  that  higher  in¬ 


terest  rates  would  assist  in  improving 
our  adverse  balance  of  payments. 

As  Governor  Robertson  pointed  out:  , 
Our  balance  of  payments  is  not  suffering 
from  the  “traditional”  ailments  for  whjch 
tighter  money  has  come  to  be  regarded  as 
the  "traditional”  solution.  / 

We  are  not  suffering  from  domestic  in¬ 
flation,  with  a  resulting  excess  of/  imports 
over  exports  and  accompanied  by  a  flight 
from  the  currency.  / 

Robertson  pointed  out  that  raising  in¬ 
terest  rates  here  would  simply  drive  up 
European  rates  too.  / 

Governor  Robertsor/makes  an  ingeni¬ 
ous  argument  that  1/have  not  heard  be¬ 
fore,  in  explaining/ why  higher  interest 
rates  is  exactly  the  wrong  prescription. 
He  points  out  that  the  prime  reason  for 
our  adverse  balance  of  payments  has 
been  the  great  increase  in  the  flow  of 
American /funds  abroad,  and  then  he' 
says:  / 

This  imprecedented  outflow  of  capital  was 
generated  at  least  in  part,  by  an  apprehen- 
siori/on  the  part  of  American  corporations 
ary*  their  overseas  subsidiaries  that  interest 
r/tes  here  might  rise  substantially,  or  that 
,  direct  controls  on  capital  outflows  might  be 
instituted. 

Much  of  the  Robertson  speech  is,  in 
fact,  an  excellent  defense  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  program  of  voluntary  guidelines 
to  restrain  the  flow  of  funds  abroad. 
Governor  Robertson  shows  why  the  pro¬ 
gram  was  wise  and  necessary  and  as¬ 
sesses  how  well  it  is  working. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  speech  delivered  yester¬ 
day  in  Pittsburgh  by  Governor  Robert¬ 
son,  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  at  a 
meeting  sponsored  by  the  Directors  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland 
and  its  Cincinnati  and  Pittsburgh 
branches  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  speech 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  Balance-of-Payments  Problem  Short- 
Term  Relief  and  Long-Term  Remedy 
(Remarks  of  J.  L.  Robertson,  member  of  the 
Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System) 

V It  is  a  pleasure  to  come  to  Pittsburgh  and 
Unmeet  with  the  leaders  of  a  community  and 
ireXthat  have  done  such  a  magnificent  job 
if  demonstrating  what  can  be  accomplished 
oy  that  good  old-fashioned  American  virtue 
>f  self-help.  I  feel  a  certain  kinship  with 
rou  on  this  score,  since  my  own  hometown, 
^Broken  BowvNebr.,  has  also  been  an  exemplar 
of  this  samek  spirit,  albeit  on  a  somewhat 
smaller  scale.X  However,  Broken  Bow  may 
even  be  ahead  Pf  you  in  one  respect.  Its 
efforts  have  inspired  a  movie,  called  “The 
Broken  Bow  Story, ’\which  is  not  about  cow¬ 
boys  and  Indians  but  about  the  efforts  one 
small  community  is  risking  to  improve  its 
balance  of  payments.  \ 

Of  course,  they  do  nok  describe  it  quite 
that  way  in  Broken  Bow,  but  the  fact  is  that 
balance-of -payments  troubles  are  not  con¬ 
fined  to  the  area  of  international  finance. 
Communities  and  even  individuals  may  have 
them;  and  when  we  have  themNmo  matter 
what  name  we  give  them,  we  knoX  that  we 
have  a  real  problem  on  our  hands.  \ 

It  has  taken  quite  a  long  time  fo\  most 
Americans  to  realize  that  we,  as  a  nation\had 
this  kind  of  trouble.  I  made  my  first  tWk 
on  this  subject  just  6  years  ago.  I  warned 
at  that  time  that  if  we  ignored  the  problemX 
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Senate  debated  foreign  aid  authorization  bill. 


SENATE 

1.  FOREIGN  AID.  Continued  debate  on  S.  1837,  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill, 
pp.  12878-99,  12902-6 
Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  Lausche,  42  to  39,  to  reduse  use  of  U.  S.  development  loan  funds  from 
20  percent  to  3.5  percent.  p.  12880 

By  Sen.  Gruening,  to  disapprove  any  loan  by  IDA  for  any  country  to  which  aid 
has  been  suspended  because  of  acts  unfriendly  to  the  U.  S.  p.  12881 

By  Sen.  Morse,  40  to  35,  to  limit  to  $3,243  billion  aggregate  authorizations 
for  use  during  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  for  assistance  and  for  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses,  p.  12903 
Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  Morse,  10  to  71,  to  eliminate  language  that  would  authorize  assistance 
to  foreign  military  forces  to  construct  public  works  and  to  engage  in 
activities  helpful  to  the  economic  and  social  development  of  free  countries. 

p.  12884 

Sen.  Williams’,  Del.,  point  of  order  was  sustained  against  Sen.  McGovern  s 
amendment  authorizing  $50  million  annually  for  donation  to  school  lunch  and 
similar  programs  in  eligible  foreign  countries,  pp.  12903-6 


2. 


iRSONNEL.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  1782,  to  amend  the  Retired  Federal 
Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  with  respect  to  Government  contribution  for 
exposes  incurred  in  the  administration  of  the  Act.  This  bill  will  now  beyfeent 
to  the  President,  p.  12846 

Passed  without  amendment  S.  1496,  to  repeal  the  act  which  prohibits  th4  detail 
of  field  personnel  to  duty  in  D.  C.  except  performance  of  duties  in  connection 
with  their  field  offices,  p.  12847 


3.  CONSERVATION.  \Sen.  Monroney  inserted  an  Okla.  Legislature  resolution  urging 
Congress  "to  continue  the  agricultural  conservation  program  by  supporting  the 
annual  appropriation  of  $250  million  for  such  program. n  p.  12835 


4.  ARTS  AND  HUMANITIES  Sen.  Thurmond  spoke  in  opposition  to  Syl483,  to  provide 
for  the  establishment  of  the  National  Foundation  of  the  Arts  and  the  Humanities 
(pp.  12845-6),  and  Sen\  Pell  commended  its  passage  in  the/ Senate  (p.  12865). 


5.  LAND  USE.  Sen.  Bible  commanded  the  Classification  and  llultiple  Use  Act  and 
inserted  an  article,  "Pattern  for  Land-Use  Planning./  pp.  848 


6.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Javits  commemled  and  inserted  a  report  of  the  New  York  City 
Bar  Association  "strongly  supporting  additional /legislation  in  the  migratory 
labor  field."  pp.  12853-6 


7.  MILK.  Sen.  Mondale  inserted  a  letter\expressing  support  of  his  bill  to  eliminate 
unnecessary  and  unreasonable  restrictions  Jto  the  free  flow  of  milk  products  in 
interstate  commerce,  p.  12859 


8.  METRIC  SYSTEM.  Sen.  Pell  inserted  and /comm^pded  an  editorial  urging  adoption  of 
the  metric  system  in  the  U.  S.  pp.  TY862-3 


9.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Church  inserted  a  Statement  by  Sfen.  Nelson  on  forest  recreation, 
pp.  12863-4 


10.  ALLIANCE  FOR  PROGRESS.  Sen.  PAll  inserted  a  tabulation  showing  use  of  Alliance 

for  Progress  funds  under  th p  AID  program  in  Latin  America.  p.  12863  ^ 

11.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  June7 14.  p.  12909 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


12.  FOREIGN  TRADE,  Rep/  McVickers  inserted  articles  favoring  relaxation  of  trade 

barriers  to  "increase  cooperation  and  lessen  friction  in  the  world."  pp.  A3047-8 


13.  ECONOMICS.  Set/  Bible  inserted  an  article,  "Economic  Inequities:  B^sis  of 
Economy."  pp/  A3052-3 


PRINTED  HEARINGS  RECEIVED  BY  THIS  OFFICE 


14.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Department  of  Defense  appropriations  for  1966.  Part  4, 

procurement.  Part  5,  research,  development  ,  etc.  H.  Appropriations  Committ) 


15.  BANKING.  H.  R.  4152,  Federal  intermediate  credit  banks.  H.  Agriculture 
Smmittee. 
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ites  of  New  Jersey  and  West  Virginia; 
thNpistinguished  Service  Award  of  the 
Air  University  and  the  Exceptional  Serv¬ 
ice  AwWd  of  the  Air  Force. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  gratified  to  report 
that  on  Wednesday,  June  2, 1965,  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  Parkersburg,  W.  Va.,  gave  appro¬ 
priate  recognition  to  the  contributions  of 
a  true  aviation,  pioneer  by  rededicating 
the  Wood  County  Airport  as  Gill  Robb 
Wilson  Field.  It  is  my  distinct  privilege 
to  deliver  the  principal  address  and  to 
join  with  others  in  attribute  to  one  who 
has  achieved  much  for  aviation  in  the 
United  States  and  the  world. 

The  invocation  was  offered  on  that 
date  by  Robert  I.  Baker,  associate  minis¬ 
ter  of  the  First  United  Presbyterian 
Church,  who,  in  his  prayer,  sar 

Almighty  God,  in  an  age  when  -foe  can  fly 
hundreds  of  miles  per  hour,  we  wouloVemem- 
ber  that  You  have  created  the  very  rime  in 
which  we  live.  At  a  period  of  history  Vhen 
we  are  performing  spectacular  and  incredible 
feats  in  space,  we  need  to  remind  ourselves 
that  You  have  constructed  the  entire  uni* 
verse  and  are  not  limited  in  any  way  by  the  ’ 
phenomenon  which  we  call  space.  In  a  day 
when  we  are  so  impressed  by  human  accom¬ 
plishments,  we  need  to  realize  that  You  have 
fashioned  man  himself  from  the  dust  of  the 
earth  by  a  power  which  makes  our  largest 
rockets  seem  utterly  feeble  by  comparison. 

Master  of  ceremonies  at  the  dedication 
was  the  chamber  of  commerce  president, 
Richard  S.  Cotterman,  who  introduced 
the  Honorable  Hulett  C.  Smith,  Governor 
of  West  Virginia.  In  his  official  welcome 
of  the  guests  to  Parkersburg  and  to  West 
Virginia,  Governor  Smith  said  in  part : 

The  citizens  of  Parkersburg  and  Wood 
County  could  have  chosen  no  finer  tribute 
than  to  name  this  airfield  after  one  of  our 
own  pioneers  in  aviation. 

And  there  could  be  no  more  appropriate 
time  for  us  to  see  the  meaning  of  this  occa¬ 
sion  than  today  *  *  *  as  this  country  stands 
on  the  eve  of  another  venture  into  the  sea  of 
space  above  us. 

Gill  Wilson’s  active  leadership  in  aviation 
covers  a  span  from  the  time  men  like  his 
friend,  Billy  Mitchell,  had  to  fight  to  get 
others  to  even  consider  the  potential  of  air¬ 
craft  *  *  *  to  today’s  times,  when  all  men  are 
eagerly  awaiting  the  next  achievement  of  this 
Nation’s  spacecraft. 

His  belief  in  the  future  of  aviation  is, 
matched  only  by  his  lifetime  of  deeds  sujy 
porting  that  belief. 

America  is  fortunate  in  having  Gill  Rffbb 
Wilson  *  *  *  and  men  like  him  *  *  *  ^ways 
in  the  cockpit  of  progress,  looking  in  new 
directions  and  piloting  new  achieveg^ents  for 
all  of  us. 

Following  an  eloquent  introduction  by 
Mr.  Cotterman,  Gill  Robb  \Vilson  gave  a 
moving  response  to  th^se  who  were 
gathered  in  his  honor.  JHe  said: 

This  is  a  very  nostalgig  moment  for  me.  I 
came  as  a  boy  intc  this/state;  home  is  where 
the  heart  is,  so  I  have/eome  home. 

Mr.  Wilson  continued: 

This  honor  is  /ery  dear  to  me  because  of 
the  investment/of  a  lifetime  my  father  and 
mother  made  in  this  community  and  in  West 
Virginia.  I jk as  never  able  to  pry  them  away 
to  join  me/in  my  travels  over  the  face  of  the 
earth;  they  wanted  to  stay  here. 

I  feel/ that  I  have  met  and  known  people 
all  oyer  the  world,  but  have  not  had  friends 
and/neighbors;  to  be  called  a  ‘home-town’ 
and  be  given  a  welcome  like  this  touches 
ife  very  deeply,  Wilson  said. 


Wherever  we  have  been,  our  hearts  and 
minds  turn  back  to  Parkersburg,  Wood 
County,  and  West  Virginia.  God  bless  you 
for  this  confidence. 

Also  present  at  the  dedication  were 
former  aviatrix  Jacqueline  Cochran,  Col. 
S.  K.  Everest,  second  man  to  safely  fly 
through  the  sound  barrier;  and  Joe 
Walker,  chief  pilot  of  the  X-15  rocket. 
Colonel  Everest  is  a  native  of  Fairmont, 
W.  Va. 

Mr.  President,  it  was  then  my  pleasant 
responsibility  to  speak  regarding  the  im¬ 
portance  of  the  aviation  industry  in  to¬ 
day’s  changing  world,  and  to  pay  homage 
to  my  cherished  friend  of  many  years. 
Gill  Robb  Wilson. 

I  pointed  out  that  more  and  more  in¬ 
dividuals,  businesses,  and  communities 
have  come  to  be  dependent  on  speedy 
and  economical  transportation  in  order 
to  keep  pace  in  a  highly  competitive 
society. 

As  Justice  Cardozo  once  said: 

The  city  that  is  without  the  foresight  to 
build  the  ports  for  the  new  traffic  may  soon 
left  behind  in  the  race  of  competition, 
lalcedon  was  called  the  city  of  the  blind 
because  its  founders  rejected  the  nobler  site/ 
by  Byzantium  lying  at  their  feet.  The  nee 
for  vikion  of  the  future  in  the  governance 
of  cities  has  not  lessened  with  the  Wars. 
The  dweller  within  the  gates,  evenAnore 
than  the \tr anger  from  afar,  will  yky  the 
price  of  blindness. 

Dining  thev  course  of  my  Remarks  I 
stressed  the  following : 

The  Parkersburg  Mariettax&'ea  needs  the 
stimulus  of  a  fullyrnoderiUKed  airport  facil¬ 
ity  to  insure  that  itVedWxns  its  promise  of 
growth  in  the  space  ssm.  This  admonition 
in  no  way  detracts  frcuftSthe  very  significant 
progress  made  since^v ora.  began  August  8, 
1940  under  the  WEB.  project  and  continued 
through  September  1,  1944\when  the  old 
Civil  Aeronautic^ Administration  took  it  over 
as  a  national  defense  project.  A.  cost  tag  of 
$5  million  Ws  set  on  completions, 

Addition^  improvements  included  a 
$375,000  instrument  runway  extension  in 
1960,  a jf 55,000  high  intensity  runwayllight- 
ing  system  in  1962,  and  a  $58,000  taxi waj^ ex¬ 
tension  in  1964. 

recall  that  the  first  commercial  carrier 
lize  this  airport  was  American  Airlines 
S f  September  1,  1946,  followed  by  Allegheny 
r Airlines  in  May  of  1949,  Piedmont  Airlines  in 
March  1955,  and  Lake  Central  Airlines  on 
March  1,  1961. 

The  present  terminal  building  was  com¬ 
pleted  in  1952  and  is  used  by  three  scheduled 
airlines  and  the  restaurant.  The  Federal 
Aviation  Agency  Flight  Service  Station  util¬ 
izes  part  of  the  hangar  annex  building,  as  do 
fixed  base  operations,  Bambar  Aviation,  the 
pilots’  lounge,  and  the  airport  manager’s 
office. 

An  important  aspect  of  this  airport  is  that 
it  is  relatively  self-supporting.  Funds 
furnished  by  the  Wood  County  Court  are  for 
capital  improvements  only,  either  directly  on 
a  small  project  basis  or  on  a  participating 
basis  under  Federal  Aviation  Agency  air¬ 
port  aid  for  large  projects. 

Your  efficient  airport  manager,  Wallace 
Bennon,  has  told  me  that  projects  for  this 
year  include  improved  runway  lighting,  air 
conditioning  of  the  terminal  building,  com¬ 
plete  lighting  of  the  ramp  and  terminal  area 
with  mercury  vapor  lights,  construction  of 
a  new  building  for  airport  equipment,  and 
effectuation  of  a  resealing  of  the  runway 
joints  and  a  painting  of  the  instrument  run¬ 
way. 

This  facility  is  186th  out  of  946  civil  and 


military  airports  in  the  Nation  for  instru¬ 
ment  approaches. 

Our  commercial  carriers  provide  16  daily  , 
flights.  Total  air  carrier  operations  in  196<? 
equalled  10,084 — 400  more  than  in  19,64. 
Both  enplaned  and  deplaned  passenger /Vol¬ 
umes  during  the  first  4  months  of  thig’  year 
are  substantially  better  than  they  were  for 
the  same  periods  of  both  1963  aiui  1964. 

Meanwhile,  civil  transient,  milkmry  tran¬ 
sient,  and  local  operations  utilization  in  1964 
gained  substantially  over  the  1963  totals,  and 
the  same  categories,  excepting  possibly  air 
express,  were  well  ahead  of /prio£  volumes  in 
January  through  April 

These  are  manifestations  of  airport  utiliza¬ 
tion  and  they  are  signs^of  the  improved  eco¬ 
nomic  development  at  this  valley  of  the  fu¬ 
ture-served  by  this/vital  facility. 

In  concluding/my  address,  I  quoted  the 
following  linesrrom  the  poem  “No  Words 
Are  Born,”  Inez  George  Gridley: 
Beyond  the/parapets  of  outer  space 
Some  youvfg  Magellon  of  the  future  skies 
Will  steer  a  course  in  that  incredible  voyage 
Past  dpidrum  seas  of  purple  nothingness 
Whilg  constellations  flare  and  new  suns  rise. 
His/canvas  filled  with  opalescent  flame 
Will  ride  the  hurricane,  the  cosmic  fire 
ro  unimaginable  lands  without  a  name. 

’’Vasco  da  Gama,  straining  eyes  to  see 
The  first  faint  line  of  thin  and  wind-lashed 
coast. 

Was  dauntless  kin  to  this  explorer,  who 
Will  bring  his  brave  and  battered  hull  to  rest 
In  that  far  harbor,  on  that  chartless  sea. 

In  worlds  so  foreign  that  no  words  are  born 
Lucid  enough  to  tell  the  tale  to  me. 

Mr.  President,  that  evening  Gill  Robb 
Wilson  was  the  guest  of  honor  at  the  56th 
annual  meeting  of  the  Greater  Parkers¬ 
burg  Chamber  of  Commerce.  A  loyal 
friend  of  aviation  and  an  outstanding 
personality  of  the  entertainment  world 
was  to  have  introduced  Gill.  Unfortun¬ 
ately,  Arthur  Godfrey  was  unable  to  ap¬ 
pear. 

Mr.  Godfrey  has  sent  me  the  text  of  his 
speech  prepared  for  the  occasion.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  excerpts  from 
his  comments  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Remarks  of  Mr.  Godfrey 
As  editor  of  Fying  magazine,  Gill  Robb 
'  Ison  has  faithfully  recorded  the  progress 
of  personal,  commercial  and  military  avia¬ 
tion  through  the  years. 

Through  his  genius  Gill  firmly  established 
this  great  periodical  as  the  entertaining,  in- 
formativeNand  authoritative  chronicle  it  is 
today,  and'^or  which  we  all  have  great  re¬ 
spect.  As  a\  contributor  of  inspired  elo¬ 
quence,  however,  he  has  succeeded  not  only 
in  capturing  thk  quintessence  of  the  beauty 
and  the  thrill  and  the  art  and  the  science 
of  flying,  but  also\he  thus  affords  us,  his 
friends,  a  privileged,  intimate  glimpse  of  the 
true  depth  of  his  own  stall. 

No  one  need  speak  fok  Gill  Robb. Wilson. 
He  speaks  for  us — all  oKus  who  fly.  For 
years  I  have  called  him  thgypoet  laureate  of 
aviation. 

It  is  altogether  fitting,  evenSlf  coinciden¬ 
tal,  that  we  should  be  honoringNGill  on  this 
the  eve  of  the  Gemini  flight.  Had  it  not 
been  for  men  like  him,  there  would  have 
been  no  orbiting  astronauts — nay,  not  even 
in  Russia.  For  Gill  is  one  of  the  truk  pio¬ 
neers  of  powered  flight,  giving  the  Vord 
“pioneer”  Webster’s  full  definition:  “Onesof 
those  who  first  settle  or  explore  a  region 
thus  opening  it  for  occupation  and  develop-'' 
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^nt  by  others.”  Those  words  surely  de- 
the  man  we  honor  tonight.  Were  It 
not  folshis  ilk,  Gemini  would  still  be  Just 
one  of  t&vslgns  of  the  zodiac,  and  the 
flight  itself  psqbably  Just  a  wild  dream  in 
some  Jules  Vernfesjovel.  It  is  a  great  privi¬ 
lege  to  give  recognition  to  the  man  who  has 
done  so  much  to  helpNnake  that  dream  a 
reality— Gill  Robb  Wilson. ' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFR3*^t  (Mr. 
Bible  in  the  chair).  Is  there'fqrther 
morning  business?  If  not,  morhiog 
business  is  closed. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Chair 
lay  before  the  Senate  the  unfinished 
business 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  Chair  lays  before  the 
Senate  the  unfinished  business. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  without  losing 
his  right  to  the  floor? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  264 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  (No.  264)  and  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the' Senator  from  Ohio 
will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  3, 
line  22,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “20” 
and  insert  “12”. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  figure  “12”  as  now  written  in 
the  amendment  be  changed  to  “15.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  the  right  to  modify  his  own 
amendment.  The  figure  “12”  is  changed 
to  “15.” 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  embodies  practically  the 
identical  issue  that  was  involved  in  the 
Gruening  amendment,  which  was  ad¬ 
judged  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  yes¬ 
terday  to  be  unacceptable.  The  Gruen¬ 
ing  amendment  contemplated  reducing 
the  amount  of  the  loan  fund  which  the 
administration  would  be  allowed  to  use 
from  20  percent  to  10  percent.  My 
amendment  contemplates  reducing  the 
20  percent  to  a  new  level  of  15  percent. 
The  arguments  that  were  made  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Gruening  amendment  are 
equally  applicable  to  mine. 

I  can  very  briefly  state  why  I  believe 
the  amendment  is  sound  and  ought  to 
be  adopted. 

For  a  period  of  about  5  years,  I  would 
say,  constant  efforts  were  made  on  the 


floor  of  the  Senate  and  in  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  to  impose  restric¬ 
tions  upon  the  State  Department  in  the 
allocation  of  moneys  to  the  recipient  na¬ 
tions  of  the  world  under  the  foreign  as¬ 
sistance  program.  Repeatedly  we  had 
brought  before  us  instances  of  money 
being  given  or  loaned  to  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  under  circumstances  which  on  their 
very  face  seemed  to  be  objectionable  and 
not  supported  by  reason.  As  a  conse¬ 
quence  of  those  repeated  experiences, 
there  came  into  development  an  ap¬ 
proach  that  would  place  restrictions  in 
the  foreign  assistance  program  on  how, 
when,  and  under  what  conditions  the 
grants  and  loans  might  be  made. 

To  illustrate,  the  property  of  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens  was  being  confiscated  by 
various  nations  of  the  world.  The  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  confiscation  occurred  in 
Cuba.  Castro  decided  to  seize  the  prop¬ 
erty  of  American  citizens  without  ten¬ 
dering  due  compensation  for  the  prop¬ 
erty  taken.  Our  country  was  supposedly 
helpless  to  do  anything  about  it.  Castro 
conceived  the  very  generous  and  bounti¬ 
ful  idea  that  as  payment  for  the  property 
expropriated,  he  would  give  bonds  pay¬ 
able  in  25  or  30  years. 

Manifestly  that  proposal  was  highly 
unacceptable.  I  do  not  know  whether 
anything  was  done  by  the  Cuban  Govern¬ 
ment  even  as  a  gesture  to  compensate 
for  the  confiscation  of  the  property  of 
American  citizens. 

When  Castro  got  away  with  his  ex¬ 
propriation — his  theft  of  property  of 
American  citizens — other  nations  began 
to  do  the  same  thing.  The  other  na¬ 
tions  include  the  ones  that  were  the 
beneficiaries  of  our  bounty  under  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act.  I  can  well  un¬ 
derstand  the  thoughts  that  ran  through 
their  minds:  “Castro  did  it  and  got  by 
with  it.  Why  can  we  not  follow  the  same 
course?  Take  the  property  without  due 
compensation,  and  we  shall  thus  improve 
our  economy  and  our  life.” 

The  confiscation  of  property  is  justified 
neither  by  morality  nor  by  international 
law. 

It  is  theft  of  the  worst  type.  It  is  of 
the  worst  type  because  it  is  taken  by  duly 
constituted  governments,  which  ought  to 
adhere  to  ethics  and  to  international  law. 
This  problem  faced  Congress. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken- 
looper]  conceived  the  principle  that  at 
least  in  one  field  we  could  help  in  stop¬ 
ping  the  expropriation.  He  offered  an 
amendment  to  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  which  provided  that  if  and  when  a 
beneficiary  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
unlawfully  confiscated  property  without 
making  due  compensation  within  a  rea¬ 
sonable  time,  that  country  would  be 
barred  from  further  help  under  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  was  adopted  and  is  now  a  part  of 
the  law  of  the  land.  The  House  Mem¬ 
bers  and  the  Senate  Members  declared 
the  principle  under  which  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  moved  to  be  sound.  That  is 
example  No.  1  of  the  imposition  of  re¬ 
strictions  upon  the  State  Department  in 
the  granting  of  aid. 

We  now  come  to  the  second  instance. 
Under  the  loan  program  operations  of 
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AID,  our  Government  was  lending  to 
foreign  nations  money  at  three-fourths 
percent,  frequently  without  any  repay¬ 
ment  being  required  for  a  period  of  35 
years.  In  the  making  of  those  loans,  the 
United  States,  of  course,  had  to  borrow 
from  its  citizens  and  was  paying  them 
up  to  4  percent  interest.  The  loans  made 
by  AID  were  known  as  soft  loans.  But 
they  did  not  produce  for  our  country  the 
good  that  was  anticipated.  When  we 
made  such  a  loan,  it  had  the  attributes, 
practically,  of  a  gift. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt]  and  I  offered  an  amendment  to 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  to  provide 
that  loans  should  be  made — if  and  when 
the  amendment  were  adopted — on  the 
basis  of  2  percent  interest,  with  a  grace 
period  of  10  years,  as  I  recall,  in  which  no 
payments  had  to  be  made  either  of  prin¬ 
cipal  or  interest;  and  thereafter,  each 
year,  the  borrower  had  to  begin  to  pay  in¬ 
terest  on  the  principal.  That  amend¬ 
ment  was  adopted  by  the  Senate  and 
the  House,  and  rightfully  so,  on  the  basis 
that  some  aspect  of  sound  business  prin¬ 
ciples  ought  to  be  applied  when  the  loans 
were  made. 

A  third  instance  of  restrictions  placed 
upon  the  State  Department  in  the  man¬ 
agement  of  the  foreign  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  is  in  the  shipment  of  goods  to  Cuba. 
It  was  provided  in  one  of  the  laws — I  am 
not  certain  that  it  was  in  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act — that  denials  shall  be  made 
of  consideration  by  the  U.S.  Government 
of  countries  that  deal  with  Cuba. 

A  further  provision  was  made  in  an¬ 
other  field.  All  shipments  of  goods  un¬ 
der  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  had  to  be 
divided  on  the  basis  that  at  least  50  per¬ 
cent  of  such  shipments  would  be  in 
American  bottoms.  That  is,  the  shipper 
of  foreign  aid  goods  was  not  allowed  to 
hire  the  cheap  services  of  foreign  navi¬ 
gation  companies,  but  was  obliged  to  hire 
American  bottoms,  even  though  the  cost 
was  much  more. 

A  further  restriction  was  imposed  upon 
the  State  Department  with  respect  to  the 
amount  of  money  that  would  be  allowed 
to  be  loaned  to  those  foreign  companies. 
The  restriction  was  that  when  we  lent 
money,  a  condition  had  to  be  attached 
to  the  loan  to  require  the  borrower  to 
spend  the  money  in  the  United  States  for 
the  buying  of  materials  and  labor.  That 
was  a  good  provision.  It  was  intended  to 
keep  our  workers  employed. 

There  may  be  other  situations  in 
which  we  have  tried  to  impose  restric¬ 
tions,  but  I  believe  that  I  have  identi¬ 
fied  the  main  ones. 

When  those  amendments  were  adopted, 
the  State  Department,  in  my  judgment, 
felt  itself  tied  up.  It  wanted  to  be  eman¬ 
cipated  from  the  restraints  that  we  had 
imposed  upon  it.  It  conceived  the  idea 
that  it  could  get  around  the  restrictions 
by  having  our  money  go  to  a  multilateral 
agency  and  to  have  that  multilateral 
.agency  make  the  loans.  A  number  of 
multilateral  agencies  are  in  existence. 
The  principal  one  is  the  World  Bank. 
Its  membership  is  made  up  of  all  na¬ 
tions — perhaps  not  all,  but  practically 
all.  They  contribute  to  the  capital  fund 
of  the  institution,  and  that  institution 
then  makes  its  loans.  But  it  does  not 
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impose  any  tie-in  restrictions  which  re¬ 
quire  the  borrower  to  spend  the  bor¬ 
rowed  money  in  the  United  States.  Our 
money  that  goes  to  the  World  Bank  can 
be  lent  to  Yugoslavia,  for  instance,  and 
Yugoslavia  can  buy  goods  with  that 
money  wherever  she  wills.  She  can  buy 
in  Cuba.  She  can  buy  in  China  or  in 
Russia,  if  she  wishes. 

Under  the  restrictions  that  I  previously 
mentioned,  the  money  which  the  United 
States  lends  directly  under  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  must  be  spent  in  this 
country.  The  bill  as  it  is  pending  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  and  as  the  President  well 
understands,  contemplates  allowing  the 
administration  to  send  20  percent  of  the 
$780  million  allocated  for  loan  purposes 
to  the  multilateral  agencies,  where  com¬ 
plete  emancipation  will  be  enjoyed  with 
respect  to  restrictions  which  we  impose 
upon  the  use  of  that  money. 

The  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruen- 
ing]  yesterday  sought  to  reduce  the  20 
percent  to  10  percent.  My  amendment 
contemplates  reducing  the  amount  from 
20  to  15  percent.  I  have  made  that 
change  in  my  amendment. 

I  believe  that  the  proposal  is  sound. 
I  shall  now  give  my  main  reason  for  the 
predicate  of  my  sponsorship  of  the  bill. 

One  of  our  gravest  problems  is  the 
outflow  of  American  gold  into  foreign 
countries.  We  look  upon  that  problem 
indifferently.  Warnings  have  been  given 
to  us.  However,  the  citizen  pays  little 
attention  to  it,  and  many  Members  of 
Congress  pay  still  less  attention. 

The  gold  reserves  are  dwindling  every 
day.  They  may  soon  reach  the  point  at 
which  they  will  not  be  adequate  to  sup¬ 
port  the  paper  dollars  that  are  outstand¬ 
ing  in  our  Nation.  Three  months  ago, 
we  had  to  modify  the  gold  reserve  law 
and  remove  the  gold  which  supported  the 
deposits  in  the  Federal  Reserve  system 
and  make  it  available  to  meet  the  de¬ 
mands  of  our  foreign  creditors. 

I  believe  that  we  have  approximately 
$12.5  billion  in  gold  reserves.  Five  years 
ago  we  had  $25  billion.  Of  that  gold  re¬ 
serve,  $8.5  billion  is  needed  to  support 
the  paper  dollars  which  every  citizen  may 
have  in  his  pocket.  We  have  approxi¬ 
mately  $25  billion  of  claims  of  foreign 
creditors  against  a  balance  of  $4  billion. 

If  anyone  were  to  try  to  tell  me  that 
foreign  creditors,  the  moment  they  be¬ 
lieve  that  our  condition  is  shaky,  would 
not  demand  payment  of  their  debts  in 
gold,  I  would  be  shocked. 

The  proposal  contained  in  the  pending 
bill  contemplates  loosening  the  ability 
of  the  gold  of  our  Nation  to  flow  into 
other  countries.  Twenty  percent  of  $780 
million  would  be  $156  million,  which 
would  be  freed  for  spending  in  Cuba, 
China,  Russia,  or  any  other  country  in 
the  world. 

When  we  spend  money  in  other  coun¬ 
tries,  they  have  our  paper  dollars.  They 
would  be  able  to  say  to  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment:  “We  do  not  want  your  paper  dol¬ 
lars.  We  are  afraid  that  they  will  de¬ 
preciate  in  value.  We  want  glittering 
yellow  gold.” 

The  time  may  come — and  I  have  a 
feeling  that  it  will  come,  unless  some¬ 
thing  is  done  about  it — when  the  nations 


of  the  world  which,  as  I  have  said,  have 
$25  billion  of  claims  against  us  will  say: 
“We  want  payment  in  gold.” 

What  does  my  amendment  propose? 
It  contemplates,  in  a  measure,  insuring 
that  the  money  which  we  loan  to  foreign 
countries  for  the  purchase  of  material 
and  goods  shall  be  spent  in  the  United 
States.  It  would  make  it  certain  that 
the  money  would  be  spent  in  the  United 
States  if  the  amendment  were  adopted. 
If  the  amendment  were  rejected,  the 
money  might  be  spent  in  the  United 
States,  but  not  with  any  certainty. 

The  argument  is  made,  and  was  made, 
against  the  Gruening  amendment,  that 
“It  is  only  a  small  amount.  It  does  not 
mean  much.” 

Twenty  percent  of  $780  million  is  $156 
million.  That  means  a  great  deal  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  gold  problem  that  con¬ 
fronts  our  country. 

I  have  heard  that  argument  before, 
Mr.  President.  “It  does  not  mean  much. 
It  is  an  inconsequential  wrong.  It  is 
trivial.  Pay  no  attention  to  it.”  How¬ 
ever,  an  accumulation  of  inconsequential 
and  trivial  wrongs  finally  ci-eate  huge 
problems.  Those  huge  problems  have 
already  developed  and  confront  our  coun¬ 
try  on  the  basis  of  many  trivial  and 
inconsequential  wrongs. 

In  my  judgment,  and  if  it  were  within 
my  power,  I  would  direct  my  attention 
now,  fully  and  wholly,  to  protecting  the 
gold  reserves  of  our  country.  The  bill, 
as  now  drawn,  is  indifferent  to  that  prob¬ 
lem.  It  proposes  to  do  nothing  about  it. 
That  can  only  produce  harm. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  for  his  effort  to  bring 
additional  sanity  and  restraint  into  some 
aspects  of  our  foreign  aid  bill. 

Does  the  Senator  feel  that,  for  any 
reason,  a  standard  of  three-fourths  of  1- 
percent  interest  rate,  with  no  repayment 
of  principal  for  10  years,  and  a  50-year 
period  for  payment  can  be  considered  a 
loan? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  am  grateful  to  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  for  reminding  me 
of  that  situation.  That  is  the  soft  loan 
window  of  the  World  Bank. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  if  this 
money  were  to  go  to  that  institution,  it 
could  make  a  50-year  loan  at  three- 
fourths  of  1  percent,  with  a  10-year  pe¬ 
riod  of  grace  during  which  there  would 
not  have  to  be  any  payments  on  prin¬ 
cipal.  I  do  not  believe  that  is  sound. 
That  is  one  of  the  things  that  we  tried 
to  protect  against  in  the  Lausche-Mundt 
amendment. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Does  the  Senator 
believe  that  the  American  people  realize 
that  concealed  in  the  so-called  loans  is  a 
substantial  grant  by  which  during  the 
years  of  no  repayment,  and,  indeed,  dur¬ 
ing  the  entire  life  of  the  loan,  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  are  being  taxed  on  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  what  they  must  pay  for 
money,  at  the  rate  of  approximately  4  or 
5  percent,  and  the  negligible  three - 
fourths  of  1 -percent  interest  which  we 


allege  that  we  will  collect  from  the  bor¬ 
rower? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Alaska  was  not  present  when  I  discussed 
the  reasons  for  adopting  the  Mundt- 
Lausche  amendment.  The  amendment 
was  adopted  because  we  believed  that  the 
procedure  which  the  Senator  has  men¬ 
tioned  is  not  sound.  It  did  not  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  betterment  of  relations 
with  foreign  countries  when  we  made 
these  loans  on  the  basis,  and  under  the 
name,  of  a  loan,  when,  in  fact,  they  were 
practically  a  gift. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  recall  what  became  of  the 
Mundt-Lausche-Morse  amendment  after 
it  had  passed  the  Senate  by  a  very  sub¬ 
stantial  vote? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  will 
have  to  refresh  my  memory. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  It  was  taken  out  in 
conference.  That  is  so  frequently  the 
fate  of  good  amendments  which  have 
been  agreed  to  by  a  substantial  vote 
in  the  Senate. 

It  strikes  me  as  one  of  the  undemo¬ 
cratic  aspects  of  Congress,  by  which  pro¬ 
cedure,  a  small  group  of  men  disregard 
the  mandate  of  an  overwhelming  vote 
of  one  of  the  two  bodies  of  Congress  and 
work  their  own  will  in  a  closed  con¬ 
ference. 

I  believe  that  is  one  of  the  undemo¬ 
cratic  aspects  of  our  congressional  pro¬ 
cedure.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  the 
confereees  should  have  respect  for  and 
pay  some  substantial  attention  to  the 
wishes  of  the  body  which  they  repre¬ 
sent  in  conference.  However,  that  un¬ 
fortunately  is  often  not  the  case. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  my 
recollection  is  that  the  Lausche-Mundt 
amendment  provided  for  a  2.5-percent 
interest  rate,  with  a  less  than  10-year 
period  of  grace,  and  with  an  earlier  time 
within  which  payments  had  to  be  begun. 

The  conference  committee  cut  it  down 
to  2  percent,  and  I  think  gave  a  10-year 
period  of  grace  and  a  longer  time  of 
maturity  in  the  repayment  of  the  debt. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  have  I 
left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  5  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Was  the  total  allo¬ 
cation  30  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct;  30  minutes  to  each 
side. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  will  yield  the  floor. 
I  hope  the  opponents  of  the  amendment 
will  not  make  the  argument  that  it  is 
only  a  small  matter,  that  it  is  incon¬ 
sequential,  and  therefore  no  attention 
should  be  paid  to  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
does  the  Senator  from  Ohio  wish  a  yea- 
and-nay  vote  on  the  amendment? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  There  are  not 
enough  Senators  present  at  the  moment 
to  order  the  yeas  and  nays.  I  wonder  if 
we  had  not  better  ask  for  a  quorum. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  have  I 
left? 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  30  minutes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  have  the  time. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  on  a  procedural  matter? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  it  ought  to  be 
understood  that  as  the  one  who  helped 
produce  the  time  limitation,  I  proposed 
it  on  the  understanding  that  there  would 
be  record  votes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  what  we 
are  doing. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  understand.  On  that 
basis,  a  time  limitation  was  imposed.  Of 
course,  the  understanding  was  that  if 
Senators  desire  yea-and-nay  votes,  they 
should  have  them. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Will  the  Senator  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum  so  that 
more  Senators  will  be  present? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes.  Let  us  get 
them  on  the  floor  and  have  the  yeas  and 
nays  ordered,  and  I  will  speak  only  a  few 
moments,  because  I  spoke  on  the  same 
issue  just  recently. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum.  If  we  get  enough  Senators 
present  to  have  the  yeas  and  nays  or¬ 
dered,  we  shall  be  ready  to  proceed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  wish  to  have  the  time  for 
the  quorum  call  taken  out  of  his  time? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  take  only  a  few  minutes  on  the 
amendment.  It  involves  exactly  the 
same  principle  on  which  the  Senate 
voted  the  other  day  on  the  Gruening 
amendment.  If  the  Senate  followed  the 
rule  of  substance  rather  than  form,  the 
amendment  would  be  subject  to  a  point 
of  order,  but  since  the  Senate  does  not 
follow  the  rule  of  substance,  it  is  not 
subject  to  a  point  of  order. 

The  only  difference  between  this 
amendment  and  the  Gruening  amend¬ 
ment  is  that  the  Gruening  amendment 
deleted  the  full  increase  of  the  10  per¬ 
cent.  The  pending  amendment  deletes 
half  of  it.  Precisely  the  same  principle 
is  involved. 

The  Senate  was  entirely  correct  the 
other  day  in  voting  to  reject  the  Gruen¬ 
ing  amendment.  I  see  no  reason  for  it 
to  change  its  vote  on  this  amendment. 
The  principle  involved  is  whether  the 
funds  should  be  available;  it  is  not 
mandatory.  Under  the  action  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  nothing  has 
been  done  under  the  10  percent  power  of 
allocation. 

I  am  not  at  all  sure  or  sanguine  that 
it  will  be  done,  but  the  principle  involved 
is  a  matter  of  policy  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate  that  we  should  move  toward 
greater  utilization  of  the  international 
organizations  affiliated  with  the  Bank. 
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One  last  word  about  AID  and  the 
Bank  itself.  The  Bank  has  perhaps 
stricter  standards  for  making  loans  than 
does  the  AID  agency.  It  will  never  make 
a  loan  to  a  country  which  is  in  default 
on  loans.  It  has  refused  to  lend  to 
Greece  because  that  country  has  been 
in  default  on  a  relatively  small  loan  con¬ 
tracted  in  1929. 

So  I  do  not  believe  there  should  be  any 
question  with  regard  to  the  matter  of 
confiscation.  In  my  opinion  the  bank 
will  be  as  careful  as,  if  not  more  careful 
than,  AID,  in  the  discouragement  of  any 
kind  of  confiscation. 

If  the  Senator  is  willing  to  yield  back 
his  time,  I  will  yield  back  my  time,  and 
the  Senate  can  vote. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  will  yield  back 
my  time - 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  only  thing  I  wish 
to  say  is  that  I  look  with  dismay  upon 
the  shortness  of  time  taken  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ai’kansas,  because  it  indicates 
that  he  attaches  such  little  strength  to 
the  cause  of  my  argument  that  no  further 
debate  on  his  part  is  necessary. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  No.  We  debated 
the  same  principle  the  other  day.  It  is 
exactly  the  same.  I  see  no  reason  to  ex¬ 
pect  that  the  Senate  will  vote  differently 
or  for  me  to  speak  longer  on  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  30  seconds  for  a  com¬ 
ment?  The  Senator  from  Ohio  has  a 
great  misunderstanding  of  the  position 
of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  happens  to  stand  in 
a  position  where  he  has  the  votes,  so  why 
talk? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  No;  I  have  con¬ 
fidence  that  the  Senate  is  not  going  to 
change  its  stand  on  principle  within  3 
days.  It  is  usually  consistent  for  a  week, 
at  least. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  shortness  of  the  comments  of  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  is  subject  to  the 
interpretation  that  he  does  not  have 
enough  confidence  in  the  argument  to  do 
more  talking. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  As  a  former  college 
president,  does  not  the  Senator  believe 
in  the  value  of  education?  Does  not  the 
Senator  believe  it  is  of  benefit? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Not  particularly 
in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  my  time. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  back  my 

time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  been  yielded 
back.  The  question  is  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  (No.  264) ,  as  modified,  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche] 
for  himself  and  other  Senators. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris],  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Long],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  the  Senator 


from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  and 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Namara]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Tennesee  [Mr.  Bass],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator 
from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  and  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Pearson]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
son],  and  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Miller]  are  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller],  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson],  and  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  42, 


nays  39,  as 

follows: 

[No.  117  Leg.] 
YEAS — 42 

Aiken 

Fannin 

Russell,  S.C. 

Allott 

Gore 

Russell,  Ga. 

Bartlett 

Gruening 

Saltonstall 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Simpson 

Bible 

Hill 

Smith 

Boggs 

Holland 

Stennis 

Cannon 

Hruska 

Symington 

Cotton 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Talmadge 

Dirksen 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Thurmond 

Dodd 

Lausche 

Tower 

Dominick 

Morse 

Williams,  Del. 

Eastland 

Mundt 

Yarborough 

Ellender 

Prouty 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ervin 

Robertson 

NAYS— 39 

Young,  Ohio 

Anderson 

Jackson 

Monroney 

Bayh 

Javits 

Montoya 

Burdick 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Morton 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Moss 

Case 

Kuchel 

Nelson 

Church 

Long,  La. 

Pastore 

Clark 

Mansfield 

Pell 

Cooper 

McCarthy 

Proxmire 

Douglas 

McGee 

Randolph 

Fulbright 

McGovern 

Rlbicoff 

Hart 

McIntyre 

Scott 

Hartke 

Metcalf 

Smathers 

Inouye 

Mondale 

Williams,  N.J. 

NOT  VOTING— 19 

Bass 

Hayden 

Muskie 

Brewster 

Long,  Mo. 

Neuberger 

Byrd,  Va. 

Magnuson 

Pearson 

Carlson 

McClellan 

Sparkman 

Curtis 

McNamara 

Tydings 

Fong 

Miller 

Harris 

Murphy 

So  Mr.  Lausche’s  amendment  as  modi¬ 
fied  (No.  264)  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

M 
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The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
line  4,  strike  out  the  period  and  in  lieu 
thereof  insert  a  comma  and  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

Provided,  That  with  respect  to  any  dollars 
herein  authorized  the  voting  power  of  the 
United  States  shall  be  exercised  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  disapproving  any  loan  by  the  Asso¬ 
ciation  for  any  project,  enterprise,  or  activity 
in  any  country,  during  any  period  for  which 
the  President  has  suspended  assistance  to 
the  government  of  such  country  because  of 
any  action  taken  on  or  after  January  1,  1962, 
by  the  government  of  such  country  or  any 
government  agency  or  subdivision  within 
such  country  as  specified  in  paragraph  (A), 
(B),  or  (C),  of  subsection  (e)(1)  of  section 
620  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended,  and  the  failure  of  such  country 
within  a  reasonable  time  to  take  appropriate 
steps  to  discharge  its  obligations  or  provide 
relief  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
such  subsection. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  2  days,  in  connection  with 
the  increased  authority  which  would  be 
given  to  the  President  to  transfer  U.S. 
dollars  to  the  International  Development 
Bank,  there  has  been  considerable  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  fact  that  through  this  de¬ 
vice  Development  Loan  Fund  dollars 
transferred  to  the  IDA  escape  the  re¬ 
strictions  which  the  Congress  has  writ¬ 
ten  into  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act. 

One  of  those  restrictions  is  the  so- 
called  Hickenlooper  amendment,  which 
provides  that  no  aid  shall  be  furnished  to 
nations  found  by  the  President  to  have 
expropriated  U.S.-owned  property. 

During  the  consideration  earlier  this 
year  of  a  bill  authorizing  an  increase  in 
funds  for  the  Inter-American  Bank,  the 
Congress  adopted  an  amendment  offered 
by  the  able  and  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  in¬ 
structing  the  U.S.  representative  on  that 
Bank  to  vote  against  any  loan  to  any  na¬ 
tion  found  by  the  President  to  have  ex¬ 
propriated  U.S.-owned  property. 

The  amendment  which  I  now  offer 
would  do  exactly  the  same  thing  with 
respect  to  loans  by  the  International  De¬ 
velopment  Association. 

Both  the  Inter -American  Development 
Bank  and  the  International  Develop¬ 
ment  Association  should  be  treated  alike. 
The  Congress  has  already  decided  that 
the  Inter-American  Development  Bank 
should  be  subject  to  the  restrictions  of 
the  Hickenlooper  amendment.  The  In¬ 
ternational  Development  Association 
should  be  subject  to  the  same  restric¬ 
tions. 

That  is  all  my  amendment  would  do. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  studied  the  amendment.  I  am  pre¬ 
pared  to  take  it  to  conference.  It  is  a 
direction  to  our  representative  on  the 
International  Development  Association 
to  comply  with  the  same  regulations  that 
apply  to  the  Inter-American  Develop¬ 
ment  Bank.  I  am  willing  to  take  the 
amendment  to  conference.  I  believe  it 
is  all  right. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  Sen¬ 
ators  yield  back  the  remainder  of  their 
time? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  also  yield  back  my 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back  and  has  expired. 
The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Alaska. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  244 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  No.  244. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  11, 
lines  20  to  22,  strike  out  “and  to  engage 
in  other  activities  helpful  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  development  of  friendly 
countries.” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
one  of  my  minor  amendments,  but  never¬ 
theless  an  amendment  of  significance  and 
import.  I  shall  not  take  anywhere  near 
my  30  minutes  on  the  amendment.  The 
amendment  would  strike  from  the  bill 
the  language  “and  to  engage  in  other  ac¬ 
tivities  helpful  to  the  economic  and  social 
development  of  friendly  countries.” 

This  deals  with  what  is  commonly 
called  civic  action  programs. 

Nowhere  does  the  law  define  what  is 
meant  by  civil  action.  The  sentence  I 
amend  states  that  the  military  may 
be  used  to  construct  public  works,  and 
then  there  follows  some  intresting  ver¬ 
biage  which  might  give  rise,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  to  great  abuses  in  th  exercise  of 
unchecked  discretionary  power  on  the 
part  of  the  administrator  of  the  program. 

My  amendment  would  strike  out  the 
words  “and  to  engage  in  other  activities 
helpful  to  the  economic  and  social  devel¬ 
opment  of  friendly  countries.”  My 
amendment  would  leave  the  words  “pub¬ 
lic  works,”  and  eliminate  the  remainder 
as  being  civic  action. 

Who  knows  what  might  be  done  in  ac¬ 
tivities  helpful  to  the  economic  and  so¬ 
cial  development  of  a  country?  Who 
will  determine  it?  What  will  be  the 
standards  or  guidelines? 

This  is  a  good  example  of  how  a 
sleeper  clause  can  get  into  Federal  leg¬ 
islation  to  permit  unchecked  power  by 
way  of  exercise  of  discretion. 

There  is  no  effective  check  in  this 
language  on  those  who  will  proceed  to 
spend  money  in  accordance  with  their 
discretion  and  judgment  as  to  what  will 
be  helpful  to  the  economic  and  social 
development  of  a  given  country. 

Who  knows  what  the  military  junta  in 
Bolivia,  for  example,  will  consider  to  be 
in  the  interest  of  the  economic  and  so¬ 
cial  development  of  their  country? 

They  might  consider  the  planning  of 
a  coup,  the  rigging  of  an  election,  the 
raiding  of  religious  institutions  or  any¬ 
thing  else  which,  in  accordance  with 


their  discretion,  would  be  in  the  interests, 
as  they  see  it,  of  the  economic  and  so¬ 
cial  development  of  the  country. 

When  I  think  of  the  exact  language 
that  we  require  for  the  expenditure  of 
Federal  funds  in  our  own  country  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  operations  of  the  Army 
Engineers,  I  am  at  a  loss  as  to  why  we 
are  willing  to  give  unchecked  power  to  a 
military  junta  or,  for  that  matter,  the 
military  of  any  other  country. 

We  have  a  pretty  clear  idea  of  public 
works,  but  we  are  in  the  domain  of  the 
unknown  when  we  start  talking  about 
giving  discretionary  power  to  those  in 
charge  of  the  military  power  in  some 
other  country  and  in  which  the  recipients 
of  the  military  aid  determine  what  is  in 
the  economic  and  social  interest  of  the 
country.  There  will  be  plenty  of  public 
works  that  will  keep  those  military  forces 
busy  for  a  long  time  in  any  one  of  the 
underdeveloped  countries  to  which  Amer¬ 
ican  aid  goes. 

Senators  would  never  vote  to  permit 
the  use  of  the  military  forces  in  the 
United  States  “to  engage  in  activities 
helpful  to  the  economic  and  social  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  United  States.”  That 
is  one  way  in  which  we  are  turning  over 
more  and  more  control  of  U.S.  assistance 
to  military  personnel  at  home  and 
abroad.  It  is  loose,  blank-check  lan¬ 
guage  of  that  kind  that  is  always  getting 
us  into  trouble  in  the  administration  of 
our  foreign  aid  program. 

While  I  do  not  intend  to  discuss  the 
subject  in  connection  with  the  present 
amendment,  I  shall  do  so  at  some  length 
in  connection  with  another. 

I  have  on  my  desk  the  devastating  re¬ 
ports  of  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  in  regard  to  the  shocking 
waste  and  inefficiency  of  the  foreign  aid 
group  in  the  administration  of  our  for¬ 
eign  aid  program.  I  cannot  read  those 
reports  without  recognizing  that  some  of 
that  waste  could  have  been  prevented 
administratively  if  we  had  tied  down 
with  some  clear  definitions  of  authority 
the  extent  to  which  discretion  could  be 
used  by  those  in  charge  of  the  program. 

Until  Congress  makes  up  its  mind  what 
exactly  is  to  be  done  under  “civic  action,” 
the  term  should  be  restricted  to  public 
works. 

Note  what  we  are  doing.  The  existing 
language  encouraging  the  use  of  military 
aid  for  “public  works  and  other  activities 
helpful  to  economic  development”  is 
stricken  from  the  committee  bill  and 
even  more  vague  language  is  substituted. 

I  close  by  saying  that  all  I  am  asking 
to  do  is  to  put  the  period  at  the  end  of 
“public  works.”  For  years  in  connection 
with  my  work  in  Latin  America  I  have 
urged  that  we  try  to  encourage  our 
Latin  American  countries  to  follow  the 
example  of  the  U.S.  Army  Engineers  in 
using  their  military  forces  for  the  build¬ 
ing  of  dams,  for  the  building  of  roads, 
for  the  building  of  flood  control  projects, 
and  reclamation  projects.  They  are  all 
subject  to  specific  identification.  No 
question  of  ambiguity  develops  over  the 
application  of  the  words  “public  works.” 

What  I  wish  to  stress  to  the  Senate  is 
that  we  would  not  possibly,  if  we  devoted 
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all  of  our  money  by  way  of  aid  to  any 
Latin  American  country  to  be  used  for 
the  construction  of  public  works,  have 
enough  money.  We  do  not  have  to  have 
this  ambiguous,  undefinable  language 
added  to  the  bill  at  this  point.  All  I  am 
doing  by  the  amendment  is  to  put  a 
period  after  “public  works.”  That  would- 
be  a  great  incentive  to  those  groups  to 
develop  the  kind  of  program  that  we  have 
in  the  United  States  for  our  Army 
Engineers. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Will  the  Senator 
be  good  enough  to  give  me  an  example 
of  the  type  of  abuse  that  the  Senator 
seeks  to  eliminate  by  his  amendment? 

Mr.  MORSE.  As  I  said  in  my  state¬ 
ment,  when  we  leave  it  up  to  the  military 
and  the  government — and  many  of  these 
are  military  junta  governments  or  dic¬ 
tatorships — to  make  use  of  the  money  as 
they  see  fit  to  construct  public  works 
and  to  engage  in  other  activities  helpful 
to  the  economic  and  social  development 
of  friendly  countries,  we  give  them  too 
broad  a  scope.  What  would  they  use  it 
for?  They  might  spend  money  in  con¬ 
nection  with  rigging  an  election  or  in 
connection  with  carrying  on  a  contro¬ 
versy  with  a  group  in  their  country  that 
is  challenging  them.  That  is  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  and  would  be  for  the  social 
development  of  the  country.  I  do  not 
want  the  money  used  for  any  other  pur¬ 
pose  under  that  part  of  the  bill  than  the 
construction  of  public  works.  I  do  not 
want  them  to  use  their  army  for  politi¬ 
cal  purposes.  I  do  not  want  them  to  be 
able  to  use  the  money,  directly  or  indi¬ 
rectly,  to  build  up  military  power  in  the 
administration  of  a  government. 

They  might  say  that  that  is  for  the 
social  and  economic  development  of  their 
country.  I  do  not  believe  the  American 
taxpayer  should  help  to  finance  such  a 
program.  But  I  am  for  spending  money 
on  public  works  through  their  army  be¬ 
cause  that  would  develop  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  has  heard  me  say 
so  many  times.  That  would  develop,  in 
spite  of  themselves,  seedbeds  of  economic 
freedom  in  that  country.  Every  dam, 
every  road,  and  every  public  works  ends 
by  strengthening  the  cause  of  economic 
freedom  in  a  country. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  would 
the  Senator  consider  under  the  definition 
of  what  he  seeks  to  achieve  a  school- 
house  or  a  health  facility? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Public  works.  Cer¬ 
tainly.  A  schoolhouse  is  a  public  work; 
a  hospital  is  a  public  work;  a  city  hall 
is  a  public  work;  a  public  building  is  a 
public  work. 

I  wish  to  tie  it  down  to  a  concept  of  a 
physical  body;  namely,  a  dam,  a  hos¬ 
pital,  a  school,  a  road.  We  do  not  have 
enough  money  to  go  around  for  all  that 
they  would  like  to  do.  If  we  encourage 
that  type  of  action,  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  charges  that  are  made,  that  we  are 
pouring  out  a  great  deal  of  military  aid 
hi  some  countries  to  build  up  a  military 
oligarchy,  they  would  be  reduced. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Does  the  Senator  be¬ 
lieve  that  his  amendment  would  elimi¬ 
nate  a  considerable  amount  of  waste  in 
the  utilization  of  foreign  aid? 


Mr.  MORSE.  I  believe  it  would  elimi¬ 
nate  the  temptation  to  waste.  No  one 
knows  yet  what  is  to  be  done  under  this 
language,  because  we  are  authorizing 
utilization  of  military  aid  for  civic  ac¬ 
tion  for  the  first  time.  I  merely  want 
to  see  the  language  of  the  authorization 
confined  to  known  elements. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  the  information. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  all  I  have  to  say 
on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  5  minutes. 

I  believe  the  Senator  is  unduly  con¬ 
cerned  when  he  says  that  these  things 
might  happen.  I  do  not  believe  he  is 
able  to  provide  any  instances  in  which 
those  countries  have  used  the  money  to 
rig  an  election.  Many  things  might 
happen  to  any  of  the  programs  if  the 
people  administering  them  pay  no  atten¬ 
tion  to  them  and  do  not  supervise  them. 
The  waste  I  am  familiar  with  has  been 
with  regard  to  the  supplying  of  military 
hardware.  I  have  seen  no  report  which 
stated  that  the  countries  have  wasted 
money  on  the  rigging  of  an  election. 
Nonmilitary  activities  resulting  in  civic 
progress  have  been  accomplished  at  our 
instigation.  We  have  urged  the  military 
forces  in  a  number  of  countries  to  go  into 
that  field  in  the  hope  that  we  could  keep 
their  minds  off  coups,  the  rigging  of  elec¬ 
tions,  or  anything  of  that  kind.  We 
desire  to  encourage  them. 

I  am  for  public  works,  but  the  activities 
are  broader  than  that  and  include  such 
things  as  establishing  dispensaries  for 
mobile  medical  units  and  providing  facil¬ 
ities  for  technical  training.  Many  of 
those  best  qualified  to  train  people  are 
in  the  military.  Many  of  them  have  had 
that  kind  of  training. 

These  programs  include  assistance 
during  epidemics;  and  not  only  epidem¬ 
ics,  but  action  that  may  be  required  for 
the  prevention  of  epidemics.  If  an 
epidemic  should  occur,  it  seems  to  me 
that  it  would  be  prefectly  proper  that 
the  help  of  the  army  should  be  enlisted. 
If  the  army  is  properly  organized,  it 
can  move  in.  It  could  use  modern  medi¬ 
cines,  perhaps,  better  than  many  other 
agencies. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  This  is  the  key  to  the 
colloquy  in  which  I  engaged  with  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon.  It  becomes 
important  in  the  interpretation  of  “pub¬ 
lic  works.”  I  am  inclined  to  favor  what 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  is  trying  to  do. 
yet  I  recognize  that  in  the  case  of  an  epi¬ 
demic  or  an  earthquake  in  many  coun¬ 
tries,  only  the  army  could  come  in  and 
give  temporary  relief. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  army  is 
trained  to  do  that. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  That  is  what  I  have 
been  trying  to  have  clarified  in  the 
colloquy  with  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  would  not  object. 
The  major  part  would  be  classified  as 
public  works.  I  see  no  point  in  trying  to 
tie  hands.  That  always  raises  doubt  as 
to  whether  the  army  could  function;  as 
to  whether  or  not  the  interpretation  of 
“public  works”  includes  a  particular  ac¬ 
tivity. 

Our  own  people  work  with  those 
people.  We  have  been  trying  to  encour¬ 


age  them  to  do  something  besides  sitting 
around  the  barracks,  plotting  to  over¬ 
throw  the  government.  Because  of  the 
experience  of  our  own  Army  Engineers, 
our  own  Government  has  been  encour¬ 
aged  in  the  belief  that  the  armies  of 
other  countries  could  enter  into  such 
activities  in  the  hope  that  it  would  have 
a  more  civilizing  effect  upon  their 
armies. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Wll  the  Senator  from 
Arksansas  be  good  enough  to  give  me  in¬ 
formation  about  or  to  explain  some  of 
the  projects  that  are  being  developed 
and  to  tell  how  some  of  the  money  is 
being  spent  and  for  what  type  of  projects 
outside  the  definition  of  public  works 
that  the  Senator  believes  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  has  mentioned? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  did  not  antici¬ 
pate  this  specific  question.  Many  proj¬ 
ects  could  be  carried  on  under  the  exist¬ 
ing  provisions  of  the  law,  such  as  fores¬ 
try  service  projects,  mapping,  coastal 
surveys,  education,  sanitation,  and  hy¬ 
giene,  assistance  during  epidemics,  as¬ 
sistance  to  medical  schools,  and  assist¬ 
ance  during  earthquakes. 

I  was  thinking  of  one  possibility.  A 
barge  might  be  supplied  to  the  naval 
forces  of  an  area.  That  barge  could 
be  used,  under  the  existing  language, 
perhaps  for  a  ferry,  which  would  not 
be  a  public  work. 

I  see  no  point  in  trying  to  restrict  the 
army,  unless  it  is  assumed  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  program  be  in  a 
conspiracy  to  defraud  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  or  to  do  something  that  would  be 
entirely  out  of  order. 

This  is  the  kind  of  discretion  that  is 
entirely  proper  for  the  military  people. 
I  think  it  is  good  for  the  military  itself; 
it  gives  it  a  sense  of  participation  in 
peacetime  activity  and  enables  it  to 
make  a  contribution  to  the  welfare  of 
the  country. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Would  the  Senator 
be  so  good  as  to  explain  the  amount  of 
funds  involved  that  the  amendment 
seeks  to  restrict? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  has  never 
been  broken  down.  A  specific  appro¬ 
priation  is  not  provided.  It  is  merely  a 
limitation  upon  assistance  to  the  defense 
or  military  forces  which  we  support.  We 
might  supply  them  with  a  barge  to  use 
for  the  movement  of  people  or  livestock. 
It  might  be  used  in  a  broader  way  than 
purely  as  a  public  work.  Some  discrer 
tion  would  be  given.  There  is  no  break¬ 
down,  so  far  as  I  know,  in  dollars  as  to 
this  activity.  We  merely  provide  we  may 
supply  certain  equipment  and  assistance 
to  the  forces  we  support. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  believe  I  under¬ 
stand  what  the  Senator  from  Oregon  is 
driving  at,  and  I  sympathize  with  his 
motive.  The  dilemma  in  which  I  find 
myself  is  that  the  limitation  on  public 
works  might  include  items  like  trans¬ 
portation  of  agricultural  products,  map¬ 
ping,  coastal  survey,  forestry  service, 
dispensary,  mobile  medical  units,  edu¬ 
cation,  sanitation,  and  hygiene — assist¬ 
ance  needed  during  epidemics. 

I  am  wondering  whether  an  amend¬ 
ment  could  not  be  drawn  to  achieve  what 
the  Senator  says  the  funds  should  be 
used  for  and  as  to  which  the  distin- 
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guished  Senator  from  Oregon  seeks  to 
restrict  their  use. 

I  recognize  that  “public  works”  is  a 
broad  term,  one  that  might  very  well 
not  include  assistance  in  time  of  epi¬ 
demic  or  disaster.  That  is  what  bothers 
me.  Otherwise  I  think  I  would  be  in¬ 
clined  to  support  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

In  the  light  of  the  colloquy  between 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oregon,  I  am  wondering  if  they 
could  not  establish  their  meaning  with 
respect  to  the  use  of  these  funds,  so  that 
U.S.  authorities  who  have  to  do  with  the 
dispensing  of  the  funds  would  be  in  a 
position  to  make  certain  that  they  are 
restricted  for  public  works  in  the  wider 
sense  and  not  the  narrower  sense  of 
merely  using  them  for  roads,  dams,  and 
such  works. 

That  iS  the  dilemma  with  which  I  find 
myself  faced  as  I  listen  to  the  discussion. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes.  There  really  is  no 
dilemma  at  all.  The  point  that  is  being 
overlooked  is  that  there  is  nothing  to 
which  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  has 
referred — epidemics,  health  programs, 
sound  social  welfare  programs — which 
would  not  continue  to  be  done  under  the 
bill,  if  the  country  wished  to  develop  that 
kind  of  ability.  That  goes  with  the  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  program  in  the  bill.  In  time 
of  emergency  or  epidemic,  the  civilian 
government  can  make  use  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  forces,  as  a  matter  of  national  secu¬ 
rity  and  assistance. 

My  amendment  would  make  perfectly 
clear  that  we  will  not  give  discretion  to 
the  military,  under  the  bill,  to  proceed  to 
carry  out  programs  for  which,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  its  judgment,  it  wishes  to  use 
the  military  forces.  If  my  amendment 
were  adopted,  there  would  be  nothing  to 
stop  the  military  junta  government  of 
Bolivia  or  the  free  government  of  Vene¬ 
zuela  from  engaging  in  a  social  welfare 
program  of  the  type  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff]  and  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  FulbrightI 
have  been  talking  about. 

I  merely  say  that  so  far  as  the  military 
aid  sections  of  the  bill  are  concerned, 
over  and  above  the  hardware  features, 
and  the  supplying  of  weapons,  to  which 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  has  referred, 
there  are  a  number  of  ways,  that  these 
other  programs  will  be  carried  out  by  the 
government  of  the  country. 

Take  any  country  as  an  example. 
Suppose  an  epidemic  should  break  out. 
The  economic  aid  program  contains  a 
fund  for  health.  Any  group  of  the  coun¬ 
try’s  citizenry  could  come  to  the  coun¬ 
try’s  aid.  The  amendment  does  not 
mean  that  the  army  could  not  be  used. 
I  am  merely  trying  to  limit  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  military  in  those  countries 
to  defense  matters,  internally  and  ex¬ 
ternally,  and  have  them  used  as  the 
Army  Engineers  are  used  in  this  country 
for  the  development  of  public  works. 

I  want  to  try  to  clear  up  this  point  of 
confusion.  I  am  not  trying  to  stop  a 
country,  by  my  amendment,  from  engag¬ 
ing  in  hospital  or  health  programs.  I 
merely  say  that  we  should  not  give  the 
authority  to  the  army;  we  should  give  it 


to  the  civilian  government.  One  of  our 
great  problems  under  our  military  aid 
program  is  that  we  are  building  military 
oligarchies  and  military  authorities  in 
various  countries,  oligarchies  which,  in 
my  judgment,  are  making  Communists 
rather  than  free  men  and  women. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  would 
the  Senator  consider  adding  to  his 
amendment,  “public  works  or  projects 
having  to  do  with  health  and 
conservation”? 

What  I  have  in  mind  is  that  back  in 
1955,  during  the  period  of  floods  in  Con¬ 
necticut,  when  I  was  Governor,  the  Army 
Engineers  did  outstanding  work.  The 
Army  Engineers  were  there  not  only  to 
construct  dams,  but  also  to  help  the  State 
of  Connecticut  with  health  and  conserva¬ 
tion  facilities. 

I  believe  that  what  the  Senator  is  seek¬ 
ing  to  accomplish  would  be  a  good  end, 
but  I  understand  the  feeling  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  that  we  should  not 
have  soldiers  sitting  around  in  barracks 
or  in  village  squares  with  nothing  to  do. 

I  can  well  imagine  the  reports  in  the 
press  at  a  time  of  earthquakes,  tidal 
waves,  floods,  or  any  of  the  problems 
which  come  to  many  of  these  countries  in 
Africa,  Asia,  or  in  South  America.  At 
such  times,  the  Army  could  probably  do 
the  best  job  with  health  and  conservation. 

I  would  just  as  soon  see  some  of  these 
funds  used  for  those  purposes. 

If  the  distinguished  Senator  would 
consider  adding  those  few  phrases  to  the 
amendment,  I  should  be  pleased  to  vote 
in  support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  In  time  of  emergency, 
my  language  would  not  stop  the  Govern¬ 
ment  from  using  its  army  for  those  very 
purposes. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  It  is  a  question  of 
using  the  funds.  They  may  have  some 
funds  for  economic  growth  problems, 
whereas  the  military  aid  funds  would 
be  available  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  want  to  make  certain 
that  it  is  the  government,  and  not  the 
military,  that  directs  the  expenditure. 

I  would  be  inclined  to  accept  the 
amendment,  “public  works,”  or  “govern¬ 
ment  declared  public  emergency.”  I 
would  be  willing  to  accept  that  language, 
if  that  were  acceptable.  Otherwise,  I 
shall  leave  it  as  it  is. 

Surely  Senators  do  not  believe  the 
United  States  commands  these  armies. 
We  do  not.  They  can  be  ordered  to  do 
anything  their  government  wants  them 
to  do. 

They  can  even  work  on  something 
financed  from  U.S.  economic  aid  funds. 
But  the  language  I  am  concerned  about 
are  the  military  aid  funds.  I  think  it  is 
shocking  that  we  should  be  using  mili¬ 
tary  aid  now  for  “economic  and  social 
development”  as  determined  by  the  Pen¬ 
tagon,  because  that  is  what  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  provides. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  cannot  modify  his  amendment 
without  unanimous  consent.  He  has  al¬ 
ready  asked  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  think  that  it  is 
very  important. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  think  it  is 
very  important.  I  believe  that  it  is  too 
bad  that  we  are  attempting  to  restrict 


what  I  thought  was  one  of  the  civilizing 
efforts  that  we  were  trying  to  accom¬ 
plish. 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  is  no  government 
restriction,  but  there  is  restriction  on 
the  military.  I  am  seeking  to  stop 
strengthening  the  control  by  the  military 
in  the  underdeveloped  parts  of  the  world. 
We  have  plenty  of  means  by  which  to 
help  the  government  do  the  thing  that 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  has  in 
mind.  However,  I  shall  not  support  a 
bill  which  has  the  effect  of  weakening 
government  control  over  the  military. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back.  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Oregon.  On  this 
question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan], 
and  the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Tydings]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mi-.  Bass],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator 
from  Maine  [Mi-.  Muskie],  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  and  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  and 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Spark¬ 
man]  would  each  vote  “nay.”  < 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong]  and  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson  1  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy]  is  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson],  and  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Murphy]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced  yeas  10, 


nays  71, 

as  follows: 

[No.  118  Leg.] 
YEAS— 10 

Clark 

Lausche 

Talmadge 

Cotton 

Morse 

Thurmond 

Ellender 

Ribicoff 

Gruening 

Stennls 

NAYS— 71 

Aiken 

Burdick 

Dominick 

Allott 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Douglas 

Anderson 

Cannon 

Eastland 

Bartlett 

Case 

Ervin 

Bayh 

Church 

Fannin 

Bennett 

Cooper 

Fulbright 

Bible 

Dlrksen 

Gore 

Boggs 

Dodd 

Hart 
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Hickenlooper 

McIntyre 

Robertson 

Hill 

McNamara 

Russell,  S.C. 

Holland 

Metcalf 

Russell,  Ga. 

Hruska 

Miller 

Saltonstall 

Inouye 

Mondale 

Scott 

Jackson 

Monroney 

Simpson 

Javits 

Montoya 

Smathers 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Morton 

Smith 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Moss 

Symington 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Mundt 

Tower 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Nelson 

Williams,  N.J. 

Kuchel 

Pastore 

Williams,  Del. 

Long,  La. 

Pell 

Yarborough 

Mansfield 

Prouty 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

McGee 

Proxmire 

Young,  Ohio 

McGovern 

Randolph 

NOT  VOTING- 

—19 

Bass 

Hartke 

Muskie 

Brewster 

Hayden 

Neuberger 

Byrd,  Va. 

Long,  Mo. 

Pearson 

Carlson 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Curtis 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Fong 

McClellan 

Harris 

Murphy 

So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  (No.  244) 
was  rejected. 


PROPOSED  AMENDMENT  TO  RULE 
XXH— CLOTURE 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  a  matter  of  clarification  under  the 
Civil  Rights  Act - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  will 
be  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  There  is  a  matter  of 
clarification  under  the  Civil  Rights  Act, 
which  should  be  settled,  because  of  cer¬ 
tain  confusion  at  the  other  end  of  the 
avenue.  To  that  end,  I  yield  10  minutes 
under  the  bill  to  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Bennett], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  is  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  just  finished  our  work  on  the  voting 
bill  which  again  involved  a  decision  by 
the  Senate  to  invoke  cloture.  Fortu¬ 
nately,  there  were  comparatively  few 
amendments  to  be  voted  on,  after  cloture, 
and  they  could  be  handled  in  an  orderly 
manner.  The  fact  that  they  were,  re¬ 
minded  me  of  the  completely  different 
situation  that  prevailed  when  the  Senate 
a  year  ago  was  voting,  sifter  cloture,  on 
amendments  to  the  civil  rights  bill. 

On  2  days,  June  16  and  17,  1964,  there 
were  56  rollcall  votes  on  amendments 
which  were  properly  before  the  Senate. 
Those  56  votes  proceeded  in  an  atmos¬ 
phere  of  complete  chaos  because  most 
of  the  Senators  offering  amendments 
had  already  used  up  so  much  of  their  al¬ 
lotted  hour  of  debate  that  there  was 
barely  time  available  to  call  up  many 
of  the  amendments  and  no  time  to  dis¬ 
cuss  them.  This  resulted  in  action  by 
the  Senate  without  the  creation  of  any 
legislative  history.  Thus,  the  Senate 
failed  in  its  responsibility  to  give  suffi¬ 
cient  guidance  to  those  in  the  executive 
branch  and  elsewhere  to  those  who  must 
interpret  and  apply  the  amendments 
adopted. 

As  an  example  of  what  has  occurred 
because  of  the  confusion  and  near  chaos 
that  prevailed  on  those  days,  I  find  my¬ 
self  today  under  the  necessity  of  trying 
to  create  legislative  history  that  should 
have  been  created  then. 


I  offered  an  amendment  to  the  Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1964  before  cloture  was 
invoked,  but  when  I  called  up  my  amend¬ 
ment  after  cloture  the  Senate  was  driv¬ 
ing  toward  final  passage  of  the  bill. 
Though  my  amendment  was  acceptable 
both  to  the  Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill, 
the  then  Senator  from  Minnesota,  and  to 
the  minority  leader,  I  was  urged  by  these 
gentlemen  not  to  take  any  time  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  amendment.  I  followed  their 
recommendations,  the  amendment  was 
adopted,  and  now  my  purpose  is  being 
questioned. 

That  part  of  the  bill  represented  by 
my  amendment  was  the  subject  of  a  law 
review  article  which  questioned  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  amendment.  That  article 
contains  this  statement: 

Neither  title  VII  nor  its  legislative  history 
sheds  any  light  on  this  problem. 

Now  I  find  myself,  nearly  a  year  later, 
with  the  responsibility  of  clearing  up 
the  confusion  thus  inadvertently  created. 

In  order  to  do  that,  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  both  the  appropriate 
excerpt  from  the  law  review  article, 
which  raises  the  question,  and  a  brief 
prepared  by  my  staff  which  contains  an 
explanation  that  should  have  been  made 
last  June. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
and  brief  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Excerpt  From  “Equal  Employment  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Under  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of 

1964,’’  31  Brooklyn  Law  Review  62 
(By  Richard  K.  Berg,  Esq.) 

The  final  provision  of  section  703(h)  does 
appear  to  effect  a  substantive  change  in  the 
title.  It  provides:  “It  shall  not  be  an  un¬ 
lawful  employment  practice  under  this  title 
for  any  employer  to  differentiate  upon  the 
basis  of  sex  in  determining  the  amount  of 
the  wages  or  compensation  paid  or  to  be 
paid  to  employees  of  such  employer  if  such 
differentiation  is  authorized  by  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  6(d)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (29  U.S.C.  206 
(d)).” 

Section  6(d)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  was  added  to  that  act  by  the  Equal  Pay 
Act  of  1963,  77  Stat.  56,  prohibiting  discrimi¬ 
nation  in  wages  on  account  of  sex.  The 
quoted  provision  of  section  703(h)  was  added 
by  amendment  on  the  Senate  floor  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  “that  in  the  event  of 
conflicts,  the  provisions  of  the  Equal  Pay 
Act  shall  not  be  nullified.”  This  purpose 
seems  reasonable  enough.  However,  it  is  not 
clear  exactly  what  conflicts  Senator  Bennett, 
the  sponsor  of  the  amendment,  intended  to 
resolve.  The  Equal  Pay  Act  does  not  affirm¬ 
atively  authorize  any  differentiation  in  com¬ 
pensation  on  the  basis  of  sex.  It  does  con¬ 
tain  exceptions  for  differences  in  compensa¬ 
tion  based  on  a  seniority  system,  a  merit 
system,  a  system  measuring  earnings  by 
quantity  or  quality  of  production,  or  any 
other  factor  other  than  sex.  This  is  merely 
clarifying  language  similar  to  that  which  was 
already  in  section  703  (h) .  If  the  Bennett 
amendment  was  simply  intended  to  incor¬ 
porate  by  reference  these  exceptions  into 
subsection  (h) ,  the  amendment  would  have 
no  substantive  effect. 

Another  interpretation  of  the  Bennett 
amendment  seems  more  plausible.  The 
Equal  Pay  Act  was  an  amendment  to  section 
6  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  and  its 
coverage  is  dependent  on  that  of  section  6. 
The  provisions  of  section  6  are  applicable 
to  employees  “engaged  in  commerce  or  in 
the  production  of  goods  for  commerce”  and 
to  employees  of  certain  enterprises  which 


are  “engaged  in  commerce  or  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  goods  for  commerce.”  These  are 
narrower  concepts  than  an  “industry  affect¬ 
ing  commerce,”  the  standard  for  title  VII, 
Kirschbaum  Co.  v.  Walling,  316  U.S.  517,  520- 
23  (1942).  In  addition,  section  13  of  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  29  U.S.C.  213,  con¬ 
tains  numerous  specific  exemptions  from  the 
coverage  of  section  6,  some  Involving  sig¬ 
nificant  numbers  of  employees.  Conse¬ 
quently,  there  are  numerous  employers  cov¬ 
ered  by  title  VII  who  are  wholly  or  partially 
exempt  from  the  coverage  of  the  Equal  Pay 
Act.  This  is  the  only  significant  conflict 
which  appears  to  exist  between  the  two,  and 
if  the  Bennett  amendment  is  to  be  given  any 
effect,  it  must  be  interpreted  to  mean  that 
discrimination  in  compensation  on  account 
of  sex  does  not  violate  title  VEL  unless  it  also 
violates  the  Equal  Pay  Act. 

This  creates  an  anomalous  situation  with 
respect  to  employers  affected  by  the  Ben¬ 
nett  amendment.  They  may  not  refuse  to 
hire  a  person  because  of  his  (or  her)  sex,  but 
they  may  discriminate  with  respect  to  com¬ 
pensation.  Suppose  the  difference  in  com¬ 
pensation  is  so  great  as  to  make  the  job  un¬ 
desirable  to  members  of  the  sex  discrimi¬ 
nated  against.  Arguably,  this  could  be  con¬ 
sidered  a  constructive  refusal  to  hire  and  not 
covered  by  the  Bennett  amendment.  Neither 
title  VII  nor  its  legislative  history  sheds  any 
light  on  this  problem. 

Relation  of  Title  VII  to  the  Equal  Pay  Act  : 

An  Explanation  of  the  Bennett  Amend¬ 
ment 

Section  703(h)  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of 
1964  states:  “It  shall  not  be  an  unlawful  em¬ 
ployment  practice  under  this  title  for  any 
employer  to  differentiate  upon  the  basis  of 
sex  in  determining  the  amount  of  the  wages 
or  compensation  paid  or  to  be  paid  to  em¬ 
ployees  of  such  employer  if  such  differentia¬ 
tion  is  authorized  by  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  6(d)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended  (29  U.S.C.  206(d)).” 

The  amendment  speaks  in  terms  of  a  “dif¬ 
ferentiation  *  *  *  authorized  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  6(d)  of  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act.” 

Seotion  6(d)  authorizes  two  things: 

1.  Wage  differentials  as  between  exempt 
male  and  female  employees  doing  the  same 
work;  and 

2.  Wage  differentials  on  equal  jobs  made 
pursuant  to  (i)  a  senority  system;  (ii)  a 
merit  system;  (iii)  a  system  which  measures 
earnings  by  quantity  or  quality  of  produc¬ 
tion;  or  (iv)  a  differential  based  on  any  other 
factor  other  than  sex. 

The  amendment  therefore  means  that  it 
is  not  an  unlawful  employment  practice;  (a) 
to  differentiate  on  the  basis  of  sex  in  de¬ 
termining  the  compensation  of  white  oollar 
and  other  employees  who  are  exempt  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act;  or  (b)  to  have  different  standards  of 
compensation  for  nonexempt  employees, 
where  such  differentiation  is  not  prohibited 
by  the  equal  pay  amendment  to  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act. 

Simply  stated,  the  amendment  means  that 
discrimination  in  compensation  on  account 
of  sex  does  not  violate  title  VTI  unless  it  also 
violates  the  Equal  Pay  Act. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  to  pre¬ 
vent  this  kind  of  situation  occurring  in 
the  future,  I  send  to  the  desk  a  resolution 
proposing  an  amendment  to  Senate  rule 
XXII.  It  provides  that  each  Senator  who 
calls  up  an  amendment  after  cloture  and 
in  addition  to  the  1  hour  overall  that  he 
now  has  under  rule  XXII,  the  author  of 
the  amendment  shall  have  up  to  an  addi¬ 
tional  5  minutes  to  explain  that  amend¬ 
ment.  In  addition,  the  majority  leader 
or  another  Senator  designated  by  him 
shall  also  have  an  additional  5  minutes 
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to  speak  in  opposition  to  each  amend¬ 
ment  called  up. 

This  proposed  change  in  ruie  XXII  will 
not  change  the  requirement  that  any 
amendments  may  be  introduced  after  the 
cloture  vote  is  taken  and  to  prevent  the 
use  of  this  additional  time  for  dilatory 
purposes  my  proposed  amendment  in¬ 
cludes  this  language: 

No  dilatory  motion,  or  dilatory  amend¬ 
ment,  or  amendment  not  germane  shall  be 
in  order. 

Admittedly,  this  language  is  not  a  com¬ 
plete  answer  to  possible  delays,  but  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  it  is  better  to  err  on  the  side  of 
sound  legislative  procedure  than  to  oper¬ 
ate  under  a  rule  which  permits  and,  un¬ 
der  some  circumstances,  even  recognizes 
amendments  to  be  voted  on  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  with  no  possibility  of  any  discussion 
on  the  proposals  of  the  amendment  or  its 
merit  or  lack  of  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  the  Senate 
Rules  Committee  will  take  early  and  fav¬ 
orable  action  on  this  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  to  rule  XXII. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
resolution  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
appropriately  referred. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  114)  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration,  as  follows: 

S.  Res.  114 

Resolved,  That  the  last  paragraph  of  clause 
2  of  rule  XXn  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Thereafter  no  Senator  shall  be  entitled 
to  speak  In  all  more  than  one  horn-  on  the 
measure,  motion,  or  other  matter  pending  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  or  the  unfinished  business, 
the  amendments  thereto,  and  motions  af¬ 
fecting  the  same,  except  that  each  Senator 
who  offers  any  amendment  to  the  same  which 
has  been  presented  and  read  before  the  vote 
to  bring  the  debate  to  a  close  shall  have  five 
additional  minutes  to  explain  that  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  Majority  Leader  or  another 
Senator  designated  by  him  shall  have  five 
additional  minutes  in  which  to  speak  in  op¬ 
position  to  that  amendment.  It  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  Presiding  Officer  to  keep  the  time 
of  each  Senator  who  speaks.  Except  by 
unanimous  consent,  no  amendment  shall  be 
in  order  after  the  vote  to  bring  the  debate  to 
a  close,  unless  the  same  has  been  presented 
and  read  prior  to  that  time.  No  dilatory  mo¬ 
tion,  or  dilatory  amendment,  or  amendment 
not  germane  shall  be  in  order.  Points  of 
order,  including  questions  of  relevancy,  and 
appeals  from  the  decision  of  the  Presiding 
Officer,  shall  be  decided  without  debate.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  any  time  left,  will  the  Senator 
from  Utah  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Six 
minutes  remain  to  the  Senator  from 
Utah. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  with¬ 
out  commenting  on  the  proposal  to 
modify  rule  XXII,  I  am  somewhat  sur¬ 
prised  that  the  question  arose  with 
respect  to  the  amendment. 

First,  it  was  carefully  examined  by  me, 
and  also  by  my  staff,  whom  I  deem  to  be 
competent  and  quite  schooled  in  the  en¬ 
tire  1964  Civil  Rights  Act. 

Second,  it  was  submitted  and  carefully 
examined  by  the  then  Senator  from  Min¬ 


nesota  and  now  the  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States.  We  accepted  it  as  indi¬ 
cated,  on  the  basis  of  the  intent  which 
was  in  the  mind  of  the  Senator  from 
Utah  when  he  submitted  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  trust  that  that  will  suffice  to  clear  up 
in  the  minds  of  anyone,  whether  in  the 
Department  of  Justice  or  elsewhere,  what 
the  Senate  intended  when  that  amend¬ 
ment  was  accepted. 

Of  course,  we  were  under  great  pres¬ 
sure  at  the  time  to  try  to  complete  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  bill  and  to  get  it  over  to  the 
other  body. 

I  hope  that  the  Senator  from  Utah  will 
understand  why  we  showed  what  might 
be  regarded  as  unseemly  haste,  but  at 
the  time  I  thought  it  had  to  be  done. 

However,  let  me  emphasize  and  pin¬ 
point  the  fact  that  we  had  in  mind  pre¬ 
cisely  the  point  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Utah  when  the  amendment  was 
submitted,  and  I  believe  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  speaks  for  itself. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  my  in¬ 
tention  is  represented  by  the  statement 
I  have  inserted  again  in  the  Record  to¬ 
day. 

I  thank  the  minority  leader  for  giving 
me  this  opportunity  to  try  to  straighten 
out  the  situation,  even  if  it  is  1  year  late. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Of  course  it  is  not 
strange  that  questions  with  respect  to 
the  intent  of  Congress  arise  from  time 
to  time.  I  examined  a  court  decision,  not 
too  long  ago,  from  one  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals,  which  started  out,  I 
believe,  with  the  statement,  “The  intent 
of  Congress  is  a  fiction.” 

Congress  intends  “what  the  court  says 
it  intends,”  and  unless  we  make  it  abun¬ 
dantly  clear  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
and  do  provide  legislative  history  from 
time  to  time,  I  can  readily  understand 
how  the  judicial  branch  will  get  so  wide 
of  the  mark  that  we  should  be  a  little 
more  careful.  Not  even  speed,  under  the 
circumstances  recited  with  respect  to  the 
1964  Civil  Rights  Act,  will  quite  condone 
our  haste  and  the  oversight  in  making 
legislative  history. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  for  assisting  me  in  making 
the  record  clear  today. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  and  ask  that  it  be 
st/£tt&d 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  11, 
lines  13  and  14,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 
“$1,170,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  “$1,055,000,000.” 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Wifi  the 
time  for  the  quorum  come  from  the  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Idaho? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Yes.  The  time  may 
be  charged  to  me  from  the  time  allotted 
on  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  yield  him¬ 
self? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  may  require  within  my  limita¬ 
tion. 

I  have  prepared,  for  the  convenience 
of  Senators,  a  brief  summary  of  the 
amendment.  I  do  not  intend  to  speak 
at  length  on  it.  It  is  perfectly  clear  what 
is  intended  by  the  amendment.  Simply 
stated,  it  would  hold  the  level  of  military 
assistance  at  $1,055  billion,  which  is  the 
present  level  of  the  military  assistance 
program.  It  would  strike  out  the  pro¬ 
posed  increase  of  $115  million,  which  is 
now  contained  in  the  bill. 

I  would  emphasize,  first  of  all,  that  the 
amendment  really  has  no  effect  on  Viet¬ 
nam.  In  the  first  place,  the  bill  contains 
an  allocation  of  money  for  Vietnam;  the 
reduction  involved  in  the  amendment 
can  be  easily  absorbed  elsewhere  in  the 
overall  program.  Fifty-eight  countries 
are  scheduled  to  receive  grant  military 
assistance  in  fiscal  1966  under  the  pro¬ 
jected  program  covered  by  the  bill. 

In  the  second  place,  Congress  has 
amply  demonstrated  its  willingness  to 
vote  whatever  the  President  may  request 
for  the  war  in  Vietnam,  such  as  the 
etxra  $700  million  appropriation  recently 
approved  for  military  operations  in  that 
country;  anc.  the  extra  $89  million  which 
the  Senate  has  added  to  the  pending  bill 
for  economic  development  along  the  Me¬ 
kong  River.  Vietnam  is  not  really  af¬ 
fected  by  the  amendment. 

In  addition,  I  might  point  out,  by  way 
of  further  evidence,  that  if,  in  the  fu¬ 
ture,  the  President  should  determine 
that  more  money  is  required  for  Viet¬ 
nam,  the  bill  contains  two  provisions  by 
which  the  President  could  divert  addi¬ 
tional  money  into  southeast  Asia.  The 
first  provision  is  the  President’s  own 
contingency  fund,  which  he  may  use  for 
this  purpose;  the  second  provision  is 
the  $300  million  annual  transfer  author¬ 
ity  by  which  Defense  Department  stocks 
can  be  drawn  upon  to  enlarge  military 
assistance  to  any  country  above  author¬ 
ized  limits,  when  the  President  finds  such 
action  “vital  to  the  security  of  the  United 
States.”  For  these  several  reasons,  Viet¬ 
nam  is  not  an  issue  here. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  two¬ 
fold.  First  of  all,  it  seeks  to  avoid  new 
increases  in  routine  military  assistance 


No.  106 


8 


12886 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


to  countries  where  the  existing  programs 
are  subject  to  serious  question. 

For  example,  the  bill,  as  it  now  stands, 
would  enlarge  military  assistance  to  both 
Greece  and  Turkey,  although  both  coun¬ 
tries  have  been  on  the  verge  of  going  to 
war  with  each  other  for  the  past  year 
in  the  crisis  over  Cyprus.  The  bill  would 
provide  increased  sums  to  enlarge  our 
military  assistance  to  both  India,  and 
Pakistan,  although  both  of  those  coun¬ 
tries  are  now  engaged  in  border  skir¬ 
mishes  against  each  other,  and  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  a  serious  war  between  them  is 
very  imminent  and  real. 

These  countries  have  been  using  Amer¬ 
ican-supplied  aims  and  equipment,  in 
direct  contradiction  of  their  pledges  to 
the  United  States  not  to  use  American- 
furnished  arms  for  purposes  other  than 
resisting  Communist  aggression. 

Yet,  despite  the  fact  that  these  coun¬ 
tries  are  poised  on  the  point  of  war  with 
one  another,  despite  the  fact  that  Ameri¬ 
can  equipment  is  being  used  in  direct 
violation  of  pledges  to  the  United  States, 
we  propose  not  only  to  sustain  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  arms  assistance  supplied  to  both 
sides,  but  to  reward  the  offenders  by  in¬ 
creasing  the  size  of  the  military  aid  we 
propose  to  give  them. 

How  can  this  kind  of  action  possibly 
serve  the  best  interests  of  the  United 
States? 

To  avoid  it,  to  hold  the  program  at  its 
present  level,  and  to  preclude  any  reward 
being  conferred  upon  countries  that  have 
violated  their  pledge  in  the  use  of  this 
equipment,  by  increasing  the  program  in 
the  coming  year — these  constitute  the 
first  reason  for  the  amendment. 

Second,  and  more  generally,  the 
amendment,  if  adopted,  would  help  to 
hold  the  line  against  the  trend  toward  an 
ever-larger  foreign  aid  expenditure  by 
the  United  States.  It  is  commonly  be¬ 
lieved  that  the  aid  program  is  diminish¬ 
ing  by  virtue  of  certain  cuts  that  the 
Congress  has  effected  in  the  bill  in  recent 
years.  But  the  bill  forms  only  part  of 
our  aid.  It  is  a  smaller  part  of  the  total 
program  than  is  generally  understood. 
So,  in  order  to  get  some  idea  of  what  the 
overall  trend  has  been,  embracing  all 
forms  of  aid  given  by  this  country,  I 
asked  the  members  of  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  to  gather  the  totals  for 
the  most  recent  years  for  which  the  com¬ 
plete  figures  are  available.  Those  years 
turned  out  to  be  fiscal  years  1960,  1961, 

1962,  and  1963.  If  Senatoi's  will  refer  to 
the  table  that  they  will  find  on  their 
desks,  they  will  observe  that  the  total  aid 
program  has  been  going  up  from  $5.2 
billion  in  1960  to  $5.8  billion  in  1961,  to 
$6.6  billion  in  1962,  to  nearly  $7  billion  in 

1963. 

So,  the  second  effect  of  the  amendment 
would  be  to  stem  the  trend  toward  a  con¬ 
tinually  increasing  general  expenditure 
for  foreign  aid  by  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  table  prepared  for  me  by 
the  staff  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  be  pi*inted  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 


V.S.  assistance — Net  obligations  and  loan 
authorizations,  fiscal  years  1960-63 


[In  millions  of  dollars) 


Agency 

Fiscal  year— 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

AID  and  predecessor 

agencies  1 .  . . 

Social  Progress  Trust 
Fund _ 

1,866 

2, 012 

2,508 

224 

1,  576 
535 

234 

1,526 

2, 296 

125 

1,790 

572 

363 

1,834 

Food  for  peace _ 

Export- Import  Bank _ 

Other  economic  pro¬ 
grams  2 _ _ 

Military _ 

Total.... . 

1,106 

305 

97 

1,  845 

1,326 

962 

88 

1,  462 

5,219 

5,  850 

6, 603 

6,980 

1  Includes  escapees  and  refugees,  Intergovernmental 
Committee  for  European  Migration,  ocean  freight,  vol¬ 
untary  relief  agencies,  strategic  materials,  American 
schools  abroad,  U.N.  technical  assistance,  U.N.  Relief 
Works  Agency,  U.N.  Children’s  Fund,  Indus  Basin 
Development  Fund,  IT.N.  Emergency  Forces,  malaria 
eradication  (WHO),  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organiza¬ 
tion,  U.N.  for  Congo  (technical  assistance) ,  International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency,  medical  research  (WHO),  FAO 
world  food  program,  conununity  water  supply  (WHO). 

2  Includes  civilian  supplies,  United  Nations  loans, 
Inter-American  and  related  highways,  Peace  Corps, 
Philippine  war  damage  claims,  development  and  support 
(trust  territories) ,  Libyan  special  purpose  funds,  admin¬ 
istrative  area  development,  migration  and  refugee 
assistance ,  European  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  IDA, 
Inter-American  Development  Bank. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  That,  briefly,  repre¬ 
sents  the  argument  for  the  amendment. 
I  point  out  that  it  was  carefully  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  committee.  It  was  once 
adopted  in  the  committee.  Then,  after 
considerable  pressure  from  downtown, 
the  question  was  brought  up  for  recon¬ 
sideration,  and  in  a  very  tight  vote,  the 
committee  rejected  the  amendment.  As 
I  recall,  the  vote  was  10  to  8,  but  it  is 
fair  to  say  that  in  that  vote  the  majority 
of  Senators  who  actually  heard  the  testi¬ 
mony  offered  in  justification  of  increas¬ 
ing  the  military  assistance  program  in 
such  places  as  India,  Pakistan,  Greece, 
and  Turkey,  voted  in  support  of  the 
amendment.  It  was  finally  defeated  only 
on  the  strength  of  some  proxy  votes 
which  were  cast  for  Senators  who  had 
not  had  the  full  benefit  of  the  testimony. 

I  believe  the  amendment  is  a  good 
amendment.  I  hope  that  it  will  be 
adopted.  I  urge  it  upon  the  Senate  with 
all  the  vigor  and  conviction  that  I 
possess. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Is  the  $300  mil¬ 
lion  annual  transfer  authority  which  the 
Senator  mentioned  in  the  third  para¬ 
graph  of  his  memorandum  in  the  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  program,  in  the  foreign 
aid  program,  or  in  the  general  defense 
appropriation?  I  am  not  sure. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  shall  check  to  be 
certain,  but  my  impression  is  that  the 
provision  is  contained  in  the  foreign  aid 
bill,  for  it  permits  an  enlargement  of 
military  assistance  over  and  above  the 
limits  of  the  bill,  to  the  extent  of  $300 
million,  which  can  be  taken  from  the 
stocks  of  the  Defense  Department, 
whenever  the  President  detennines  that 
such  additional  money  is  vital  to  the 
security  of  the  country. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  It  is  in  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  bill? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Yes. 
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Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  5  minutes? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  am  happy  to  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Alaska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Alaska  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  rise  to  support  the 
amendment.  My  only  reservation  about 
it  is  that  the  amount  it  seeks  to  cut  is 
much  too  small.  It  is  positively  shocking 
that  when  we  have  been  ladling  out  vast 
sums  of  money,  for  the  proper  purpose  of 
aiding  nations  along  the  boundaries  of 
Communist  Russia  and  Communist 
China  to  resist  any  possible  aggression 
that  may  come  from  those  Communist 
nations,  they  are  using  those  moneys  and  . 
arms  to  fight  each  other. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Idaho 
has  mentioned  the  case  of  Pakistan  and 
India — a  very  flagrant  case.  About  a 
year  ago,  when  it  was  apparent  that  at 
that  time,  at  least,  none  of  the  nations  in 
the  Southeast  Treaty  Organization  were 
coming  to  our  assistance  in  Vietnam,  I 
called  attention  in  a  Senate  speech  to  the  i 
fact  that  Pakistan,  which  is  one  of  the  ' 
seven  allies  associated  with  us  in  the 
Southeast  Treaty  Organization,  had  re¬ 
ceived  $800  million  in  military  aid,  to 
say  nothing  about  $800  million  in  eco¬ 
nomic  aid.  After  I  had  put  the  speech 
in  the  Record,  I  received  a  letter  from  the  . 
Ambassador  of  Pakistan  to  the  United 
States.  He  wrote  me  in  part  as  follows: 

You  must  be  aware  of  the  danger  of  our 
security  posed  by  India,  particularly  as  a 
consequence  of  recent  developments.  India 
is,  as  it  has  always  been  in  the  last  18  years, 
in  an  aggressive  mood.  Recently  her  military 
buildup  has  proceeded  at  an  alarming  rate. 

The  pretext  for  this,  as  proclaimed  by  India, 
is  the  possibility  of  a  clash  in  the  future 
with  China,  even  though  the  chances  of  such 
a  clash  are  now  regarded  as  negligible  by  all 
competent  observers. 

The  Ambassador  went  on  to  say  that 
the  money  which  we  are  giving  his  coun¬ 
try  as  a  safeguard  against  aggression 
from  a  Communist  countiy  would  neces¬ 
sarily  be  used  to  protect  his  country  from  I 
possible  aggression  from  India  At  the 
same  time  we  are  giving  India  similar 
military  aid.  Since  that  letter  was  writ¬ 
ten,  clashes  between  Pakistan  and  India 
have  actually  broken  out.  There  is  fight¬ 
ing  on  the  border  between  India  and 
Pakistan  with  our  U.S.-supplied  arms. 

Yet  the  bill  would  commit  the  folly  of 
increasing  the  military  allowance  to  both 
countries. 

We  saw  a  similar  situation  in  the  case 
of  Greece  and  Turkey,  which  are  like¬ 
wise  lined  up  geographically  against  the 
Communist  bloc,  and  presumably  are  to 
use  our  military  aid  to  repel  communism. 
The  bill  now  before  us  requires  it.  Yet 
when  they  got  into  a  fight  over  Cyprus, 
they  were  using  the  U.S. -supplied  arms 
against  each  other. 

Recently,  in  a  third  case,  we  increased 
our  military  aid  to  Jordan,  which  at  one 
time  not  so  long  ago  was  considered  to 
be  a  sort  of  buffer  state  designed  to 
soften  the  tension  between  the  Arab 
States  and  Israel  and  not  completely  in 
the  Arab  bloc.  But  since  that  time  Jor- 
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dan  has  committed  acts  of  aggression 
against  the  friendly  nation  of  Israel. 

I  believe  by  all  means  that  the  modest 
reduction  proposed,  which  would  merely 
return  the  amount  of  military  aid  to  the 
present  level,  should  be  adopted. 

I  also  approve  the  comments  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Idaho  on  the  fact 
that  the  overall  amount  of  aid  is  steadily 
increasing.  We  were  told  last  year  and 
we  are  told  again  this  year  that  the  bill 
be  a  “barebones”  bill.  On  that  basis  we 
are  not  supposed  to  cut  a  dollar  from  it. 
But  as  the  Senator  from  Idaho  has 
pointed  out,  though  the  amount  author¬ 
ized  by  the  bill  before  us  is  $3.3  billion, 
we  see  that  as  recently  as  1963  a  total  of 
foreign  assistance  of  virtually  $7  billion 
was  authorized  through  various  other 
agencies  and  that  amount  is  now  even 
larger.  There  are  listed  in  the  memo¬ 
randum  which  the  Senator  has  presented 
a  number  of  additional  agencies  through 
which  aid  is  funneled  through  additional 
spigots  in  our  foreign  aid  program. 

The  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Idaho  has  not  listed  all  of  the  kinds  of 
aid.  .1  know  it  is  rather  difficult  to  find 
all  of  it. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  We  have  made  a  con¬ 
scientious  effort  to  list  all  of  it,  and  I 
am  somewhat  appalled  that  we  fell  short 
of  the  mark. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  assure  the  Sena¬ 
tor  that  as  I  study  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram,  I  am  constantly  discovering  new 
spigots  previously  not  apprehended.  I 
hope  that  the  amendment  will  be  adopt¬ 
ed.  What  we  should  do  to  those  nations 
is  to  serve  peremptory  notice  on  them 
that  if  they  use  the  arms  furnished  to 
resist  Communist  aggression,  against 
each  other  again,  aid  to  them  will  be 
cut  off  completely  That  would  be  kind 
of  vigorous,  appropriate  action  requested 
in  the  circumstances. 

So  the  Senator’s  amendment,  while 
very  helpful  and  one  which  I  am  happy 
to  support,  is  only  a  slight  tap  on  the 
wrist  to  the  offending  nations. 

Mi’.  CHURCH.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  I  am  only  attempting  to  hold  the 
line  against  further  increases  in  pro¬ 
grams  which  at  best,  are  very  dubious. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  3  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for 
3  minutes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  brief  statement  I  have  pre¬ 
pared  on  the  Church  amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Senator  Morse 

Section  505  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
defines  the  utilization  of  military  assistance 
It  may  be  used  for:  “(a)  Military  assistance 
to  any  country  shall  be  furnished  solely  for 
internal  security,  for  legitimate  self-defense, 
to  permit  the  recipient  country  to  participate 
in  regional  or  collective  arrangements  or 
measures  consistent  with  the  charter  of  the 
United  Nations,  or  otherwise  to  permit  the 
recipient  country  to  participate  in  collective 
measures  requested  by  the  United  Nations 
for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  or  restoring 
international  peace  and  security.” 


Certain  provisos  that  follow  restrict  mili¬ 
tary  aid  in  Latin  America  and  authorize  mili¬ 
tary  aid  to  countries  for  so-called  civic  ac¬ 
tion  purposes. 

Section  506  outlines  conditions  of  eligibil¬ 
ity.  (a)  (1)  (C)  says  they  shall  not  use  or 
permit  the  use  of  such  articles  for  purposes 
other  than  those  for  which  furnished;  and 
(a)  (3)  requires  that  the  recipient  “will,  as 
the  President  may  require,  permit  continuous 
observation  and  review  by,  and  furnish 
necessary  information  to,  representatives  of 
the  United  States  Government  with  regard 
to  the  use  of  such  articles.” 

And  finally  section  506(d)  states:  “Any 
country  which  hereafter  uses  defense  articles 
or  defense  services  furnished  such  country 
under  this  act,  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  or  any  predecessor  for¬ 
eign  assistance  act,  in  substantial  violation 
of  the  provisions  of  this  chapter  or  any 
agreements  entered  into  pursuant  to  any  of 
such  acts  shall  be  immediately  ineligible  for 
further  assistance.” 

The  world  knows  that  Pakistan  and  Tur¬ 
key  are  in  violation  of  section  505(a),  which 
was  added  to  the  law  in  1963.  Under  section 
506(d)  they  are  no  longer  eligible  for  military 
assistance.  Pakistan  has  and  is  using  Ameri¬ 
can  military  aid  in  its  border  war  with 
India;  Turkey  has  and  is  using  American  mil¬ 
itary  aid  in  its  hostilities  over  Cyprus. 
Under  the  law,  both  countries  must  permit 
American  review  and  observation  of  their  use 
of  our  equipment  and  services. 

Instead  of  enforcing  the  law,  the  Penta¬ 
gon  chooses  to  even  matters  up  by  arming 
the  other  side.  So  we  send  more  military 
equipment  to  Greece  and  India.  I  cannot 
understand  why  this  administration  and 
the  Congress  proceed  to  arm  these  countries 
in  violation  of  our  own  laws. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Idaho  has  stated  accurately 
what  occurred  in  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations.  The  amendment  was 
adopted  by  an  overwhelming  vote  in  the 
first  instance.  Then  the  Pentagon  went 
to  work  with  its  lobbying  activities. 
Senators  who  are  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  were  visited  by  the  “brass,”  and 
subsequently  there  was  some  change  of 
viewpoint  on  the  part  of  some  Senators. 
On  the  second  vote  in  committee,  the 
amendment  was  rejected  by  a  vote  of  10 
to  8. 

However,  in  my  judgment,  the  lobby¬ 
ing  impression  has  worn  off,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  if  we  were  to  vote  on  this  mat¬ 
ter  in  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  now,  the  vote  would  be  over¬ 
whelming  in  support  of  the  Church 
amendment.  I  voted  for  the  amend¬ 
ment  then;  I  shall  be  pleased  to  vote 
for  it  in  the  Senate.  I  supported  a  simi¬ 
lar  amendment  last  year,  as  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  knows.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening]  .  I 
wish  the  cut  were  greater  than  it  is. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  read  three 
paragraphs  from  the  statement  I  just 
placed  in  the  Record.  I  wish  to  speak  a 
moment  about  the  eligibility  for  military 
aid  under  the  law,  a  law  which  is  being 
winked  at  by  our  Government  in  place 
after  place  around  the  world. 

Section  506(d)  states: 

“Any  country  which  hereafter  uses  de¬ 
fense  articles  or  defense  services  furnished 
such  country  under  this  Act,  the  Mutual  Se¬ 
curity  Act  of  1964,  as  amended,  or  any  pre¬ 
decessor  foreign  assistance  act,  in  substan¬ 
tial  violation  of  the  provisions  of  this  chap¬ 
ter  or  any  agreements  entered  into  pursuant 
to  any  of  such  acts  shall  be  immediately  in¬ 
eligible  for  further  assistance.” 


The  world  knows  that  Pakistan  and  Tur¬ 
key  are  in  violation  of  section  505(a),  which 
was  added  to  the  law  in  1963.  Under  section 
506(d)  they  are  no  longer  eligible  for  mili¬ 
tary  assistance.  Pakistan  has  and  is  using 
American  military  aid  in  its  border  war  with 
India;  Turkey  has  and  is  using  American 
military  aid  in  its  hostilities  over  Cyprus. 
Under  the  law,  both  countries  must  permit 
American  review  and  observation  of  their 
use  of  our  equipment  and  services. 

But  do  not  worry;  such  permission  will 
not  be  granted,  and  we  shall  again  wink 
at  a  violation  of  the  law. 

Instead  of  enforcing  the  law,  the  Pentagon 
chooses  to  even  matters  up  by  arming  the 
other  side.  So  we  send  more  military  equip¬ 
ment  to  Greece  and  to  India.  I  cannot  un¬ 
derstand  why  this  administration  and  the 
Congress  proceed  to  arm  these  countries  in 
violation  of  our  own  laws. 

I  wanted  to  cite  these  examples  of  clear 
violations  of  the  law  in  regard  to  military 
aid,  violations  which  I  think  give  support 
to  the  desirability  of  our  going  at  least  as 
far  as  the  Senator  from  Idaho  would  go. 
I  consider  it  to  be  a  most  inadequate  sav¬ 
ing,  but  at  least  it  would  be  some  saving. 
It  might  set  a  precedent  that  could  be 
used  at  a  later  date  in  really  doing  the 
foreign  aid  job  that  needs  to  be  done. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oregon.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  heartily 
support  the  amendment.  It  would  cut 
$115  million  from  the  military  assistance 
provisions  of  the  bill.  It  has  been  curious 
to  me  that  whereas  Congress  has  indi¬ 
cated  for  many  years — several  years, 
anyway — that  it  wanted  to  phase  out  a 
large  part  of  military  assistance,  we  find 
the  Pentagon,  under  cover  of  the  Viet¬ 
namese  crisis,  and  with  the  approval  of 
the  administration,  which  has  absolutely 
nothing  to  do  with  this  amendment, 
seeking  to  increase  military  aid  by  $115 
million  over  the  amount  which  was 
asked  for  and  received  last  year.  The 
excuse  is  that  the  reduction  was  greater 
than  the  amount  that  was  approved  last 
year. 

Having  heard  all  the  testimony  that 
was  brought  before  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations,  I  am  unable  to  agree 
with  that  contention. 

As  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church]  says,  we  are  giving  Greece 
money  to  fight  Turkey ;  Turkey,  money  to 
fight  Greece;  Pakistan,  money  to  fight 
India;  and  India,  money  to  fight  Paki¬ 
stan.  I  cannot  approve  of  that.  Any 
increases  in  amounts  under  this  program 
should  be  in  the  economic  portions,  not 
the  military.  So  I  shall  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  rest  of  my 
time,  so  that  Senators  who  are  opposed 
to  the  amendment  may  state  their  case. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  have  the 
yeas  and  nays  been  ordered  on  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  To 
whose  time  is  the  quorum  call  to  be 
charged  ? 
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Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  for  the 
quorum  call  be  charged  to  neither  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none;  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  3  minutes  to  speak  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church  3 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Montana  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  point  out  to  the  Senate 
that  the  committee  went  into  the  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  program  in  great  detail 
during  its  hearings  and  markup  sessions. 

The  committee  rejected  a  motion  to  cut 
military  assistance  by  this  amount,  or 
approximately  this  amount.  At  one 
point  the  committee  did  agree  to  cut 
military  assistance  to  $1,055  million,  the 
amount  authorized  last  year,  the  amount 
which  the  Senator  from  Idaho  seeks  to 
have  as  the  amount  this  year.  However, 
upon  reconsideration  and  after  urgent 
representations  by  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  the  committee  voted  to  restore  the 
cut. 

Unfortunately,  it  is  necessary  that 
much  of  the  detailed  information  con¬ 
cerning  this  program  is  classified.  But, 
if  any  Senator  is  interested,  that  infor¬ 
mation  is  available  in  the  transcript  now 
in  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  room 
downstairs. 

There  are  a  few  general  points  to  be 
made. 

First.  Of  the  total  amount,  more  than 
half  is  proposed  for  only  five  countries — 
Vietnam,  Korea,  Turkey,  Nationalist 
China,  and  Greece.  A  substantial  cut  of 
the  total  program  would  almost  certainly 
have  to  be  reflected  in  one  of  those  coun¬ 
tries,  or,  as  an  alternative,  the  fund 
would  have  to  be  transferred  to  other 
countries  in  order  to  take  up  the  slack. 

Second.  The  amount  proposed  by  the 
amendment  is  equal  to  the  lowest  annual 
appropriation  that  has  been  made  for 
military  assistance  since  the  program 
began. 

In  fiscal  year  1964,  the  appropriation 
was  also  $1  billion.  This  accounts,  in 
part,  for  the  increased  request  this  year, 
because  it  made  it  necessary  to  postpone 
meeting  several  requirements.  Certainly 
the  world  is  no  more  stable  now  than  it 
was  last  year  or  2  years  ago. 

I  hope  that  this  amendment  will  be 
defeated. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  at 
the  time  that  this  amendment  was  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  committee,  the  committee 
had  agreed  to  the  cut. 

Representation  was  then  made  to  the 


committee  members  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  Mr.  McNamara,  and  very  stren¬ 
uous  recommendation  was  made  by  Un¬ 
der  Secretary  George  Ball — because,  at 
that  time.  Secretary  Rusk  was  out  of  the 
country — as  to  the  essentiality  of  placing 
this  money  back  into  the  program. 

They  pointed  out  that  if  85  percent  of 
this  particular  money  were  to  go  to  coun¬ 
tries  in  the  periphery  of  the  Communist 
empire,  if  at  this  particular  stage  we 
were  to  begin  cutting  our  military  pro¬ 
gram  with  respect  to  Greece,  Turkey, 
Pakistan,  and  India,  what  we  would  have 
to  do,  in  effect,  would  be  to  increase  our 
own  military  effort  sooner  or  later.  Cer¬ 
tainly  this  is  no  time  for  us  to  say  that 
the  world  is  quieting  down.  This  is  no 
time  for  us  to  say  to  the  Communists 
“We  are  not  on  the  move.”  This  is  no 
time  for  us  to  say  logically  that  we  should 
decrease  our  own  military  forces  or  the 
forces  of  any  other  friendly  nation. 

With  that  kind  of  representation  made, 
as  I  say,  by  Mr.  McNamara,  and  by  Under 
Secretary  George  Ball,  the  committee 
voted  to  restore  this  amount  of  money. 

I  had  hoped  and  expected  to  get  by 
this  time  certain  statistical  information 
which  I  have  not  thus  far  received. 

I  am  no  longer  a  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  Therefore,  I  have  not  given  to 
the  matter  the  same  continued  interest 
or  support  that  I  naturally  could  have 
been  expected  to  give  had  I  remained  on 
the  committee.  However,  I  well  remem¬ 
ber  when  the  leaders  of  this  Nation  said : 

This  is  not  the  time  to  cut  our  military 
efforts.  This  is  not  the  time  to  cut  aid  to 
Greece,  Turkey,  or  Pakistan. 

Every  one  of  us  thoroughly  under¬ 
stands  that  if  we  have  received  any 
threat  from  the  Communists  up  to  and 
including  the  past  few  years,  it  is  at  this 
point  greater  than  it  has  ever  been 
before. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes  so  that  I  may 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  is  recognized. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  has  listened 
attentatively  to  what  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  has  said.  I  agree 
with  him.  We  need  Turkey,  Greece, 
Pakistan,  and  India.  But,  are  we  not  de¬ 
luding  ourselves  a  little  when  we  pre¬ 
sume  to  say  that  if  Turkey  is  to  fight 
Greece  or  Cyprus,  they  will  all  join  hands 
to  fight  the  Russians? 

That  is  logic  that  I  cannot  quite  un¬ 
derstand.  If  Pakistan  is  going  to  fight 
India,  are  they  going  to  join  hands  and 
fight  Russia  or  China? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  want  an  answer? 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Yes.  The  answer 
is  very  simple.  It  is  “No.”  We  cannot 
expect  that  two  nations  warring  against 
each  other  will  join  hands  because  there 
is  a  threat  from  a  third  party,  which 
party  seems  to  be  the  main  threat  to  the 
United  States. 

The  only  fault  that  I  find  with  the 
amendment - 
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Mr.  SMATHERS.  The  Senator  is 
talking  on  my  time.  Does  he  want  to  ask 
me  a  question? 

Mr.  PASTORE.  The  Senator  gave  me 
the  time.  It  is  my  time. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Did  the  Senator 
already  have  the  answer  to  the  question, 
or  did  he  want  to  ask  me  a  question?  I 
am  happy  to  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
vote  against  the  amendment.  I  do  not 
believe  it  would  accomplish  the  purposes 
it  seeks  to  accomplish. 

If  this  were  an  amendment  providing 
that  we  do  not  intend  to  increase  aid  to 
nations  within  an  alliance  that  are  fight¬ 
ing  one  another,  I  should  vote  for  the 
amendment.  But  this  is  an  overall  cut. 

In  the  kind  of  world  in  which  we  live 
today,  how  can  we  say  now,  on  this  day 
in  June  1965,  what  the  situation  will  be 
4  or  5  months  from  now? 

We  would  be  making  a  horrible  mis¬ 
take  which  would  endanger  our  own  se¬ 
curity  if  we  were  to  begin  to  cut  down  on 
military  aid.  It  is  a  meat-ax  cut.  There 
is  nothing  to  prevent  the  Defense  De¬ 
partment  from  putting  in  all  the  money 
for  this  purpose,  up  to  the  tune  of  the 
cut,  for  Greece,  Turkey,  or  Pakistan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  an  additional  2  minutes? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

There  is  nothing  that  would  prevent 
this  money  from  going  to  Pakistan  or  In¬ 
dia.  If  this  measure  were  amended  to 
read  that  in  no  instance  would  we  in¬ 
crease  military  aid  to  nations  or  alliances 
that  are  fighting  one  another,  I  should 
vote  for  the  amendment.  But  to  cut  it 
down  promiscuously — and  I  use  that 
word  advisedly,  not  knowing  what  the 
threat  is  going  to  be  tomorrow — I  could 
not  support  the  proposal. 

I  hope  that  if  my  distinguished  friend 
from  Florida — if  I  may  have  his  atten¬ 
tion — disagrees  with  what  I  said,  he  will 
give  me  the  answer. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  would  dislike  to 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  to  hear 
his  speech  again,  but  I  regret  to  say  to 
him  that  I  did  not  hear  what  he  said. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  said  it  loud  enough. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  When  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  said  he  was  going  to 
vote  against  the  cut,  I  thought  that  what¬ 
ever  he  had  to  say  after  that,  was  su- 
perflous,  that  he  was  on  the  right  side, 
and  that  he  would  make  the  right  choice. 

Regrettably,  Senators  who  believe 
that  this  is  no  time  to  cut  this  particular 
military  budget  were  caught  a  little  off 
guard.  As  I  said,  I  am  no  longer  on  the 
committee.  The  amendment  came  up 
and  I  was  alerted  while  I  was  having 
lunch  downstairs.  I  made  the  motion  to 
restore  the  cut  in  committee,  for  the 
reason  which  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  well  expressed.  He  did  not  par¬ 
ticularly  like  some  of  the  arguments  I 
made,  but  he  finally  got  around  to  agree¬ 
ing  with  me,  which  again  proves  the 
great  judgment  of  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island. 


_  •  ■  _ 
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In  any  event,  I  recall  very  well  the 
great  concern  expressed  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of  State 
with  respect  to  this  cut.  This  was  one 
cut  they  did  not  want,  because,  as  the 
able  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  has 
said,  this  was  not  the  time  to  cut.  If 
ever  our  Nation  has  been  threatened,  if 
ever  the  world  was  in  turmoil,  it  is  now. 

If  we  bring  about  a  sizable  cut  of  this 
particular  nature,  all  it  means  is  that  the 
United  States  will  have  to  increase  de¬ 
mands  on  its  own  young  men.  It  would 
have  to  increase  its  own  military  ex¬ 
penditures. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORTON.  In  order  to  vote  in¬ 
telligently  on  the  amendment,  I  would 
like  to  get  some  information  as  to  what 
the  pipeline  consists  of.  A  $115  million 
cut  is  involved.  Only  10  years  ago,  as  I 
recall,  back  in  about  1954,  there  was 
about  $6  billion  in  the  pipeline,  and  it 
has  gone  down  to  about  a  billion  and  a 
quarter  dollars. 

It  is  called  the  pipeline.  It  means 
military  goods  that  are  on  order  or  un¬ 
der  shipment,  and  so  forth. 

If  the  pipeline  were  substantially  large, 
this  cut  would  represent  a  relatively 
small  percentage.  However,  if  the  pipe¬ 
line  were  down  to  a  minimum,  because 
we  had  appropriated  relatively  nothing 
in  the  past  2  or  3  years,  I  would  be  in¬ 
clined  to  vote  against  the  amendment. 

Can  the  Senator  from  Florida  enlight¬ 
en  me  as  to  the  pipeline  situation? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Only  to  the  extent 
that  when  the  Secretary  of  Defense  ap¬ 
peared,  apparently  he  thought  the  pipe¬ 
line  was  not  good  because  of  the  fact 
that  we  have  been  engaged  in  activities 
in  South  Vietnam.  The  pipeline,  there¬ 
fore,  has  been  depleted  to  a  major  degree. 
But  he  was  sure  that  if  we  followed  this 
particular  cut,  it  would,  in  time,  and  ap¬ 
parently  sometime  in  the  near  future, 
require  the  United  States  to  make  an 
additional  request  to  use  its  own  man¬ 
power  and  ask  for  additional  sums  of 
money  for  ourselves. 

Mr.  MORTON.  I  appreciate  the  reply 
of  the  able  Senator. 

Will  the  Senator  from  Idaho  yield  some 
time  to  me  for  elaboration  of  this  sub¬ 
ject? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  have  only  4  minutes 
left. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  Senator  some  time. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  May  I  answer  the  ques¬ 
tion  raised  by  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky? 

As  the  Senator  knows,  there  are  many 
figures  that  appear  in  this  document  that 
are  secret,  but  I  understand  the  total  is 
not.  As  I  read  the  total  in  the  pipeline, 
to  which  this  bill  would  add  additional 
money,  the  amount  is  just  under  $2  bil¬ 
lion. 

Mr.  MORTON.  What  was  it  a  year 
ago?  Is  that  figure  available? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  shall  be  glad  to  check 
again  and  supply  the  figure. 

Mr.  MORTON.  In  1954,  as  I  recall, 
there  was  $6  billion  in  the  pipeline.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  next  3  or  4  years  it  was  reduced 
to  a  total  of  $2  billion.  During  those 


years  the  administration  asked  for  fewer 
funds  because  it  was  using  the  pipeline. 
If  the  pipeline  has  been  reduced  to  an 
irreducible  minimum,  I  would  be  inclined 
to  oppose  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  The  pipeline  has  been 
running  in  the  $2  billion  plus  range  since 
1960.  I  show  the  Senator  the  exact  fig¬ 
ures.  The  Senator  can  review  them  for 
himself. 

Mr.  MORTON.  I  understand  that  the 
totals  are  not  secret.  Apparently  these 
totals  are  available.  In  1961  the  pipe¬ 
line  had  $2,597  million.  Next  year  it 
was  $2,784  million.  Then  it  was  $2,421 
million.  The  latest  figure  is  $1,922  mil¬ 
lion.  That  is  not  too  much  of  a  drop,  but 
it  is  a  decided  drop  from  what  it  was, 
because  when  the  figure  of  $2  billion  is 
reached,  to  me  the  amount  is  irreducible, 
and  I  shall  be  constrained  to  vote  against 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  1  minute  to  read  from  the 
statement  which  came  from  the  Defense 
Department.  Let  me  read  just  two  sen¬ 
tences  : 

Thus,  a  cut  in  military  assistance  would 
result  in  severe  reductions  in  Turkey  and  in 
other  major  countries  on  the  Sino-Soviet 
periphery.  Very  simply,  in  order  to  maintain 
the  vital  support  of  our  efforts  in  South  Viet¬ 
nam  at  the  proposed  level,  the  United  States 
would  be  forced  to  reduce  military  aid  to 
such  countries  as  Taiwan,  Pakistan,  Greece, 
and  Turkey  to  unacceptable  levels. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  me  1  minute? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  This  statement 
was  made  before  the  committee  while 
we  were  appropriating  with  enthusiasm 
$700  million  to  pursue  the  war  in  Viet¬ 
nam. 

In  committee  I  voted  for  this  figure, 
which  maintains  it  at  the  current  level. 
The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  said  he 
would  be  inclined  not  to  grant  military 
assistance  to  countries  that  were  fighting 
each  other.  One  of  the  principal  reasons 
I  voted  for  it  in  the  committee  was  that 
such  a  cut,  except  in  emergencies,  would 
be  assessed  against  those  countries.  That 
was  what  influenced  me  and  some  of  my 
colleagues.  It  seemed  rather  futile  to  in¬ 
crease  appropriations  to  countries  which 
are  more  interested  in  fighting  them¬ 
selves  than  others.  That  is  a  part  of  the 
reason  I  did  it. 

All  the  turmoil  around  the  world  is  not 
attributable  to  the  paucity  of  our  military 
appropriations.  If  anything,  the  reverse 
might  be  true.  I  am  not  convinced  that 
it  doesn’t  contribute  to  the  turmoil. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  That  is  exactly  the 
point  I  make.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  agree  that  if  we  make  the  pro¬ 
posed  cut,  there  is  nothing  under  the 
law  that  would  prevent  the  Department 
of  Defense  from  putting  the  money 
wherever  it  might  be  needed? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  There  are  certain 
restrictions.  It  would  not  affect  aid 
for  Latin  America.  But  in  the  overall 


military  assistance  program,  which  is 
given  to  us  in  secret — and  I  think  there 
are  good  reasons  for  that — it  is  not  set 
out  in  the  law  how  much  each  country 
receives.  That  has  never  been  the  prac¬ 
tice.  There  is  good  reason  for  it.  But 
in  the  presentation  books,  they  tell  us 
how  much  is  intended  for  these  coun¬ 
tries.  They  would  be  forced,  it  seems  to 
me,  to  make  a  choice.  Perhaps  they 
could  shift  between  Turkey  and  Greece, 
India  and  Pakistan.  I  am  not  at  all 
sure  that  I  am  in  a  position  to  say  that 
any  certain  number  of  dollars  must 
come  from  one  or  the  other  country.  All 
of  it  is  in  the  form  of  a  cut.  I  am  not 
to  particular  whether  it  should  be  one 
or  the  other.  There  is  great  dissension 
among  these  countries — much  jealousy 
among  them  that  one  country  is  getting 
more  than  the  other.  I  would  not  tie 
our  hands  on  each  country.  It  would  be 
bad  precedent,  but  I  would  like  to  main¬ 
tain  it  at  approximately  what  it  is  now. 

They  never  have  lacked  for  military 
money.  If  they  needed  more,  they  would 
probably  come  and  get  another  $1  bil¬ 
lion  before  the  end  of  July. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  am  one  of  those  who 
believe  in  the  military  program.  I  am 
one  of  those  who  because  they  are  un¬ 
familiar  with  the  intimate  facts  involved 
must  leave  it  to  the  administrators  of 
the  Government  to  cope  with  the  prob¬ 
lem.  I  hope  that  they  are  giving  us  in¬ 
formation  which  is  trustworthy.  I  am 
perfectly  willing  to  accept  whatever 
figure  they  suggest.  I  quite  agree  with 
the  argument  made  by  my  distinguished 
colleague  who  is  sponsoring  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  I  believe  it  is  absolutely  fal¬ 
lacious  in  every  way  for  us  to  be  giving 
money  to  two  nations  who  are  warring 
against  one  another.  It  is  idiotic. 

All  I  am  saying  is  that  if  we  could  write 
that  specifically  into  the  law,  I  could 
subscribe  to  it,  but  I  cannot  subscribe, 
at  the  same  time,  to  an  overall  cut  of 
a  program  in  which  I  believe.  All  I  am 
saying  is  that  if  we  do  make  the  cut  to¬ 
day,  there  is  absolutely  nothing  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  Defense  Department  from  allot¬ 
ting  whatever  money  it  wishes,  either  in 
Turkey,  Greece,  in  Pakistan,  or  in  India, 
no  matter  what  they  have  been  saying. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  They  cannot  do  it 
all.  They  have  to  make  some  choices. 
About  half  of  the  reports  from  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office  relate  to  waste  and 
maladministration  of  the  military  hard¬ 
ware  part  of  the.  program.  The  most 
distressing  reports  from  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  have  been  those  reports 
setting  out  the  facts  where  we  have  sup¬ 
plied  a  substantial  amount  of  hardware 
to  countries  which  are  not  equipped  to 
use  them.  The  equipment  just  sits  in 
their  warehouses.  It  is  never  used.  It 
is  this  kind  of  thing  which  has  influenced 
my  opinion  as  to  whether  they  could  ab¬ 
sorb  some  reasonable  cut.  Anyway,  it 
is  not  really  a  cut,  it  is  continuing  the 
same  level  as  this  year.  It  is  only  a  cut 
from  the  increase. 

Mr.  GRUENING  and  Mr.  MORSE  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Kennedy  of  New  York  in  the  chair) . 
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Three  minutes  remain  to  the  Senator 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  yield  30  seconds  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for  30 
seconds. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  and 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pastore]  ,  as  I  pointed  out  a  few  moments 
ago  that  Pakistan  and  Turkey  are  al¬ 
ready  in  violation  of  the  law  itself.  They 
are  not  entitled  to  anything,  if  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  enforce  it,  because  they 
are  using  their  military  aid  for  purposes 
that  are  prohibited  under  law  and  so 
the  issue  that  the  Church  amendment,  I 
believe,  takes  for  granted,  is  that  it  will 
strengthen  at  least  the  determination  of 
our  Government  to  take  the  money  from 
Turkey  and  Pakistan. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  yield? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Alaska  is  recognized  for 
1  minute. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  the 
basic  fact  is  that  Pakistan  and  India 
have  been  using  money  given  them  for 
defense  against  Communist  invasion  and 
aggression  to  fight  each  other.  They 
have  expended  ammunition  and  used  up 
machinery.  It  would  seem  to  me  not 
only  would  this  cut  be  a  distinct  warning 
to  them,  but  a  useful  instrument  to  deter 
them  from  military  combat.  We  should 
say  to  them,  “Look  here,  you  have  got  to 
stop  fighting  each  other  or  we  are  not 
going  to  give  you  the  additional  money 
which  is  intended  for  another  purpose.” 

That  is  why  I  believe  the  amendment 
is  extremely  important  and  should  be 
enacted. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much.  I  wish  to  point  out  that 
the  provisions  for  which  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  has  made  such  an 
eloquent  plea,  already  exist  in  the  law 
under  section  620  (i)  in  the  present 
foreign  aid  bill.  There  is  now  a  pro¬ 
hibition  against  giving  military  assist¬ 
ance  to  any  country  engaging  in  aggres¬ 
sion,  and  a  Presidential  determination  is 
required  in  that  regard.  The  language 
is  perfectly  clear. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  this  section  of  the  bill  be 
printed  here  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

(i)  No  assistance  shall  be  provided  under 
this  or  any  other  Act,  and  no  sales  shall  be 
made  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  to  any 
country  which  the  President  determines  is 
engaging  in  or  preparing  for  aggressive  mili¬ 
tary  efforts  directed  against  (1)  the  United 
States,  (2)  any  country  receiving  assistance 
under  this  or  any  other  Act,  or  (3)  any 
country  to  which  sales  are  made  under  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954,  until  the  President  deter¬ 
mines  that  such  military  efforts  or  prepara¬ 
tions  have  ceased  and  he  reports  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  he  has  received  assurances  satis¬ 
factory  to  him  that  such  military  efforts  or 
preparations  will  not  be  renewed.  This  re¬ 
striction  may  not  be  waived  pursuant  to  any 
authority  contained  in  this  Act. 


Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  the  dif¬ 
ficulty  is  that  there  is  no  effective  way 
to  enforce  this  kind  of  provision,  because 
it  necessarily  must  rest  upon  Presiden¬ 
tial  discretion.  Therefore,  if  we  are  to 
reach  this  problem,  we  can  only  reach  it 
through  our  control  of  the  purse  strings. 
If  we  pull  back  on  the  purse  strings,  we 
force  a  reassessment  of  priorities  and 
accomplish  our  purpose. 

The  consistent  experience  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  one  of  continuing  frus¬ 
tration  in  attempting  to  establish  stand¬ 
ards  of  the  kind  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  advocates.  These  now  exist  in 
the  law;  yet,  military  assistance  goes  on. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  yield  me  30 
seconds? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  yield  30  seconds  to 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  is  recognized 
for  30  seconds. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  law  specifically  states  that  none  of 
this  money  shall  be  given  to  any  nation 
which  is  warring  against  another  nation 
which  is  receiving  money  from  the  same 
fund?  Does  not  the  Senator  believe  that 
enforcement  of  the  law  would  be  an  in¬ 
ducement  to  these  nations  to  bring  their 
aggression  to  a  halt? 

Mr.  CHURCH.  In  reply  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island,  let  me  read  the 
law.  Section  620  (i) : 

(i)  No  assistance  shall  be  provided  under 
this  or  any  other  act,  and  no  sales  shall  be 
made  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  to  any 
country  which  the  President  determines  is 
engaging  in  or  preparing  for  aggressive  mili¬ 
tary  efforts  directed  against  (1)  the  United 
States,  (2)  any  country  receiving  assistance 
under  this  or  any  other  Act,  or  (3)  any 
country  to  which  sales  are  made  under  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1954 — 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Idaho  has  now  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  3  minutes  on  the  bill  to  complete  my 
argument. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHURCH  (continuing) : 
until  the  President  determines  that  such 
military  efforts  or  preparations  have  ceased 
and  he  reports  to  the  Congress  that  he  has 
received  assurances  satisfactory  to  him  that 
such  miltiary  efforts  or  preparations  will  not 
be  renewed.  This  restriction  may  not  be 
waived  pursuant  to  any  authority  contained 
in  this  act. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  imagine  find¬ 
ing  words  that  would  be  more  definite  in 
expressing  the  intent  of  Congress  on  this 
question.  But  words  are  not  enforced. 
The  only  way  Congress  can  influence  the 
program  is  through  the  purse  strings. ' 

All  my  amendment  seeks  to  do  is  to 
hold  the  military  assistance  program  at 
its  present  level,  in  order  to  avoid  in¬ 
creases  to  those  very  countries  which  are 
now  violating  their  pledge  to  the  United 
States  by  using  military  equipment 
which  we  have  supplied  to  them  in  war¬ 
ring  against  one  another. 
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If  this  does  not  make  sense,  I  do  not 
know  what  does. 

The  only  way  Congress  can  reach  this 
matter — as  the  language  of  the  present 
law  proves — is  by  cutting  down  the 
amount  of  money  available  to  the  pro¬ 
gram.  I  believe  that  the  case  for  my 
amendment  is  very  good.  Those  who 
heard  the  testimony  in  the  committee, 
when  it  came  to  a  final  vote,  were  in 
favor  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  the 
time  has  now  expired - 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  is 
there  any  time  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers] 
has  6  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  is  recognized 
for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  the 
problem  is  a  little  bigger  than  the  spon¬ 
sor  of  this  amendment  has  defined  it. 

What  we  are  trying  to  prevent  is  giving 
an  increase  to  the  nations  warring  in 
violation  of  the  intent  of  our  aid.  If  I 
understand  the  law,  they  should  be  cut 
off  from  all  funds. 

The  problem  is  bigger  than  what  we 
are  stating  here.  The  problem  which 
confronts  us  is  the  enforcement  of  the 
law. 

Someone  is  derelict  in  his  duty  if  we 
are  giving  out  money  prohibited  by  law. 
Someone  positively  is  in  dereliction  of 
his  duty  if  that  is  so.  There  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  in  my  mind  at  all  that  it  is  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  law.  I  believe  that  what  we 
should  do  if  we  have  this  problem  is  to 
come  to  grips  with  it.  I  do  not  believe 
that_this  amendment  is  the  way  to  do  it. 
We  are  making  some  kind  of  legislative 
history  in  the  Senate  today  that  does 
involve  the  security  of  the  United  States 
of  America.  We  argue  cutting  down 
these  funds.  We  would  not  be  cutting 
down  funds  alone  for  India,  for  Pakistan, 
for  Turkey,  or  for  Greece.  We  would  be 
cutting  these  funds  down  for  the  entire 
panorama  of  those  who  are  on  our  side 
in  our  fight  against  communism. 

I  believe  that  it  would  be  wrong  to 
inflict  a  meat  ax  cut  at  this  point.  If 
we  have  a  problem  of  violations,  I  hope 
that  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
would  get  together  to  obtain  an  inquiry 
and  find  out  why  we  are  giving  money  to 
nations  who  are  violating  the  law. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  yield  myself  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  believe  the 
Communists  have  given  up  their  hope  of 
some  day  taking  Greece.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  they  have  given  up  their  hope  of 
someday  taking  Turkey.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  whether  or  not  Greeks  or 
Turks  happen  to  be  fighting  with  each 
other  lessens  the  Communist  interest  in 
taking  over  either  one  of  them.  We 
started  a  program  in  i.947  to  let  those 
countries  build  themselves  up  to  the  point 
where  they  could  at  least  resist  or  hold 
the  line  against  Communist  aggression  in 
the  event  it  started.  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  Communists  have  given  up  their 
desire  to  take  Pakistan  or  India.  It  is 
unfortunate  that  Pakistan  and  India  are 
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embroiled  in  some  measure  with  each 
other.  However,  if  we  deprive  them  of 
what  they  need  to  defend  themselves 
until  we  can  get  there  if  the  Communists 
move  against  them,  we  are  inviting  Com¬ 
munist  aggression  and  are  urging  them 
to  come  in.  This  was  the  argument  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretary  of  State  before  our  com¬ 
mittee. 

Under  the  conditions  as  they  exist 
throughout  the  world  today,  I  believe  it 
would  be  a  most  inopportune  time  to 
make  this  cut. 

I  yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  the 
statement  has  been  made  that  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  Church  amendment  would 
hold  the  expenditures  in  this  area  of  mili¬ 
tary  equipment,  supplies  and  ammuni¬ 
tion  at  present  levels.  I  point  out  that 
that  statement  is  not  correct.  In  the 
past  5  years  we  have  made  a  reduction 
in  the  pipeline  of  $700  million.  This 
means  that  the  delivery  of  military  goods 
amounted  to  the  appropriation  plus  the 
diminution  in  the  pipeline.  The  pipe¬ 
line  is  at  the  point  where  it  cannot  be 
cut  any  more.  Therefore  this  proposal 
in  effect,  would  be  a  cut.  How  much,  no 
one  can  tell,  but  it  is  an  actual  cut  against 
the  present  level. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  whatever  time  remains  to  me. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
for  debate  has  expired.  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Latjsche],  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton  [Mr.  Magntjson],  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr. .  McClellan],  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator 
from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman], 
and  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Talmadge]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Brewster],  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  and  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  would  each 
vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris].  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pear¬ 
son]  are  absent  on  official  business. 


The  Senator  from  Calif omia  [Mr. 
Murphy]  is  necessarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong]  and  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Curtis]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  38, 
nays  43,  as  follows: 

[No.  119  Leg.] 

YEAS— 38 


Aiken 

EUender 

Nelson 

AUott 

Ervin 

Pell 

Anderson 

Fulbright 

Prouty 

Bartlett 

Gore 

Proxmire 

Bayh 

Gruening 

Randolph 

Bennett 

Hart 

Robertson 

Bible 

Hruska 

S  alt  ons  tall 

Burdick 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Simpson 

Carlson 

Long,  La. 

Symington 

Church 

McGovern 

Williams,  Del. 

Clark 

Montoya 

Yarborough 

Cotton 

Morse 

Young,  Ohio 

Douglas 

Moss 

NAYS — 43 

Boggs 

Javits 

Mundt 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Pastore 

Cannon 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Ribicoff 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Russell,  S.C. 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Scott 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Smathers 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Smith 

Dominick 

McGee 

Stennis 

Eastland 

McIntyre 

Thurmond 

Fannin 

McNamara 

Tower 

Hickenlooper 

Metcalf 

Ty  dings 

Hill 

Miller 

Williams,  N.J. 

Holland 

Mondale 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Inouye 

Monroney 

Jackson 

Morton 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Bass 

Hayden 

Neuberger 

Brewster 

Lausche 

Pearson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Long,  Mo. 

Russell,  Ga. 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Fong 

McClellan 

Talmadge 

Harris 

Murphy 

Hartke 

Muskie 

So  Mr.  Church’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  241,  AS  MODIFIED 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  offer  a 
modified  version  of  my  amendment  No. 
241,  which  I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask 
to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk,  (d)  At  the 
end  thereof,  it  is  proposed  to  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  section: 

Sec.  649.  Limitation  on  Aggregate  Au¬ 
thorization  for  Use  in  Fiscal  Years  1966 
and  1967. — Notwithstading  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  Act,  the  aggregate  of  the  total 
amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
use  during  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and 
1967  for  furnishing  assistance  and  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  under  this  Act  shall 
not  exceed  $3,000,000,000  for  each  such  year. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  as  many 


Senators  know,  I  had  planned  to  propose 
an  amendment  that  would  cut  the  bill 
by  $500  million.  But  the  Senate  added 
$89  million  to  the  original  committee 
bill,  and  $2  million  in  an  amendment  by 
Senator  Pell.  So  I  have  picked  the 
round  number  of  $3  billion,  which  means 
that  we  would  cut  the  bill  as  amended 
by  the  Senate  by  $443  million.  Let  me 
make  clear  again  that  instead  of  $500 
million  cut  as  I  originally  proposed,  I 
am  now  proposing  a  cut  of  $443  million, 
leaving  a  round  figure  of  $3  billion  as  the 
foreign  aid  figure. 

Mi-.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mi-.  YARBOROUGH.  I  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon  what  the 
amount  authorized  for  foreign  aid  2  years 
ago  was.  What  was  the  total? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  figures  are  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Total  foreign  aid  appropriations 

Billions 


1963  _ $3.  9 

1964  _ 3.  0 

1965  _  3.  25 

1966  (in  this  bill) _ _ _  3.44 


Comparisons  of  foreign  aid  requests,  author¬ 
izations,  and  appropriations 
(In  millions  of  dollarsl 


Year 

Requested 

Authorized 

Appro¬ 

priated 

1963. . . . 

4.78 

4.67 

3.90 

1964 _ 

4.53 

3.60 

3.0 

1966 _ _ 

3.62 

3. 51 

3.25 

Mr.  President,  the  case  for  my  amend¬ 
ment  is  found  in  11  inches  of  condensed 
evidence  piled  on  top  of  my  desk.  I 
know  that  Senators  have  not  read  these 
reports,  but  I  say  most  respectfully  that 
I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  how  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  can  vote  on  a  foreign 
aid  bill  without  familiarizing  them¬ 
selves,  at  least  in  general,  with  the  na¬ 
ture  of  the  reports. 

These  are  the  reports  of  the  Comptrol¬ 
ler  General  of  the  United  States.  They 
are  devastating  reports  of  the  watch  dog 
of  the  expenditure  of  funds  appropriated 
by  Congress,  by  the  agency  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  set  up  to  “watch  dog”  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  appropriated  funds.  These 
reports  show  the  shocking  waste,  in¬ 
efficiency,  and  the  cause  of  corruption  of 
American  foreign  aid  around  the  globe. 

Listen  to  the  testimony  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  before  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  when  asked  a  question 
by  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark].  It  appears  on  p.  346  of  the 
hearings : 

Senator  Clark.  I  am  not  quite  sure  I  know 
wbat  you  mean  when  you  say  "you  can’t 
compare.”  Do  you  mean  AID  Is  so  much 
worse? 

That  is,  speaking  of  AID  in  compari¬ 
son  with  other  agencies. 

Mr.  Campbell  (the  Comptroller  General). 
I  think  the  AID  problem  of  waste  is  greater 
than  it  is  in  any  other  civil  agency. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  en¬ 
tire  colloquy  of  Senator  Clark  and  Mr. 
Campbell  on  this  point  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  colloquy 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

COMPARISON  OF  AID  ADMINISTRATION  TO  OTHER 
GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES 

Senator  Clark.  Mr.  Campbell,  in  the 
course  of  the  very  able  work  done  by  the  very 
fine  people  in  your  agency,  you  range  pretty 
far  and  wide  across  the  executive  branch  of 
our  Federal  Government. 

I  am  wondering  if  you  could  give  us  your 
view  as  to  whether  the  administration  of  this 
AID  agency  is  any  worse  than  the  others  you 
audit  in  terms  of  waste  or  inadequate  han¬ 
dling  of  the  money  which  is  appropriated  to 
this  Agency? 

Mr.  Campbell.  Senator  Clark,  this,  of 
course,  is  a  very  unusual  program  a6  you 
know. 

Senator  Clark.  Fraught  with  unusual  diffi¬ 
culties. 

Mr.  Campbell.  Great  difficulties:  The  pro¬ 
gram  has  serious  personnel  problems  and  my 
prediction  is  that  it  will  have  more  problems 
because  it  is  becoming  more  difficult  every 
day  to  persuade  capable  people,  in  sufficient 
numbers,  to  live  in  the  countries  in  which 
we  are  attempting  to  help  out  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  as  well  as  the  military  assistance 
programs. 

Senator  Clark.  Particularly  when  they 
tend  to  become  “whipping  boys.” 

Mr.  Campbell.  Well,  even  with  our  own 
staff,  we  have  a  great  difficulty  today  in  get¬ 
ting  young  men  to  live  abroad  as  compared 
with  10  years  ago  when  foreign  assignments 
were  quite  popular.  This  takes  me  to  the 
answer  to  your  question:  As  far  as  I  know, 
let  us  put  Defense  agenices  aside,  in  the 
civil  area,  in  which  the  economic  assistance 
program  would  logically  fall.  I  don’t  think 
that  you  can  compare  the  problem  of  waste 
in  other  agencies  with  the  problem  in  AID. 

Senator  Clark.  I  am  not  quite  sure  I  know 
what  you  mean  when  you  say  “you  can’t 
compare.”  Do  you  mean  AID  is  so  much 
worse? 

Mr.  Campbell.  I  think  the  AID  problem  of 
waste  is  greater  than  it  is  in  any  other  civil 
agency. 

Senator  Clark.  Do  you  mean  any  other 
civil  agency  that  you  audit? 

Mr.  Campbell.  We  see  them  all,  with  the 
exception  of  a  very  few  which  are  exempt 
from  our  surveillance. 

Senator  Clark.  How  about  USIA? 

Mr.  Campbell.  That  would  generally  be 
comparable  to  the  State  Department’s  prob¬ 
lem,  as  contrasted  with  AID’S  problem. 

Senator  Clark.  You  would  say,  of  course, 
there  is  an  enormous  State  Department 
establishment  overseas  outside  of  AID. 
Would  it  be  your  opinion  that  the  waste  in 
AID  would  be  substantially  greater  than  the 
regular  State  Department  activities? 

Mr.  Campbell.  I  am  not  so  sure.  I  think 
that  from  where  I  sit,  the  reports  coining  to 
me  would  indicate  that  the  percentage  of 
saving  of  waste  is  greater  than  it  is  in  the 
State  Department  proper. 

Senator  Clark.  Well,  they  have  more 
money  to  spend. 

Mr.  Campbell.  There  would  be  more  money 
to  spend. 

Senator  Clark.  I  am  not  trying  to  press 
you  for  an  answer  you  are  unwilling  to  give. 

Mr.  Campbell.  No,  but - 

Senator  Clark.  This  program  has  been  in 
the  doghouse  of  the  Congress  for  goodness 
knows  how  long.  It  is  awfully  easy  for  in¬ 
dividuals  to  whom  the  program  is  unpopu¬ 
lar  to  talk  in  generalities  about  waste  and 
inefficiency  and  ineffective  personnel.  I  am 
asking  for  a  specific  answer  to  a  question 
which  may  not  be  susceptible  to  a  specific 
answer.  In  your  opinion,  is  that  an  Agency 
that  is  badly  run  and  which  Congress - 

Mr.  Campbell.  I  am  glad  you  said  it  that 
way,  Senator,  because  we  are  talking  about 
waste.  You  might  also  be  talking  about  an 


agency  that  is  well  run  and  in  which  there 
could  be  substantial  waste. 

Senator  Clark.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  Campbell.  Because  by  the  nature  of 

its  activity - 

Senator  Clark.  And  because  of  the  indi¬ 
viduals  with  whom  they  must  deal;  take  the 
Philippine  situation. 

Mr.  Campbell  (continuing).  Waste  is  a 
fundamental  part  of  it.  It  may  well  be. 
But  I  say  that  the  AID  program  is  in  a  class 
by  itself  with  respect  to  prospective  waste. 

Senator  Clark.  Is  this  not  equally  true  of 
the  defense  program  overseas 

Mr.  Stovall.  Except  the  defense  purposes 
seem  to  be  a  little  more  definable. 

Senator  Case.  You  mean  not  military  as¬ 
sistance? 

Senator  Clark.  I  am  not  talking  about 
defense  support.  I  am  talking  about  the 
actual  deployment  of  American  troops  over¬ 
seas  with  all  the  attendant  problems  which 
that  raises  and  which  are  not  so  very  differ¬ 
ent  from  the  problems  which  affect  AID.  I 
am  seeking  an  answer  from  you  as  to  whether 
you  think  the  Defense  Department  and  the 
military  do  a  better  job  in  eliminating  waste 
and  running  an  efficient  shop  than  AID  does. 

That  is  value  judgment. 

Mr.  Campbell.  In  my  judgment  I  would  say 
the  military  does  a  better  job. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  cannot  read  to  the 
Senate  the  confidential  reports  of  the 
Comptroller  General,  but  Senators  can 
read  them.  After  they  leave  my  desk 
they  will  go  back  to  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  and  be  available  to  Sen¬ 
ators  there.  I  suggest  that  Senators  read 
those  so-called  confidential  reports.  I 
have  checked  and  found  that  I  am  free 
to  read  their  titles.  If  Senators  will  read 
those  confidential  reports,  they  will  know 
why  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  for 
the  past  several  years  has  been  urging 
Congress  to  revise  and  reform  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  and  stop  the  clipping 
of  American  taxpayers  out  of  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  that  they  ought  to 
be  protected  in  seeing  to  it  that  they  are 
not  wasted. 

Listen  to  some  of  these  titles:  “Inade¬ 
quate  Planning,  Programing,  and  Con¬ 
tracting  for  a  Fixed  Communications 
System  for  the  Government  of  Indo¬ 
nesia  Under  the  Military  Assistance  Pro¬ 
gram.”  The  Comptroller  General  went 
into  Indonesia  and  came  forth  with  his 
findings  of  shocking  waste  in  connection 
with  that  program.  Do  not  forget  that 
these  are  examples.  This  is  not  an  ex¬ 
haustive,  all-inclusive  survey  of  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  hundreds  of  millions  of 
American  taxpayers’  dollars.  Do  not  for¬ 
get  that  we  are  dealing  with  a  program 
which,  since  1946,  has  resulted  in  the 
spending  of  more  than  $111  billion  of 
American  taxpayer  largess  in  the  foreign 
aid  program. 

Listen  to  the  title  of  the  next  secret 
report:  “Report  on  Review  of  Military 
Assistance  Provided  to  the  Republic  of 
the  Philippines.”  It  is  a  nice,  thick  vol¬ 
ume,  in  which  the  Comptroller  General 
found  one  waste  after  another,  plus  in¬ 
efficiency,  in  the  administration  of  the 
program. 

One  cannot  read  these  reports  and  not 
form,  reluctantly,  as  I  have  reluctantly 
and  sadly  formed,  the  opinion  that  the 
administration  of  foreign  aid  is  honey¬ 
combed  with  wastrels.  The  administra¬ 
tion  of  aid  is  honeycombed  with  person¬ 
nel  who  are  given  to  inefficiency  because 
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of  shocking  incompetency  on  the  part  of 
too  many  of  the  people  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  foreign  aid. 

Mr.  President,  one  cannot  read  these 
reports  of  the  Comptroller  General  with¬ 
out  concluding  that  our  foreign  aid  ad¬ 
ministration  is  overstaffed  in  one  part  of 
the  world  after  another.  The  record  is 
against  foreign  aid,  so  far  as  its  admin¬ 
istration  protects  the  interests  of  the 
American  taxpayer. 

All  that  the  senior  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  has  been  trying  to  do  in  the  years 
that  he  has.been  pleading  for  reform  of 
foreign  aid  is  to  try  to  clean  out  the 
inefficiency  and  waste.  One  cannot  read 
these  reports  without  discovering  that 
the  Comptroller  General  has  found  out 
that  the  way  foreign  aid  has  been  ad¬ 
ministered  in  some  areas  of  the  world 
has  led  to  corruption  on  the  part  of  the 
foreign  governments  that  we  are  aiding. 

It  is  sad  to  relate  that  the  word 
“secret”  appears  on  every  one  of  these 
reports.  In  a  free  society,  which  we  call 
a  democracy,  the  American  taxpayers, 
who  pay  the  bill,  ought  to  have  this  in¬ 
formation  by  way  of  a  full  public  dis¬ 
closure.  Why  in  the  world  should  the 
American  taxpayers  be  denied  access  to 
the  evidence  of  the  shocking  inefficiency 
and  waste  of  a  branch  of  their  Govern¬ 
ment  called  the  foreign  aid  administra¬ 
tion?  Why  should  they  not  be  told  the 
ugly  facts  that  exist  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  foreign  aid?  We  ought  to  clean 
house  with  respect  to  foreign  aid.  That 
is  all  I  have  been  asking  for. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  no  reason  why 
the  American  taxpayers  should  have  con¬ 
cealed  from  them  such  vital  facts  as  are 
brought  out  by  the  Comptroller  General. 
Do  we  really  believe  in  government  by 
secrecy?  Does  Congress  really  want  to 
support  government  by  concealment?  I 
say,  most  respectfully,  that  this  is  the 
way  to  establish  a  government  of  execu¬ 
tive  supremacy.  This  is  the  way  to 
break  down  our  system  of  checks  and 
balances,  constitutionally  guaranteed  to 
the  American  people,  a  system  of  three 
coordinate,  coequal  branches  of 
government. 

I  know  that  some  Senators  do  not  like 
to  hear  what  I  am  relating;  but  I  say, 
most  respectfully,  that  so  long  as  Con¬ 
gress  puts  its  stamp  of  approval  upon 
the  device  of  operating  the  Government 
by  secrecy,  the  American  people  will  lose 
their  freedom  to  the  extent  that  they  are 
denied  the  protection  to  which  they  are 
entitled;  namely,  in  a  democracy,  a  full 
public  disclosure  of  the  public’s  business. 
So  long  as  Congress  supports  the  doctrine 
of  government  by  secrecy,  we  who  are  in 
the  minority  have  our  lips  sealed,  because 
we  all  know  that  we  cannot  violate  the 
doctrine  of  secrecy  and  not  find  our¬ 
selves  in  violation  of  the  rules  that  are 
binding  upon  us  as  Senators. 

I  will  tell  the  American  people  where 
they  can  correct  this  situation.  They 
can  correct  it  in  the  voting  booths.  They 
ought  to  start  correcting  it  in  1966  and 
finish  the  job  in  1968. 

I  say  to  the  American  people:  You 
ought  to  make  clear  between  now  and 
the  election  of  1966  and  the  election  of 
1968  that  you  want  government  by 
secrecy  in  this  country  stopped,  and  that, 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


12893 


June  11,  1965 

therefore,  you  will  hold  to  an  accounting 
those  who  ask  that  you  place  your  trust 
in  them,  and  see  whether  or  not  they 
will  join  with  those  of  us  who  want 
government  by  secrecy  in  this  country 
stopped. 

Let  me  read  another  title:  “Waste  of 
Funds  in  Construction  of  Shahabad 
Depot  in  Iran  Under  Military  Assistance 
Program.”  I  ask  Senators  to  read  that 
report  and  then  tell  me  if  they  are  so 
sure  they  were  right  when  they  voted 
against  the  motion  of  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  to  try  to  do  something 
to  reduce  the  amount  for  military  aid. 
So  many  millions  of  dollars  are  being 
wasted  in  the  military  aid  program  that 
it  is  shocking  that  we  cannot  bring  about 
the  type  of  cuts  that  the  Senator  from 
Oregon,  the  Senator  from  Alaska,  and 
other  Senators  have  been  trying  to  get 
in  connection  with  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram. 

Let  me  read  another  title:  “Inade¬ 
quate  Consideration  Given  to  Utilizing 
Reserve  Fleet  Ships  in  Lieu  of  Providing 
New  Ships  to  Iran  Under  the  Military 
Assistance  Program."  If  Senators  will 
read  that  report,  they  will  find  another 
devastating  report  against  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  American  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram. 

Let  me  read  another  title:  “Review  of 
Military  Assistance  Program  for  a  Far 
East  Country.”  They  will  not  even  men¬ 
tion  the  name  of  the  country  in  this  one. 
It  is  awful.  Read  it.  They  even  keep 
the  name  of  the  country  a  secret  in  the 
title  of  the  document. 

I  am  not  privileged  to  name  the  coun¬ 
try.  I  am  privileged  only  to  name  the 
titles  of  the  report.  This  is  another 
example  of  the  shocking  waste  of  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayers’  dollars  in  connection 
with  that  report,  found  by  our  own 
watchdog,  our  own  agent. 

For  the  past  several  years  Congress 
has  been  walking  out  on  one  of  the  most 
dedicated  public  spirited  servants  we 
have  ever  had — the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States,  Mr.  Campbell. 
In  committee  and  on  platforms  across 
the  country,  I  have  praised  him.  I  praise 
him  again  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
Here  is  a  man  who  dares  to  speak  the 
facts  as  he  finds  them.  Here  is  a  cour¬ 
ageous  public  servant. 

We  have  treated  him  in  a  very  shabby 
fashion.  Congress  ought  to  be  thanking 
him  and  not,  in  effect,  repudiating  him. 
That  is  what  we  are  doing  when  we  re¬ 
fuse  to  adopt  amendments  that  would 
bring  about  reforms  that  he  finds  are 
called  for. 

Listen  to  the  next  title.  “Deficiencies 
in  the  Military  Assistance  Program  for 
the  Spanish  Army.”  Read  it  and  one  will 
have  a  hard  time  to  justify  our  failure 
to  vote  for  the  necessary  cuts  in  military 
aid  and  the  clearing  up  of  the  foreign 
aid  program. 

“Review  of  Military  Assistance  Pro¬ 
gram  for  Indonesia.”  We  cannot  even 
get  stopped  the  foreign  aid  program  for 
that  little  military  tyrant  in  Indonesia 
without  putting  a  so-called  presidential 
escape  clause  in  it.  When  I  think  of  the 
millions  of  dollars  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money  that  Congress  has  wasted  by  sup¬ 


porting  that  reprehensible  character,  the 
head  of  the  Indonesian  Government,  I 
am  at  a  loss  to  understand  why  we  have 
not  cut  out,  with  no  escape  clause  at  all, 
but  as  a  matter  of  principle,  further  aid 
to  that  tyrant. 

Listen  to  the  next  title.  “Furnishing  of 
Military  Assistance  to  Ethiopia  in  Excess 
of  the  Country’s  Ability  To  Effectively 
Utilize  the  Equipment.”  Read  it  and  one 
will  find  a  great  waste  of  the  American 
taxpayers’  money  that  we  have  been 
guilty  of  in  connection  with  our  foreign 
aid  in  Ethiopia  as  to  its  military  weapons. 

Listen  to  the  next  title.  “Inefficient 
Utilization  of  Personnel  To  Administer 
the  Military  Assistance  Program  in  Ad¬ 
vanced  Western  European  Countries.” 
Our  European  allies  would  not  like  to 
hear  that  one.  However,  for  some  years 
I  have  pointed  out  that  we  have  been 
throwing  away  American  taxpayers’ 
money  in  connection  with  NATO. 

Listen  to  the  title  of  the  next  one. 
“Unnecessary  or  Premature  Procurement 
of  Sidewinder  Missile  Training  Systems 
and  Their  Delivery  to  Foreign  Countries 
Under  the  Military  Assistance  Program.” 
Read  it.  It  represents  another  shocking 
waste  of  the  taxpayers’  money. 

Listen  to  the  title  of  the  next  one: 
“Inadequate  Administration  of  Military 
Budget  Support  Funds  Provided  to  Paki¬ 
stan  Under  the  Foreign  Assistance  Pro¬ 
gram.”  Read  it,  and  one  will  find  again 
that  we  have  been  pouring  down  the  rat- 
hole  of  waste  millions  of  dollars  of  the 
American  taxpayers’  money.  And  yet 
some  Senators  plead  to  clean  house  on 
foreign  aid.  We  plead  to  try  to  stop  the 
shocking  waste.  What  are  we  faced 
with?  The  waving  of  the  flag  into  tat¬ 
ters.  The  argument  is,  “This  is  not  the 
time.” 

Let  me  say  for  those  apologists  that 
the  time  will  never  be  appropriate,  for 
they  will  always  find  an  alibi  and  ra¬ 
tionalization  for  not  proceeding  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  American  taxpayers  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  foreign  aid  program. 

That  is  why  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
has  been  trying  to  bring  to  an  end  the 
entire  program  by  means  of  the  Morse 
amendment,  the  amendment  that  came 
from  the  committee,  and  other  means. 
I  would  be  less  than  honest  if  I  were  to 
say  that  I  am  not  the  most  surprised 
man  that  it  survived  the  committee,  and 
I  hope  that  it  survives  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy  of  New  York  in  the  chair) .  Does 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Maryland? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  would  the  amendment  reduce  the 
aggregate  authorization  for  the  fiscal 
year  1965-66? 

Mr.  MORSE.  $443  million.  That  is 
my  revised  amendment. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  There  would  be  a  fig¬ 
ure  of  $3  billion? 

Mr.  MORSE.  $3  billion.  That  would 
involve  a  saving  of  $443  million. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  knows 
that  I  previously  stated  that  I  would  try 
to  cut  the  bill  by  $500  million.  However, 


that  was  before  the  Senate  added  an¬ 
other  $89  million.  I  thought  I  had  better 
take  a  round  figure  of  $3  billion.  That 
would  make  a  saving,  as  I  said,  of  $443 
million. 

I  am  glad  that  the  Senator  asked  the 
question.  I  have  tried  to  be  fair  to  the 
administration  and  leave  it  to  their  dis¬ 
cretion  as  to  where  to  make  the  cut. 
They  will  not  have  any  difficulty.  They 
will  have  no  difficulty  making  a  cut  of 
$443  million.  If  they  take  only  10  per 
cent  of  the  Comptroller  General’s  find¬ 
ings  they  will  find  that  they  can  save 
many  times  $443  million  within  that  10 
percent. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  attention  to  an  individual  case  which 
I  think  reflects  on  the  administration, 
or  rather  the  mechanics,  of  foreign  aid. 
I  am  not  sure  of  the  answer,  and  per¬ 
haps  my  senior  colleague  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse]  has  comment  on  the  fol¬ 
lowing  distressing  development  in  dis¬ 
tribution  of  food  in  Latin  America  under 
our  aid  program. 

I  have  a  friend  who  part  time  lives  in 
Iquitos,  in  the  country  of  Peru.  My  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleagues,  Senators  Holland 
and  Smathers,  who  are  in  the  Chamber, 
should  know  that  my  friend  is  from  the 
State  of  Florida.  I  believe  his  family  is 
well  known  to  my  colleagues. 

He  has  provided  me  within  recent  days 
a  card  removed  from  certain  foodstuff, 
which  are  being  given  out  in  that  coun¬ 
try.  On  the  label  it  states,  “Donated 
by  the  people  of  the  United  States  of 
America.  Not  to  be  sold  or  exchanged.” 

This  young  man  points  out  to  me  that 
the  natives  cannot  read  English,  that 
they,  of  course,  read  Spanish — some  of 
them  read  Spanish.  Many  can  not  read 
any  language.  The  label  should  be  in 
the  language  of  the  country.  Yet  he  says 
that  the  people  there  do  not  know  that 
what  we  are  giving  them  comes  from  the 
United  States  of  America.  He  states  fur¬ 
ther  and  indicates  that  much  of  our  gift 
material  is  being  sold  in  Iquitos,  Peru. 
This  is  a  perplexing  problem.  I  call  it 
to  the  attention  of  the  Senate  today,  not 
to  argue  for  or  against  the  pending 
amendment,  but  to  caution  the  citizens 
of  our  country  that  this  misuse  of  our 
largess  should  be  eliminated. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  goes  on  all  over 
the  world  in  connection  with  this  pro¬ 
gram.  I  cannot  mention  the  country, 
but  one  of  the  reports  points  out  that  we 
made  available  a  large  sum  of  aid  money 
to  a  country,  and  they  took  the  money 
and  bought  wheat  from  Australia,  while, 
at  the  same  time,  we  had  wheat  rotting 
in  American  storage  bins  in  surplus. 

Our  Government  does  not  like  to  have 
the  Comptroller  General  point  out  those 
sordid  facts,  but  this  dedicated  public 
servant,  in  report  after  report,  has  given 
the  Senate  and  the  House  evidence  that 
justifies  them  in  making  savings  on  the 
foreign  aid  bill. 

But  what  are  we  doing?  We  are  yield¬ 
ing  to  pressure  and  arm  twisting.  We 
are  yielding  to  the  greatest  lobby  in  this 
country;  namely,  the  lobby  of  the  Penta- 


No.  106 - 9 


12894 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


gon,  the  State  Department,  and  the  AID 
officials.  Those  are  the  most  important 
and  powerful  lobbies  in  the  country,  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  White  House.  I  put  the 
responsibility  where  it  rests — on  the  front 
step  of  the  White  House,  because  it  has 
the  responsibility  for  cleaning  up  the 
foreign  aid  program. 

I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  how  these 
devastating  reports  showing  shocking 
waste  in  the  administration  of  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  could  continue  to  exist 
and  the  White  House  not  insist  on  clean¬ 
ing  it  up. 

I  read  the  title  of  the  next  report: 

Ineffective  Programing,  Delivery,  and 
Utilization  of  Aircraft  and  Belated  Equip¬ 
ment  Furnished  to  the  Portuguese  Air  Force 
Under  the  Military  Assistance  Program. 

Read  it  and  tell  me  how  a  Senator  can 
justify  his  vote  in  opposition  to  cleaning 
up  the  foreign  aid  program. 

The  next  one: 

Ineffective  Maintenance  and  Utilization  of 
Equipment  Furnished  to  Iran  Under  the  Mil¬ 
itary  Assistance  Program. 

Read  it  and  tell  the  American  people 
how  Senators  can  justify  their  votes 
against  efforts  seeking  to  clean  up  the 
foreign  aid  program. 

I  read  the  next  title: 

Inadequate  Administration  of  Military 
Budget  Support  Funds  Provided  to  Iran 
Under  the  Foreign  Assistance  Program. 

Read  that  one  and  tell  me  how  Sen¬ 
ators  can  justify  their  votes  against 
amendments  of  the  senior  Senators  from 
Idaho  and  Oregon  and  other  Senators, 
who  have  been  offering  amendments  in 
good  faith,  trying  to  eliminate  some  of 
the  shocking  waste  in  the  administration 
of  the  foreign  aid  program. 

I  read  the  next  one : 

Ineffective  Programing,  Delivery  and  Util¬ 
ization  of  Aircraft  and  Belated  Equipment 
Furnished  to  the  Portuguese  Air  Force  Under 
the  Military  Assistance  Program. 

Read  that  one  and  tell  me  if  Senators 
are  so  sure  of  the  way  they  voted  when 
they  cast  votes  against  amendments  try¬ 
ing  to  save  the  American  taxpayers  from 
the  shocking  waste  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  military  assistance  program. 

The  next  one  reads: 

Beview  of  Programing,  Delivery,  and  Util¬ 
ization  of  Selected  Missile  System  Equip¬ 
ment  Delivered  to  European  Countries  Under 
the  Military  Assistance  Program. 

Read  that  one  and  tell  me  if  Senators 
do  not  believe  they  should  have  done 
something  about  supporting  amend¬ 
ments  that  seek  to  save  the  American 
taxpayers  from  the  shocking  waste  in  the 
administration  of  the  military  assistance 
program. 

The  next  one : 

Beview  of  License  Fees  Being  Charged  the 
U.S.  Government  for  the  Bight  To  Produce 
SS-11  Antitank  Guided  Missile  Mutually  De¬ 
veloped  by  France  and  the  United  States. 

Read  that  report  and  tell  me  how  en¬ 
thusiastic  Senators  are  about  having 
voted  against  amendments  that  would 
have  saved  taxpayers  from  some  of  the 
shocking  waste  in  the  administration  of 
the  military  assistance  program. 

The  next  one : 

Beview  of  the  Utilization  of  Army  Equip¬ 
ment  Furnished  Under  the  Military  Assist¬ 
ance  Program  for  Thailand. 


Senators  know  that  if  they  read  that 
one  and  read  the  other  reports  on  Thai¬ 
land  they  could  not  justify  their  refusal 
to  do  something  about  cleaning  up  the 
administration  of  the  Foreign  Aid  Act. 
Most  Senators  do  not  know  that  we 
really  finance  Thailand  as  far  as  the 
military  is  concerned.  We  supply  her 
additional  funds  for  supporting  assist¬ 
ance,  which  is  nothing  more  than  another 
military  assistance  program  under  an 
economic  label. 

I  am  always  amused  when  I  hear  the 
bleeding  hearts  for  freedom  talking  about 
freedom  in  southeast  Asia,  for  in  south¬ 
east  Asia  we  do  not  support  freedom.  We 
support  totalitarianism.  In  Thailand  we 
are  not  supporting  freedom;  we  are  sup¬ 
porting  a  monarchy.  In  Thailand  we  are 
not  supporting  a  free  society;  we  are  sup¬ 
porting  a  society  that  lives  under  a  form 
of  totalitarian  government.  We  are 
pouring  great  sums  of  the  American  tax¬ 
payers’  money  into  it.  Yet  when  a  few 
of  us  try  to  clean  up  the  foreign-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  we  are  considered  somewhat 
strange  in  some  quarters  for  trying  to 
stop  some  of  the  shocking  waste  in  the 
administration  of  the  foreign-aid^  pro¬ 
gram. 

Let  me  read  the  next  one : 

Beview  of  Payments  Made  by  the  United 
States  for  Construction  of  Airfields  in  France. 

Let  me  read  the  next  one : 

Ineffective  and  Overly  Costly  Aspects  of 
Military  and  Economic  Assistance  Provided 
to  Thailand. 

More  waste.  Let  me  read  the  next  one : 

Unnecessary  Dollar  Grants  to  Iran  Under 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Program. 

More  waste. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  the 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  myself  time  under 
the  bill.  I  expect  to  use  all  the  time  in 
opposing  the  bill.  I  do  not  believe  any 
other  Senator  will  be  opposing  the  bill. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  so 
far  as  I  am  concerned,  there  are  4  hours 
on  the  bill,  which  some  Senators  will  be 
using.  I  see  no  reason  why  the  Senator 
should  not  use  time  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  myself  10  min¬ 
utes  under  the  bill. 

The  next  report  is  titled : 

Beview  of  Economical  Assistance  Provided 
to  the  Bepublic  of  the  Philippines  for  De¬ 
velopment  Purposes. 

That  is  an  account  of  more  waste. 

Now  we  come  to  a  group  of  reports  in 
blue.  They  deal  with  economic  matters. 
They  are  not  secret,  but  there  is  no  more 
reason  why  these  should  be  open  to  the 
public  than  the  others. 

The  title  of  the  first  one  is : 

Overprocurements  Besulting  from  Inef¬ 
fective  Supply  Management  in  Korea  Under 
the  Military  Assistance  Program. 

The  next  one  is : 

Unofficial  Use  and  Overstated  Needs  of 
Commercial  Type  Vehicles  by  the  Military 
Assistance  Advisory  Group  and  the  Head¬ 
quarters,  Support  Activity,  Taipei,  Bepublic 
of  China. 

The  next  one  is  titled : 

Beview  of  the  Local  Currency  Military 
Budget  Support  Program  for  Korea. 

The  matter  of  local  currencies  and  the 
misuse  of  the  objectives  of  our  foreign 
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aid  program  thereunder  is  pretty  shock¬ 
ing. 

The  next  one  is  titled : 

Questionable  Aspects  of  Budget-Support 
Loan  Made  to  the  Government  of  Ecuador. 

In  reading  it,  Senators  will  find  fur¬ 
ther  evidence  of  the  need  to  clean  up 
the  foreign  aid  program. 

The  next  one  is  titled: 

Summary  of  Deficiencies  Belated  to  the 
Inadequate  Administration  of  Military 
Budget  Support  Funds  Provided  to  Certain 
Countries  Under  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Program. 

The  next  one  is  titled : 

Excessive  Costs  Incurred  for  Behabilitat- 
ing  to  Original  Appearance  and  Service¬ 
ability  Military  Equipment  Donated  to  For¬ 
eign  Nations  Under  the  Military  Assistance 
Program,  Department  of  Defense. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  because  the  reports  are  all  of  the 
same  type,  that  the  titles  of  the  remain¬ 
ing  reports  be  printed  at  this  point  in  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  titles  of 
the  reports  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

Unnecessary  Payment  by  the  United  States 
of  Costs  Properly  Chargeable  to  Japan  for 
Administrative  and  Belated  Expenses  of  the 
Military  Assistance  Program  for  Japan. 

Followup  Beview  of  Department  of  Defense 
Action  To  Obtain  Beimbursement  From  For¬ 
eign  Countries  for  Administrative  Expenses 
Under  the  Military  Assistance  Program. 

Followup  Beview  of  Department  of  Defense 
Action  in  Canceling  Excessive  Procurements 
and  Bedistributing  Aircraft  Spare  Parts  Pro¬ 
gramed  for  or  Delivered  to  Portugal  Under 
the  Military  Assistance  Program — Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense. 

Summary  of  Beviews  of  the  Maintenance 
and  Supply  Support  of  Army  Equipment  Fur¬ 
nished  to  Far  East  Countries  Under  the  Mili¬ 
tary  Assistance  Program. 

Weaknesses  Involving  Primarily  the  Dispo¬ 
sition  of  Surplus  Nonfat  Dry  Milk — Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation,  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Unnecessary  Costs  Besulting  From  an  In¬ 
flexible  Policy  of  Donating  Flour  Instead  of 
Wheat  to  Voluntary  Belief  Agencies  for  Dis¬ 
tribution  Abroad  Under  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  Amended — Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment. 

Improper  Payment  of  Port  Charges  on 
Shipments  to  Colombia  of  Food  Donated 
Under  Title  III  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 — 
Agency  for  International  Development. 

Improper  Payment  of  Colombian  Port 
Charges  for  Surplus  Agricultural  Commod¬ 
ities  Sold  Under  Title  I,  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 
(Commonly  Known  as  Public  Law  480) — De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 

Followup  Examination  on  Certain  Aspects 
of  U.S.  Assistance  to  the  Central  Treaty 
Organization  for  a  Bail  Link  Between  Turkey 
and  Iran — Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment,  Department  of  State. 

Inadequate  Controls  for  Determining 
Compliance  by  Foreign  Governments  With 
Bestrictions  Placed  on  the  Disposition  of 
Agricultural  Commodities  Made  Available 
Under  Title  I,  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (Commonly 
Known  as  Public  Law  480) — Department  of 
Agriculture,  June  1963. 

Understatement  of  Claims  Against  the 
United  Arab  Bepublic  and  the  Federal 
People’s  Bepublic  of  Yugoslavia  for  Hecovery 
of  Excessive  Ocean  Transportation  Costs 
Financed  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  Under  Title  I,  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954 
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(Commonly  Known  as  Public  Law  480)  — 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Excessive  Ocean  Transportation  Costs  In¬ 
curred  for  Shipments  Until  Title  I,  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954 — Department  of  Agriculture. 

Unnecessary  Dollar  Costs  Incurred  in  Fi¬ 
nancing  Purchases  of  Commodities  Produced 
in  Brazil — Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment,  Department  of  State. 

Ineffective  Utilization  of  Excess  Personal 
Property  in  the  Foreign  Assistance  Program — 
Agency  for  International  Development,  De¬ 
partment  of  State. 

Failure  to  Effectively  Utilize  Excess  U.S.- 
Owned  Foreign  Currencies  To  Pay  Interna¬ 
tional  Air  Travel  Ticket  Costs  Being  Paid 
in  Dollars — Department  of  State,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense,  Agency  for  International 
Development,  U.S.  Information  Agency,  and 
other  Government  Agencies. 

Improper  Retention  of  Dollar  Collections 
on  Loans  Made  by  Corporate  Development 
Loan  Fund — Agency  for  International  De¬ 
velopment,  Department  of  State. 

Additional  Interest  Costs  to  the  United 
States  Because  of  Premature  Releases  of 
Funds  to  the  Social  Progress  Trust  Fund 
Administered  by  the  Inter-American  Devel¬ 
opment  Bank — Treasury  Department  and 
Agency  for  International  Development. 

Loss  of  Interest  on  U.S.-owned  Foreign 
Currencies  in  the  Republic  of  China  (Tai¬ 
wan) — Treasury  Department,  Department  of 
State,  and  Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment. 

Review  of  Certain  Problems  Relating  to 
Administration  of  the  Economic  and  Techni¬ 
cal  Assistance  Program  for  Vietnam,  1958- 
62 — Agency  for  International  Development, 
Department  of  State. 

Review  of  the  Administration  of  Assistance 
for  Financing  Commercial  Imports  and  Other 
Financial  Elements  Under  the  Economic  and 
Technical  Assistance  Program  for  Vietnam, 
1958-62 — Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment,  Department  of  State. 

Examination  of  Economic  and  Technical 
Assistance  Program  for  Turkey — Agency  for 
International  Development,  Department  of 
State,  Fiscal  Tears  1958-62. 

Undercollections  of  Interest  and  Principal 
in  Foreign  Currencies  on  Certain  Loans  to 
Foreign  Governments — Agency  for  Interna¬ 
tional  Development,  Department  of  State. 

Ineffective  Administration  of  U.S.  Assist¬ 
ance  to  Children’s  Hospital  in  Poland — 
Agency  for  International  Development  and 
the  Department  of  State. 

Deficiency  in  Administration  of  the  Earth¬ 
quake  Reconstruction  and  Rehabilitation 
Program  for  Chile — Agency  for  International 
Development,  Department  of  State. 

Examination  of  Certain  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Projects  for  Assistance  to  Central 
Treaty  Organization,  Agency  for  Interna¬ 
tional  Development,  Department  of  State. 

Review  of  Economic  Aspects  of  Loan  for 
Construction  of  Water  Supply  System  in  Sai¬ 
gon,  Vietnam,  Development  Loan  Fund  (Suc¬ 
ceeded  by  Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment,  Department  of  State). 

Examination  of  Economic  and  Technical 
Assistance  Program  for  Korea,  International 
Cooperation  Administration  (Succeeded  by 
Agency  for  International  Development)— De¬ 
partment  of  State,  Fiscal  Years  1957-61, 
Part  I. 

Examination  of  Economic  and  Technical 
Assistance  Program  for  Korea,  International 
Cooperation  Administration  (Succeeded  by 
Agency  for  International  Development) — De¬ 
partment  of  State,  Fiscal  Years  1957-61, 
Part  n. 

Review  of  Administration  and  Utilization 
of  U.S  .-owned  Foreign  Currencies  in  Selected 
Countries. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  use 
these  titles  as  my  argument.  I  do  not 
know  what  more  can  be  said  than  what 


I  have  said  for  3  years,  year  after  year, 
as  I  have  sought  in  the  Senate  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  cleanup  of  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram.  If  these  reports  will  not  move  the 
Senate,  I  hope  the  voters  will  move  the 
Senate,  because  that  is  the  only  way 
there  will  be  a  cleanup  of  inefficiency 
and  waste  in  the  Government.  But  I 
also  hope  that  if  the  people  who  elected 
us  to  this  office  really  want  it,  Senators 
will  take  the  necessary  steps  to  cleanup 
the  waste,  inefficiency,  and  corruption. 

I  spoke  a  moment  ago  about  the  fact 
that  this  year,  for  the  first  time,  in  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  I  received 
favorable  consideration  of  the  so-called 
Morse  amendment  on  foreign  aid.  It 
was  modified  somewhat,  but  I  believe 
members  of  the  committee  at  least  left 
the  heart  of  it  there  and  the  arteries 
attached  to  it. 

Accordingly,  I  accepted  the  modifica¬ 
tion.  The  Morse  formula  on  foreign  aid 
seeks  to  bring  to  an  end  the  present  pro¬ 
gram  of  foreign  aid  from  the  beginning 
of  fiscal  year  1967,  that  we  start  all  over 
with  a  new  foreign  aid  program. 

I  am  for  foreign  aid.  I  know  that  I 
am  represented  across  the  country  as 
being  some  kind  of  neo-isolationist,  that 
I  am  against  all  foreign  aid,  when  ex¬ 
actly  the  opposite  is  true. 

I  happen  to  be  for  good  foreign  aid, 
not  corrupt  foreign  aid.  I  am  for  foreign 
aid  that  will  really  help  the  United 
States  export  the  greatest  weapon  for 
foreign  aid  it  has;  namely,  the  weapon 
of  economic  freedom  to  the  under¬ 
developed  areas  of  the  world. 

Thus,  Mr.  President,  I  am  glad  that 
the  Morse  formula  is  in  the  Senate  bill. 
I  hope  that  it  will  stay  there.  I  wish  the 
Senate  to  know  that  the  second  major 
feature  of  the  Morse  formula,  if  it  be¬ 
comes  law,  provides  for  a  new  foreign 
aid  program  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal 
1967,  which  would  be  limited  to  50  coun¬ 
tries  rather  than  to  the  90  countries  we 
are  now  aiding.  We  cannot  justify 
spending  millions  of  dollars  of  the 
American  taxpayers’  money  on  90 
nations. 

That  is  the  heart  of  the  Morse  for¬ 
mula  on  foreign  aid. 

Mr.  President,  I  close  by  saying  that  I 
believe  I  am  asking  for  a  bare  minimum 
when  I  ask  for  a  $443  million  cut  in  the 
bill,  leaving  $3  billion,  and  leaving  it  up 
to  the  President  and  his  assistants  to  de¬ 
cide  where  the  savings  will  be  made. 

I  wish  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  were  in  the  Chamber,  because  he 
and  I  had  a  talk  a  few  moments  ago 
concerning  the  pipeline.  I  advise  Sena¬ 
tors  not  to  be  fooled  by  pipeline  statis¬ 
tics.  The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
is  a  member  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  He  said — and  I  believe  I  am 
quoting  him  correctly — that  he  never  has 
been  able  to  get  an  accurate  account  of 
what  is  really  in  the  pipeline  in  view  of  all 
the  confusing  language  used. 

In  my  judgment,  the  $3  billion  ceiling 
on  this  aid  would  leave,  over,  and  above 
the  $3  billion,  so  much  money  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration  to  carry  on  its  foreign  as¬ 
sistance  program,  that  I  am  ultracon¬ 
servative  in  asking  for  only  a  cut  of  $443 
million,  because  the  total  foreign  assist¬ 
ance  program  of  this  Government  is 


nearer  $7  billion  than  any  amount  which 
the  administration  talks  about. 

We  must  take  into  account  all  the 
other  foreign  aid  programs  which  seman¬ 
tically  are  not  labeled  foreign  aid.  They 
are  labeled  foreign  assistance  of  one  kind 
or  another.  It  is  all  American  taxpayers’ 
money.  The  poor  taxpayers  are  the  ones 
being  clipped,  sheared,  and  fleeced.  I 
happen  to  believe  that  although  it  is  long 
overdue,  we  should  start  now  to  carry  out 
what  I  consider  to  be  our  trust,  and  clean 
up  the  foreign  aid  program — for  it  is  a 
stinking  mess. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  With  regard  to  the 
reports,  I  do  not  wish  the  Record  to 
stand  that'  the  committee  gave  the 
Comptroller  General  shabby  treatment, 
or  that  we  ignored  his  reports.  On  the 
contrary,  he  appeared  for  a  full  day  be¬ 
fore  our  committee,  and  we  adopted  four 
or  five  of  his  suggestions,  which  are  now 
incorporated  in  the  bill,  to  cut  down  the 
very  kind  of  abuse — if  that  is  the  proper 
word — which  has  taken  place.  We  went 
far  in  accepting  the  suggestions  of  the 
Comptroller  General  as  to  how  to  deal 
with  the  abuses  which  are  recorded  in 
the  reports  which  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  has  described.  Therefore,  I  do  not 
believe  it  is  correct  to  say  that  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General,  Mr.  Campbell,  was  given 
shabby  treatment  and  that  no  one  paid 
any  attention  to  him.  We  paid  a  great 
deal  of  attention  to  him.  The  members 
of  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  have 
the  greatest  respect  for  him  and  believe 
that  he  is  a  most  outstanding  public  serv¬ 
ant,  and  has  done  an  excellent  job  in 
supervising  and  trying  to  keep  up  with 
this  extremely  difficult  program  all  over 
the  world. 

Another  point  I  should  like  to  make  is 
that  it  is  generally  said — and  I  have  seen 
the  figures  before — that  $111  billion  have 
been  distributed — I  believe  the  Senator 
says  in  foreign  aid  largess,  leaving  the 
impression  that  the  foreign  aid  bill  which 
is  now  under  consideration,  and  its  pred¬ 
ecessor  bills,  have  distributed  $111  bil¬ 
lion. 

This  is  not  so.  There  is  nothing  like 
that  amount  of  money,  according  to  the 
best  figures  which  could  be  prepared  for 
me  by  my  staff.  The  AID  program  and 
its  predecessor  agencies — it  has  had  two 
or  three  names — have  distributed  $38.2 
billion  of  which  $29.3  was  in  grants,  and 
$8.8  billion  was  in  loans. 

These  figures  are  difficult  to  break 
down  into  clearcut  categories,  but  one 
explanation  of  the  difference  is  in  the 
food  for  peace  program  under  Public 
Law  480,  which  is  not  the  AID  program 
which  we  are  dealing  with  today,  which 
accounts  in  that  $111  billion  for  $12.1 
billion.  That  is  one  example  of  a  large 
item  which  is  not  in  AID,  but  comes 
under  the  primary  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
and  has  at  least  a  dual  role. 

One  of  the  principal  reasons  for  that 
program  is  to  assist  domestic  agricul¬ 
ture.  It  was  of  course,  incidentally,  very 
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valuable  to  foreign  countries.  There  is 
no  denying  that  fact,  but  that  legislation 
comes  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Take  the  Export-Import  Bank — in¬ 
cluded  in  the  $111  billion  total — which 
is  $8.7  billion.  These  are  loans  made 
for  the  promotion  of  American  exports 
and  are  repayable  in  dollars.  The  Ex¬ 
port-Import  Bank  has  been  very  success¬ 
ful.  It  has  a  large  surplus. 

Then  there  are  such  things  as  the  So¬ 
cial  Progress  Trust  Fund,  and  so  forth. 
Many  different  items  are  involved. 
There  are  other  economic  programs,  for 
example,  which  include  some  30  sepa¬ 
rate  programs,  such  as  the  British  loan 
and  subscriptions  to  certain  international 
financial  organizations. 

For  example,  a  subscription  to  the  In¬ 
ternational  Bank  is  not  largess  by  for¬ 
eign  aid.  That  bank  is  extremely  suc¬ 
cessful.  It  has  a  surplus  of  nearly  $1 
billion  in  earnings  and  is  making  sub¬ 
stantial  profits  every  year. 

The  large  total  of  $111  billion  includes 
all  sorts  of  items  in  the  area  of  foreign 
aid.  It  creates  an  entirely  erroneous  im¬ 
pression  to  use  that  figure  in  connection 
with  the  pending  bill,  because  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  is  only  one  segment  of  the  over¬ 
all  activities  in  this  field. 

Take  the  Marshall  plan,  for  example. 
Of  the  grants  of  $29.3  billion  which  I 
mentioned  in  the  AID  and  predecessor 
agencies,  $13  billion  was  for  the  Marshall 
plan. 

I  believe  that  one  clear  mistake  we 
made  as  a  matter  of  policy — and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  is  as  much  responsible  as  anyone — 
was  that  entirely  too  much  was  in  grants, 
because  we  were  dealing  with  countries 
which  had  already  demonstrated  their 
capacity  for  rehabilitation. 

It  is  well,  at  least,  to  keep  this  general 
perspective  in  mind. 

For  the  Record,  I  might  mention  that 
of  that  $111  billion,  $33.6  billion  consist¬ 
ed  of  straight  military  assistance  grants, 
primarily  for  hardware. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  myself  5 
minutes  more. 

Again,  this  is  somewhat  like  Public 
Law  480.  It  also  has  a  dual  purpose; 
that  is,  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  foreign 
country,  but  it  has  also  been  presented 
and  justified  and  offered  year  after  year 
by  the  Pentagon’s  representatives  as  be¬ 
ing  in  our  own  interest.  Year  after  year 
Defense  Secretaries  and  Chiefs  of  Staff 
have  said  that  a  dollar  spent  in  foreign 
military  assistance  for  weapons  is  as  im¬ 
portant  to  our  own  defense  here  as  a 
dollar  spent  on  our  own  forces. 

Here  again  there  is  a  mixed  motive. 
It  is  true  that  it  helps  protect  the  for¬ 
eign  country,  but  it  is  also  in  our  own 
interest. 

The  one  point  I  make  is  that  there  is  a 
large  amount  in  that  category;  $77.6  bil¬ 
lion  was  for  economic  aid.  Of  that  $77.6 
billion,  $47  billion  was  in  grants,  and  $30 
billion  has  been  in  loans.  There  has  al¬ 
ready  been  returned,  as  of  the  end  of  the 
fiscal  year,  $10.3  billion.  This  has  not 
all  been  a  “rathole”  operation,  so  to 
speak,  as  one  would  gather  from  reading 
the  newspapers. 


The  credits  outstanding  as  of  June  30, 
1964,  were  $12.1  billion.  It  is  anticipated, 
based  upon  past  experience  and  on  what 
is  coming  due,  that  in  calendar  year  1965, 
$929  million  will  be  repaid;  in  1966,  $931 
million;  1967,  $915  million;  in  1968,  $860 
million. 

While  this  has  been  a  loosely  adminis¬ 
tered  program,  nevertheless,  it  is  noth¬ 
ing  like  a  $111  billion  giveaway  program, 
about  which  we  so  often  read  in  the  news¬ 
papers,  as  I  have  said.  It  is  something 
less  than  that. 

Many  other  things  are  involved.  I  do 
not  need  to  go  into  them  now.  There 
are  contributions  to  international  orga¬ 
nizations,  and  so  forth.  I  believe  Sena¬ 
tors  get  the  picture. 

According  to  our  arithmetic,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  proposes  to  cut  $441,- 
170,000  across  the  board,  without  any 
allocation  as  to  any  item.  The  previous 
amendment  specifically  cut  a  specific 
item,  and  it  related  to  certain  programs 
that  were  presented  in  justification  of 
those  items  by  the  Defense  Department. 

The  proposed  cut  is  a  cut  across  the 
board.  It  is  not  specified  where  the  cut 
is  to  be  made.  That  is  left  to  the 
administration. 

In  the  first  place,  this  is  a  very  poor 
way  to  attempt  to  deal  with  a  bill  as 
complex  as  this  one  is.  The  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  has  complained  bit¬ 
terly  about  Congress  abdicating  its  func¬ 
tion.  He  has  told  how  we  are  giving  up 
our  power  to  the  executive  department. 
Now  he  comes  along  and  would  turn 
over  to  the  Executive  a  free  rein  to  cut 
the  program  anywhere  he  wishes  to  cut 
it.  The  Executive  could  pick  out  the  way 
to  do  it.  This  is  not  a  good  amendment. 
I  believe  that  if  he  wishes  to  cut  the  pro¬ 
gram,  this  is  not  the  way  to  cut  it,  with 
a  meat-ax  approach.  That  is  a  poor  way 
to  do  it.  If  he  wishes  to  reach  this 
total — I  am  not  suggesting  that  he  do  it 
this  way,  because  I  would  be  against  it 
anyway — but  if  he  wishes  to  make  a  cut, 
he  should  take  so  much  out  of  each  item. 
That  is  what  the  previous  amendment 
would  have  done,  and  I  favored  it.  I 
hope  the  Senate  will  reject  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
President  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  What  troubles  me 
about  the  bill  and  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  is  the  recent  action  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  in  appropriating  $700  million  for  the 
war  operations  in  South  Vietnam,  and 
then  the  other  day  adding  another  $89 
million  in  authorizations  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Mekong  Delta. 

We  have  been  advocating  and  request¬ 
ing  and  urging  our  allies  to  join  us  in 
the  operations  in  South  Vietnam,  and 
up  to  this  time  with  very  limited  suc¬ 
cess.  It  seems  to  me  that  an  argument 
can  be  made,  so  long  as  we  are  now  in¬ 
volved  in  a  fight  for  freedom  in  south¬ 
east  Asia,  and  as  long  as  we  found  it 
necessary  only  within  the  last  few  weeks 
to  ask  the  taxpayers  of  the  country  to 
spend  $789  million  more  in  that  effort, 
that  it  would  be  a  good  idea  to  cut  back 
$300  million  or  $400  million  in  our  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  for  this  year,  and  let 
our  friends  know  that  we  are  sorry,  but 


since  some  of  them  are  not  joining  us  in 
fighting  the  war  in  South  Vietnam - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  myself  1 
more  minute. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Because  some  are  not 
joining  us  in  the  fight  in  Vietnam,  the 
next  best  thing  they  can  do  is  to  take 
a  little  less  foreign  aid.  I  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas.  What  is  wrong 
with  that  argument?  Would  he  respond 
to  that  argument?  We  are  in  a  multi- 
million-dollar  deficit  anyway,  and  this 
would  be  one  way  to  help  finance  the 
war  in  South  Vietnam  without  strain¬ 
ing  our  own  financial  resources  too 
much. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Does  the  Senator 
suggest  that  this  ought  to  be  conditioned 
upon  no  aid  to  those  who  are  not  help¬ 
ing  us  in  South  Vietnam?  Is  that  his 
argument? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Not  necessarily,  but  it 
would  be  one  approach. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  would  be  a  pos¬ 
sible  approach.  Perhaps  the  Senator 
could  tie  his  argument  to  that  approach 
better  than  to  nothing  at  all;  but  what 
we  have  before  us  is  a  proposal  of  the 
administration,  and  it  deals  with  a  great 
many  things  besides  Vietnam.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  South  America  is  heavily  involved. 
I  do  not  believe  that  any  of  us  seriously 
believes  that  those  countries  are  capable 
of  making  any  contribution  to  the  war 
effort  in  South  Vietnam.  We  are  help¬ 
ing  them.  Should  we  say  to  them,  “We 
will  give  you  $10  million  to  help  yourself, 
but  you  must  give  us  back  $5  million  to 
help  South  Vietnam”?  That  is  the  kind 
of  situation  in  which  we  would  find  our¬ 
selves.  I  regret  that  there  are  not  many 
countries  helping  us  in  South  Vietnam. 
What  they  are  doing  is  merely  helping  in 
a  token  fashion.  I  do  not  believe  we  can 
tie  all  these  troubles  to  foreign  aid.  For¬ 
eign  aid  must  stand  on  its  own  bottom. 
It  is  based  on  the  justification  and  rea¬ 
sons  that  have  been  offered,  and  it  must 
stand  on  that  justification  or  on  nothing 
at  all.  I  do  not  believe  we  can  use  it  as 
a  lever  for  extraneous  objectives.  I  have 
always  objected  to  trying  to  use  the  bill 
as  a  means  of  opening  the  Suez  Canal, 
for  example,  or  to  try  to  make  somebody 
be  good.  I  do  not  believe  in  that  ap¬ 
proach. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  myself  1 
more  minute. 

I  am  sympathetic  with  the  idea  that 
we  ought  to  have  more  help.  Some 
countries  will  not  help  because  they 
question  whether  we  are  entirely  in  the 
right  in  South  Vietnam.  Some  coun¬ 
tries,  like  France,  have  said  as  much. 
They  think  we  are  in  the  wrong,  and 
therefore  they  will  not  help  us.  We 
have  had  differences  of  opinion  in  the 
the  Senate,  as  the  Senator  has  seen, 
when  votes  have  shown  a  50-50  differ¬ 
ence  of  opinion  on  some  amendments. 
The  Senator  will  admit  that  there  is  ar¬ 
gument  for  a  difference  of  opinion  here. 
There  is  certainly  a  good  deal  of  it  with 
respect  to  South  Vietnam. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  I  more  minute? 
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Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  1  more  min¬ 
ute. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  believe  that  if  the 
amendment  were  adopted,  it  would  not 
be  a  case  of  the  President  saying  that 
all  foreign  aid  to  a  certain  country 
is  terminated.  It  seems  to  me  that  he 
might  say  even  to  Latin  American  coun¬ 
tries  that  we  regret  it  very  much,  but 
due  to  the  war  in  South  Vietnam  we  shall 
have  to  ask  them  to  sacrifice  a  little 
along  with  us.  Our  boys  are  dying  in 
South  Vietnam;  and  certain  Latin 
American  countries  could  well  get  along 
with  a  little  less  foreign  aid.  That  is 
what  he  could  say  to  those  countries. 
I  believe  there  would  be  merit  to  that 
approach.  I  do  not  understand  why 
there  would  be  objection  to  such  an  ap¬ 
proach. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  This  is  an  authori¬ 
zation  bill.  If  the  President  finds  that 
he  does  not  wish  to  give  a  certain 
amount  to  any  of  these  countries,  be¬ 
cause  they  have  not  acted  right,  he  has 
the  authority  to  do  so.  That  is  why 
the  bill  does  not  set  a  specific  amount 
for  each  country.  It  leaves  that  to  the 
President’s  discretion.  He  has  the  discre¬ 
tion  to  make  arrangements.  The  Sen¬ 
ator’s  proposal  would  cut  the  total  be¬ 
low  what  those  who  presented  the  facts 
to  use  have  justified,  at  least  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  a  majority  of  the  committee. 
All  this  will  come  back  again  and  will 
be  gone  over  again  in  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committees. 

Whether  or  not  the  judgment  of  all 
the  committees  and  the  Congress  to¬ 
gether  is  infallible  I  shall  leave  for  the 
Senator  to  answer.  I  presume  there  is 
some  room  for  doubt  about  that,  but 
that  is  the  best  I  can  do. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  know  I  am  asking  the 
indulgence  of  my  good  friend  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  and  his  patience, 
but  I  should  like  to  ask  one  further  ques¬ 
tion,  and  that  will  be  all.  I  am  advised 
that  there  is  $7,340  million  in  the  foreign 
aid  pipeline.  If  the  Morse  amendment 
should  be  adopted,  would  it  be  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  that 
there  would  necessarily  be  any  particu¬ 
lar  reduction  in  foreign  aid  in  the  com¬ 
ing  year  in  view  of  that  pipeline? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  A  moment  ago 
when  military  assistance  was  discussed 
quite  a  statement  was  made  on  that  sub¬ 
ject.  The  Senator  from  Kentucky  made 
an  impassioned  plea.  He  said  that  the 
pipeline  was  down  to  rockbottom,  and 
that  the  proposal  would  be  taking  the 
very  meat  out  of  the  bones  or  the  bones 
out  of  the  meat  if  we  cut  that  a  little 
more  than  $100  million. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Yes.  That  was  in  re¬ 
lation  to  military  assistance. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  a  third  of 
the  program.  The  Senator  has  already 
gone  over  that,  so  I  shall  not  do  it  again. 
If  the  Senator  will  wait  a  moment,  I 
shall  determine  what  the  pipeline  is. 

The  timelag  on  supply  equipment,  and 
so  on,  is  a  slippery  area.  I  believe  the 
overall  pipeline  has  been  going  down. 
In  the  economic  program,  unexpended 
balances  at  the  end  of  June  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $3,957,339,000.  That  is  spread 
over  all  kinds  of  items.  For  example, 


there  are  development  loans.  Often 
there  is  a  longtime  lag  between  the  nego¬ 
tiations  and  the  actual  expenditure  of 
funds.  Those  are  the  estimated  unex¬ 
pended  funds.  They  may  not  be  un¬ 
obligated,  but  the  total  is  the  unexpended 
balance.  It  is  impossible  for  me  to  say 
that  there  are  so  many  dollars  in  the 
pipeline.  The  amount  I  have  stated  is 
not  an  unduly  large  pipeline  in  view  of 
the  history;  and  I  believe  it  is  about  as 
low  as  it  has  ever  been.  This  is  a  very 
slippery  area. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  response.  I  recognize  that  it  is  not 
easy  to  pinpoint  something  like  that. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  difficult  to  say 
the  exact  amount. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  10  minutes  on  the  bill  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse], 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  have  time  avail¬ 
able.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  my  time  to 
the  Senator  if  he  desires  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 


Unexpended  balances,  foreign  assistance  pro¬ 
gram,  military  and  nonmilitary  1  including 
Alliance  for  Progress  but  excluding  in¬ 
vestment  guaranties 

[In  billions] 


1950  _ $3.  5 

1951  _  7.  1 

1952  _  9.  9 

1953  _ _  10.  1 

1954  _ i _  9.  6 

1955  _  7.  9 

1956  _  6.  4 

1957  _ _  6.  1 

1958  _  5.  3 

1959  _  4.  8 

1960  _ _ _  4.  8 

1961  _  6.  0 

1962  _  6.  6 

1963  _ 6.8 

1964  _ , _  6.  3 

1965  (estimated)  _ _  5.9 


1  Excludes  $200,000,000  public  debt  funds 
and  fees  for  the  investment  guarantee  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  nothing 
was  said  by  the  chairman  that  causes  me 
to  modify  one  iota  a  single  word  set  forth 
in  my  previous  speech.  I  stand  on  every 
word  of  it.  Since  1946,  $111  billion  has 
been  made  available  by  the  United  States 
around  the  world  for  foreign  aid  and  for- 


Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  reply  briefly  to  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas.  First,  I  wish  to  make  a  cor¬ 
rection  in  the  figures  stated  in  my 
amendment.  I  said  that  the  amendment 
would  save  $459  million.  The  exact 
figure  is  $443  million.  I  shall  make  the 
correction  in  the  Record.  There  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  discussion  of  what  is 
in  the  pipeline.  Before  I  comment  on 
what  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  has 
said,  some  time  ago  I  received  from  AID 
the  figures  as  of  March  31.  That,  of 
course,  was  2>/2  months  ago.  We  are 
close  now  to  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year, 
so  the  sum  in  the  pipeline  now  is  prob¬ 
ably  less. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  table  I  hold  in  my  hand  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


eign  assistance  programs.  If  I  correctly 
understand  the  Senator  from  Arkansas, 
he  does  not  dispute  that  figure.  That 
also  is  a  staff  figure.  He  points  out  that 
the  money  has  been  used  for  a  variety  of 
purposes. 

A  considerable  amount  of  it  is  in  loans. 
There  are  two  types  of  loans.  I  did  not 
hear  any  discussion  from  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  about  the  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  of  so-called  loans  that  are  not  loans 
at  all  but  are  really  grants  with  the  word 
“loan”  describing  them.  They  are  40- 
and  50-year  loans  at  three-quarters  of 
1  percent  interest  with  10  years  of  a 
grace  period  in  which  nothing  is  to  be 
paid.  Then  when  the  obligation  is  paid, 
it  is  to  be  paid  in  soft  currency. 

It  is  true  that  in  recent  years  that  type 
of  soft  loan  has  been  shied  away  from, 
but  for  many  years  that  was  the  common 
loan  in  the  undeveloped  areas. 

I  repeat  that  those  loans  are  40-  to  50- 
year  loans  with  three-quarters  of  1  per¬ 
cent  interest  and  a  10-year  grace  period 
with  nothing  at  all  to  be  paid.  If  pay¬ 
ment  is  ever  to  be  made — and  we  might 
as  well  forget  about  it;  it  never  will  be 
paid — it  would  be  made  in  soft  currency. 


Mutual  defense  and  development  programs — Unexpended  balances  (as  of  latest  dates  available) 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Unliquidated 
obligation*, 
Feb.  28,  1965 

Unobligated 
balances, 
Mar.  31, 1965 

Total 

unexpended 

balance 

Economic  assistance: 

Development  loan  _________  _  _  _  _  _ _  _ _  _ _ 

1, 826. 1 

247.3 

784.6 
'  456.  0 

283.3 
65.6 
32.4 
13.2 

.7 

7.8 

2.1 

369.  4 
111.9 

158.6 
28. 1 
163.3 

3  51.  8 
16.8 
3.3 
1.9 
16.0 
.6 

2, 195.  5 
359.  2 

943.2 
'  484. 1 
446.6 
2  117.4 
49.2 
16.5 
2.6 
23.8 
2.7 

Technical  cooperation  and  development  grants  . . 

Alliance  for  Progress: 

Development  loans  _  _  _  _ _ _  __  __ 

Technical  cooperation  and  development  grants _  -  -  . 

Supporting  assistance- . .  ......  ..  ... 

Contingency  fund. .  ... _  ...  .  . 

International  organizations  and  programs _ _  .  _ 

American  schools  and  hospitals  abroad _  .  .  _  . 

Surveys  of  investment  opportunities.  .  .  _ _ 

Administrative  expenses,  Alt).  .  _  ...... _  .  _ 

Administrative  and  other  expenses,  State . . . .  .  _r . 

Total,  economic  assistance  .  .  ...  . 

3,  719. 1 
2, 305.  5 

921.7 

195.0 

4,  640.  8 
4  2,  500.  5 

Military  assistance:  Appropriated  funds  s. . .  _  . 

Total,  mutual  defense  and  development  programs _  ... 

6, 024. 6 

1,116.7 

7, 141.3 

1  Includes  $356,700,000  IDE  Social  Progress  Trust  Fund. 

1  Excludes  $50,000,000  possible  transfer  to  “Military  assistance.” 

3  Estimated  as  of  Mar.  31,  1965. 

4  Includes  $50,000,000  possible  transfer  from  “Contingency  fund.” 
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which  in  many  instances  is  not  worth 
the  sheets  of  used  paper  on  my  desk. 

The  chairman  has  said,  “Of  course,  we 
made  a  mistake  in  connection  with  the 
Marshall  plan.  We  granted  them  many 
millions  of  dollars  under  the  Marshall 
plan  without  any  repayment  require¬ 
ment.” 

The  Senator  is  correct.  I  think  we 
made  a  mistake.  That  is  not  what  I  am 
pointing  out.  I  am  pointing  out  what 
we  did  for  our  alleged  allies  and  what 
our  alleged  allies  have  no  intention  of 
doing  for  us. 

Under  the  Marshall  plan,  out  of  the 
largess  of  the  taxpayers’  money — and 
some  of  the  reports  of  the  Comptroller 
General  show  shocking  wastes  in  that 
program — we  built  the  greatest  steel  mills 
in  the  world.  The  greatest  steel  mills  in 
the  world  do  not  exist  in  the  United 
States  today;  they  exist  in  Europe.  Un¬ 
der  that  aid  program  we  bought  the 
greatest  chemical  plants  in  the  world. 
They  no  longer  exist  in  the  United  States; 
they  exist  in  Europe.  Under  that  pro¬ 
gram  we  built  the  greatest  plastic  plants 
in  the  world.  They  do  not  exist  in  the 
United  States;  they  exist  in  Europe.  In 
other  places  of  the  world  we  have  built 
industrial  plants  now  in  competition  with 
the  United  States.  I  am  not  begrudging 
that.  But  I  am  highly  critical  of  the 
attitude  of  our  alleged  allies,  including 
not  only  France,  but  Great  Britain,  and 
including  not  only  France  and  Great 
Britain  but  the  lowlands,  and  including 
not  only  the  lowlands  and  France  and 
Great  Britain  but  all  of  our  beneficiaries 
under  the  aid  program  into  which  we 
have  poured  millions  of  dollars  either  by 
way  of  grants  or  by  way  of  soft  loans  or 
by  so-called  hard  loans — and  the  hard 
loans  are  at  a  surprisingly  low  rate  of 
interest. 

Where  are  those  allies  in  this  time  of 
crisis?  Senators  have  heard  me  say 
many  times  during  the  past  year  that 
they  will  avoid  us  in  Asia.  They  give 
us  words  but  not  help.  Where  are  they 
in  this  hour  of  big  crisis  in  trying  to  exer¬ 
cise  their  obligations  of  leadership  to 
bring  to  an  end  the  present  growing 
serious  threat  to  the  peace  of  all  the 
world,  including  themselves  if  the  war  in 
Asia  continues  unchecked? 

No,  Mr.  President;  $111  billion  is  the 
figure.  Much  of  that  $111  billion  was 
in  the  form  of  grants ;  much  of  it  was  in 
the  form  of  loans.  We  shall  never  see 
a  cent  of  it.  It  will  never  come  back  to 
the  United  States. 

Take  a  look  at  the  record  of  our  collec¬ 
tion  of  loans.  I  believe  we  shall  collect 
most  of  our  hard  loans,  but  I  am  talking 
about  the  aid  that  we  have  provided.  I 
am  talking  about  the  benefits  we  have 
provided. 

The  time  has  come,  after  we  have  re¬ 
habilitated  a  good  many  of  those  coun¬ 
tries,  to  start  drawing  the  line. 

The  chairman  argues  about  military 
hardware.  It  was  to  our  benefit  to  pro¬ 
vide  some  military  hardware.  Without 
it,  those  nations  would  be  Communist 
nations  today,  because  we  stood  in  the 
way  of  Russia.  Had  we  not  had  that 
courageous  fight  by  the  independent 
from  Independence,  Mo.,  and  his  prede¬ 
cessor,  the  incomparable  Roosevelt,  all 


Europe  today  would  be  Communist  ter¬ 
ritory.  I  am  a  little  disappointed  by  the 
short  memories  of  many  of  our  so-called 
allies  in  this  hour  of  crisis. 

It  is  all  on  our  side  of  the  ledger,  so 
far  as  what  we  have  done  with  $111  bil¬ 
lion  is  concerned.  What  I  am  pleading 
for  is  that  we  start  to  taper  off.  The 
American  taxpayers  have  a  right  to  have 
the  program  tapered  off.  They  have  the 
right  to  expect  Congress  to  taper  it  off 
to  the  very  small  amount  of  $443  million, 
as  provided  by  my  amendment. 

As  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Mil¬ 
ler]  has  pointed  out,  this  would  have  a 
salutary  effect  on  our  allies.  It  would 
have  a  salutary  effect  in  demonstrating 
to  the  world,  at  long  last,  that  there  is 
a  limit,  a  bottom,  to  the  pockets  of  the 
American  taxpayers,  and  how  much  we 
can  spend  on  others  in  trying  to  keep 
communism  from  their  shores. 

I  shall  argue  on  Monday  in  connection 
with  Latin  American  and  African  pro¬ 
grams,  as  to  which  I  shall  offer  two 
amendments.  Representatives  of  Afri¬ 
can  countries  have  spoken  about  their 
right  to  have  foreign  aid  from  the  United 
States.  That  is  what  is  happening.  We 
had  better  put  a  check  on  that — and 
quickly.  Now  is  the  time  to  taper  off. 
In  its  present  form,  the  bill  is  an  in¬ 
crease,  and  not  a  tapering  off  at  all. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  3  minutes.  I  do  not  wish  to 
delay  the  vote.  I  hope  I  shall  not  precipi¬ 
tate  a  longer  debate. 

I  desire  to  have  the  Record  show  that 
these  repayments  and  interest  from  1946 
to  1964,  as  carried  in  the  official  sum¬ 
mary,  which  I  believe  to  be  correct, 
amount  to  $11,154  million  from  the  vari¬ 
ous  so-called  aid  programs. 

We  are  quibbling  about  what  consti¬ 
tutes  aid.  I  do  not  consider  that  the  Ex¬ 
port-Import  Bank  provides  aid.  We  pay 
that  ourselves.  I  agree  with  much  of 
what  the  Senator  from  Oregon  says;  but 
he  paints  entirely  too  black  a  picture. 
One  thing  I  detest  about  the  foreign  aid 
bill  is  that  it  is  always  a  vehicle  for  many 
speeches  which  I  think  are  grossly  insult¬ 
ing  to  many  of  our  allies.  It  is  the  kind 
of  bill  to  inspire  that  kind  of  argument. 

I  do  not  believe  that  our  allies  are 
blameless.  I  regret  that  they  do  not 
agree  with  us  more.  But  one  of  the  rea¬ 
sons  why  they  may  not  be  enthusiastic 
about  helping  us  in  southeast  Asia  is  that 
they  have  listened  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  state  to  the  world,  for  months 
and  months,  that  the  United  States  is 
entirely  in  the  wrong  there;  so  he  has 
persuaded  them  that  they  have  no  busi¬ 
ness  being  there,  and  they  do  not  take  as 
much  interest  in  that  area  as  they  might. 
But  that  has  not  much  to  do  with  this 
particular  bill. 

The  effect  of  foreign  aid  would  not  be 
nearly  so  greatly  exaggerated  if  we  had 
a  sensible  interpretation  of  what  aid  is. 

I  do  not  consider  that  it  is  aid  for  me 
if  a  bank  makes  me  a  loan  and  charges 
me  a  reasonable  rate  of  interest.  That 
is  what  has  happened  in  many  cases. 
The  Export-Import  Bank  does  that. 
What  I  consider  aid  might  be  called  is  a 
grant  or  a  soft  loan.  It  is  aid  that  could 
not  be  obtained  under  any  other  circum¬ 
stances.  It  has  the  element  of  a  gift  or  a 


grant  or  a  subsidy,  even  though  it  may 
not  be  wholly  a  grant. 

I  am  only  trying  to  keep  the  picture  in 
perspective.  I  do  not  deny  that  the 
United  States  has  done  more  than  any 
other  country  has.  I  do  not  deny  that 
we  have  received  shabby  treatment  from 
a  few  countries — not  all,  but  a  few. 

That  is  the  only  point  I  wished  to 
make.  I  am  ready  to  vote.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  picture  should  be  completely 
one  sided.  I  do  not  expect  to  convince 
the  Senator  from  Oregon;  I  merely  want 
the  Record  to  show  that  I  do  not  accept 
his  conclusions. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr,  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  30  seconds? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  the  Senator 
30  seconds. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  not  convinced 
our  alleged  allies  that  we  are  wrong  in 
southeast  Asia,  but - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  has 
done  a  mighty  good  job  of  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  that  our  illegal 
course  of  action  there  has  convinced 
them  that  they  have  a  good  opportunity 
to  make  further  economic  cleanings,  as  is 
evidenced  by  the  fact  that  British  ships 
are  still  going  into  North  Vietnamese 
ports. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  expired.  The  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon.  The  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan], 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neu- 
berger],  and  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Brewster],  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  and  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mi-.  Magnuson]  would  each 
vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris].  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  and 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy]  is  necessarily  absent. 


June  7/r  1965 


COTS  QRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


12899 


The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Murphy]  would 
vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Curtis]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Hawaii  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Pearson]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  would  vote  “yea”  and  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  26, 
nays  54,  as  follows:  x 

[No.  120  Leg.] 

YEAS — 26 


Allott 

Ervin 

Simpson 

Bible 

Gruening 

Stennis 

Boggs 

Hruska 

Symington 

Burdick 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Thurmond 

Cannon 

Miller 

Tower 

Cotton 

Morse 

Williams,  Del. 

Dominick 

Mundt 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Eastland 

Proxmire 

Young,  Ohio 

Ellender 

Robertson 

NAYS — 54 

Aiken 

Hickenlooper 

Monroney 

Anderson 

Hill 

Montoya 

Bartlett 

Holland 

Merton 

Bayh 

Inouye 

Moss 

Bennett 

Jackson 

Nelson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits 

Pastore 

Carlson 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Pell 

Case 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Prouty 

Church 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Randolph 

Clark 

Kuchel 

Ribicoff 

Cooper 

Long,  La. 

Russell,  S.C. 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Saltonstall 

Douglas 

McCarthy 

Smathers 

Fannin 

McGee 

Smith 

Fulbright 

McGovern 

Sparkman 

Gore 

McIntyre 

Tydings 

Hart 

McNamara 

Williams,  N.J. 

Hayden 

Mondale 

Yarborough 

NOT  VOTING— 

20 

Bass 

Hartke 

Muskie 

Brewster 

Lausche 

Neuberger 

Byrd,  Va. 

Long,  Mo. 

Pearson 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Russell,  Ga. 

Dodd 

McClellan 

Scott 

Fong 

Metcalf 

Talmadge 

Harris 

Murphy 

So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
offer  one  additional  amendment  today. 
On  Monday,  I  shall  have  a  series  of 
money  amendments. 

I  am  very  much  interested  in  seeing 
how  my  colleagues  feel  about  providing 
money  on  a  country-by-country  basis. 
We  have  heard  talk  about  doing  some¬ 
thing  on  an  individual  country  basis.  I 
might  get  some  support  in  this  way.  I 
shall  offer  this  amendment  first  because 
some  of  my  colleagues  suggested  that  if 
I  were  to  offer  to  cut  off  $200  million, 
they  would  support  it. 


REPUBLICANS  URGE  HEARINGS  ON 
UA,  ECONOMIC  POLICY  CONTRO¬ 
VERSY 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKS  EN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York  underthe  bill. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  be  printed 
at  this  point  inVthe  Record  an  exchange 
of  correspondence  with  the  chairman  of 
the  Joint  Economic  Committee,  in  which 
I  and  Representative  Curtis,  as  rank¬ 
ing  minority  members  of  the  committee, 
called  for  a  public  hearing  by  the  Joint 
Economic  CommitteV  to  explore  the 
fundamental  issues  raised  by  Chairman 
Martin,  of  the  Federal.  Reserve,  in  his 
June  1  speech  before  tKe  Alumni  Fed¬ 
eration  of  Columbia  University  concern¬ 
ing  U.S.  economic  policy  \mder  present 
economic  conditions.  \ 

This  request  has  been  refused  for  the 
moment  by  the  chairman,  Representa¬ 
tive  Patman.  However,  we  snail  press 
the  request  further.  \ 

I  believe  that  the  Senate  should  be  in¬ 
formed  as  to  what  has  occurred.  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  corre¬ 
spondence  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows:  \ 

June  2,  196a. 

Hon.  Wright  Patman,  \ 

Chairman,  Joint  Economic  Committee,  \ 
House  Office  Building,  ' 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  William  McChesney 
Martin’s  speech  of  June  1  before  the  alumni 
of  Columbia  University  has  forcefully 
brought  into  the  open  a  fundamental  dis/ 
agreement  on  the  future  course  of  economic 
policy  which  exists  within  the  executive 
branch.  It  is  essential  to  our  welfare  as  a 
nation  that  Chairman  Martin’s  informed:  and 
timely  warning  about  the  economic  Xjerils 
which  may  lie  ahead  should  be  given  the 
careful  and  thorough  consideration:  which 
it  deserves.  / 

In  the  present  economic  context,  the  dis¬ 
agreement  basically  arises  over  whether  the 
administration  can  continue  to  push  ex¬ 
pansionary  fiscal  and  monetary  policies 
without  courting  the  danger/  of  a  serious 
overheating  of  the  economy /marked  by  in¬ 
flation  and  a  further  weakening  in  the  inter¬ 
national  position  of  the  tlollar.  The  im¬ 
plication  of  Mr.  Martin’s  speech  is  that  such 
a  chain  of  events  might  well  lead  to  an  eco¬ 
nomic  collapse  at  home/and  throughout  the 
free  world  that  would  he  reminiscent  of  the 
1930’s.  / 

We  believe  that  me  fundamental  issues 
raised  by  ChairmaryTdartin  require  immedi¬ 
ate  consideration  /by  the  Joint  Economic 
Committee  in  pursuit  of  its  responsibilities 
under  the  Employment  Act  of  1946.  There¬ 
fore,  we  urge  that  you  call  hearings  at  the 
earliest  possible  time  at  which  Chairman 
Martin,  appropriate  members  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  andr private  witnesses  might  testify. 
We  envisioii  that  such  hearings  would  ex¬ 
plore  not  vnly  the  basic  issues  raised  by  Mr. 
Martin  at) out  the  differences  and  similari¬ 
ties  between  our  situation  today  and  in  the 
1920 ’s,  hut  also  the  outlook  for  the  economy 
over  tjae  next  year  and  the  appropriate  poli¬ 
cies  Xf>  deal  with  it. 

Yc/u  may  recall  that  in  August  1962  the 
minority  of  the  JEC  requested  similar  hear¬ 
ings  in  the  face  of  mounting  interest  in  a 


quickie  tax  cut,  which  many  deemed  necesV 
sary  because  of  the  fear  of  impending  reces¬ 
sion.  Those  hearings  served  a  highly  useful 
purpose  in  clarifying  the  issues  and  in  lading 
to  rest  proposals  for  an  emergency  tax Jcu t, 
which  events  proved  unnecessary.  W«S  be¬ 
lieve  that  hearings  today  such  as  we  suggest 
would  serve  an  equally  valid  and  important 
public  purpose.  / 

With  the  best  regards.  / 

Sincerely,  / 

Jacob  K.  Javit/, 

U.S.  Senate,  Ranking  Minority  Member. 

Thomas  B.  (Zurtis, 

Member  of  Congress,  Ranking  House 
Minority  Member.  / 

Congress  op  the  UnitewoTates, 

Joint  Economic  Committee, 

/  June  9,  1965. 
Hon.  Jacob  K.  Javits,  / 

U.S.  Senate,  / 

Washington,  D.C.  / 

Dear  Senator  Javits:  Your  letter  of  June 
2  raises  a  question  that  comes  up  in  this 
committee  every  /ear;  namely,  whether  to 
hold  hearings^  oiythe  economic  outlook  and 
its  implications /or  public  policy.  Of  course, 
it  has  the  added  feature  this  time  that  cer¬ 
tain  issues  have  risen  about  the  situation 
through  a  speech  by  Chairman  Martin  of  the 
Federal  Res/rve. 

As  you  doubtless  know,  we  have  sometimes 
held  hearings  either  in  midyear  or  in  the 
fall  on  the  economic  situation  and  outlook. 
When  wfe  have  not  it  has  been  because  either 
hearings  were  not  relevant  to  immediate  leg¬ 
islative  purpose,  or  else  because  the  congres¬ 
sional  schedule,  including  the  schedule  of  our 
owa  committee,  was  so  heavy  that  it  was  im- 
po/sible  to  hold  hearings  at  a  time  when 
numbers  could  attend. 

V  After  studying  the  situation,  it  appears  to 
nhe  that  the  legislative  schedule  at  present 
is\so  heavy  that  it  would  be  extremely  diffi¬ 
cult  to  have  such  hearings  in  the  very  near 
future.  You  may  be  sure,  however,  that  the 
suggestion  which  you  and  Congressman  Cur¬ 
tis  mkde  will  be  given  further  sympathetic 
consideration  as  the  schedule  unfolds  and  we 
know  a'little  better  whether  or  not  this  can 
be  done  Vithout  interfering  with  legislative 
schedules’). 

Meanwhile,  I  have  instructed  the  staff  to 
exercise  unusual  care  to  keep  thoroughly  ap¬ 
prised  of  eccmomic  developments  and  of  the 
opinion  of  ofVutside  experts  so  that,  should 
there  seem  to  tie  developing  a  strong  current 
of  opinion  that)  the  economic  situation  is 
changing,  we  canVgain  review  the  desirability 
of  an  inquiry.  Tfiie  staff  can  apprise  the 
committee  of  suchXdevelopments  in  the  sit¬ 
uation  by  memoranoum. 

Sincerely  your  a. 

Wright  Patman, 

\  Chairman. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  \ 

The  PRESIDING  (OFFICER.  The 

time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield\l  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Iowa.  \ 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
merely  to  add  that  I  join  tne  Senator 
and  Representative  in  calling  upon  the 
Joint  Economic  Committee  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  this  timely  and  important  state¬ 
ment.  \ 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL  subsequently 
said:  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
speech  by  William  McChesney  Martin, 
Jr.,  entitled  “Does  Monetary  History 
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When  economic  prospectsv.  are  at  their 
brightest,  the  dangers  of  complacency  and 
recklessness  are  greatest.  As  our  prosperity 
proceeds  on  its  record-breaking  path,  it  be¬ 
hooves  every  one  of  us  to  scan  th\  horizon 
of  our  national  and  international  economy 
for  danger  signals  so  as  to  be  ready  far  any 
storm.  \ 

.Some  eminent  observers  have  recently 
compared  the  present  with  the  period 
preceding  the  breakdown  of  the  interwaN. 
economy,  and  have  warned  us  of  the  threats 
of  another  great  depression.  We  should  take 
these  warnings  seriously  enough  to  inquire 
into  their  merits  and  to  try  to  profit  in  the 
future  from  the  lessons  of  the  past. 

And  indeed,  we  find  disquieting  similari¬ 
ties  between  our  present  prosperity  and  the 
fabulous  twenties. 

Then,  as  now,  there  had  been  virtually  un¬ 
interrupted  progress  for  7  years.  And  if  we 
disregard  some  relatively  short  though 
severe  fluctuations,  expansion  had  been 
underway  for  more  than  a  generation — the 
two  longest  stretches  of  that  kind  since  the 
advent  of  the  industrial  age;  and  each  period 
had  been  distorted  in  its  passage  by  an  in¬ 
flationary  war  and  postwar  boom. 

Then,  as  now,  prosperity  had  been  concen¬ 
trated  in  the  fully  developed  countries,  and 
within  most  of  these  countries,  in  the  indus¬ 
trialized  sectors  of  the  economy. 

Then,  as  now,  there  was  a  large  increase 
in  private  domestic  debt;  in  fact,  the  expan¬ 
sion  in  consumer  debt  arising  out  of  both 
residential  mortgages  and  instalment  pur¬ 
chases  has  recently  been  much  faster  than  in 
the  twenties. 

Then,  as  now,  the  supply  of  money  and 
bank  credit  and  the  turnover  of  demand  de¬ 
posits  had  been  continuously  growing;  and 
while  in  the  late  twenties  this  growth  had 
occurred  with  little  overall  change  in  gold 
reserves,  this  time  monetary  expansion  has 
been  superimposed  upon  a  dwindling  golcr 
reserve.  / 

Then,  as  now,  the  Federal  Reserve  had  been 
accused  of  lack  of  flexibility  in  its  monetary 
policy:  of  insufficient  ease  in  times  df  eco¬ 
nomic  weakness  and  of  insufficient  firmness 
in  times  of  economic  strength.  / 

Then,  as  now,  the  world  had  recovered  from 
the  wartime  disruption  of  international  trade 
and  finance,  and  convertibility  of  the  major 
world  currencies  at  fixed  par /values  had  been 
restored  for  a  number  of  years. 

Then,  as  now,  international  indebtedness 
had  risen  as  fast  as  doolestic  debt;  recently, 
in  fact,  American  bank  credits  to  foreigners 
and  foreign  holdings/>f  short-term  dollar  as¬ 
sets  have  increased,/: aster  than  in  the  closing 
years  of  the  earlier' period. 

Then,  as  now, /he  payments  position  of  the 
main  reserve  center — Britain  then  and  the 
United  States  now — was  uneasy,  to  say  the 
least;  but  again,  our  recent  cumulative  pay¬ 
ments  deceits  have  far  exceeded  Britain’s 
deficits  ox  the  late  twenties. 

Then;  as  now,  some  countries  had  large 
and  Persistent  payments  surpluses  and  used 
their  net  receipts  to  increase  their  short-term 
reserves  rather  than  to  invest  in  foreign 
countries. 


Then,  as  now,  the  most  important  surplus 
country,  France,  had  just  decided  to  convert 
its  official  holdings  of  foreign  exchange  into 
gold,  regardless  of  the  effects  of  its  actions 
on  international  liquidity. 

Then,  as  now,  there  were  serious  doubts 
about  the  appropriate  levels  of  some  existing 
exchange  rate  relationships,  leading  periodi¬ 
cally  to  speculative  movements  of  volatile 
short-term  funds. 

And  most  importantly,  then  as  now,  many 
Government  officials,  scholars,  and  business¬ 
men  were  convinced  that  a  new  economic  era 
had  opened,  an  era  in  which  business  fluctua¬ 
tions  had  become  a  thing  of  the  past,  in 
which  poverty  was  about  to  be  abolished,  and 
in  which  perennial  economic  progress  and 
expansion  were  assured. 

If  some  of  these  likenesses  seem  menacing, 
we  may  take  comfort  in  important  differences 
between  the  present  and  the  interwar  sit¬ 
uation. 

The  distribution  of  our  national  income 
now  shows  less  disparity  than  in  the  earlier 
period;  in  particular,  personal  incomes,  and 
especially  wages  and  salaries,  have  kept  pace 
with  corporate  profits,  and  this  has  reduced 
the  danger  of  investment  expanding  in  excess 
of  consumption  needs. 

,  Perhaps  related  to  that  better  balance,  the 
rue r ease  in  stock  market  credit  now  has  been 
nrnch  smaller.  / 

Instead  of  a  gradual  decline  in  wholesale 
pricekand  stability  in  consumer  prices,  there 
has  now  been  stability  in  wholesale  prices 
though  \pnsumer  prices  have  been  craping 
up.  \  / 

The  worst,  defects  in  the  structure  of  com¬ 
mercial  and  investment  banking  yid  of  busi¬ 
ness  seem  to  have  been  corrected — although 
we  are  time  andWain  remind ed/of  our  failure 
to  eliminate  all  abuses.  / 

The  potentialities  of  monetary  and  fiscal 
policies  are,  we  hop\  better  understood — al¬ 
though  the  rise  in  Gd^epnment  expenditures 
even  in  times  of  advancing  prosperity  threat¬ 
ens  to  make  it  difficult  \o  be  still  more  ex¬ 
pansionary  should  a^eriouk  decline  in  private 
business  activity  require  it.  \ 

In  spite  of  the  rise  in  tlrs  international 
flow  of  public  and  private  credit  and  invest¬ 
ment,  business  abroad  appears  rn  general  to 
be  less  dependent  upon  American  fxmds.  The 
recent  restraint  on  the  outflow  of  U'6.  capital 
has  had/little  effect  on  business  Activity 
abroadym  contrast  to  the  paralyzing  effect  of 
the  conation  of  U.S.  capital  outflows  ii\the 
late/;  wen  ties.  \ 

While  the  cold  war  makes  for  sources  hf 
friction  absent  in  the  twenties,  we  are  nos 
/longer  suffering  from  the  cancer  of  repara¬ 
tions  and  war  debts. 

We  have  learned  the  lessons  taught  by  the 
failure  of  trade  and  exchange  restrictions, 
and  of  beggar -my-neighbor  policies  in  gen¬ 
eral,  although  the  temptation  to  backslide  is 
ever  present. 

We  have  become  aware  of  our  responsibil¬ 
ity  for  helping  those  less  developed  countries 
that  seem  willing  and  able  to  develop  their 
economies — although  the  poor  countries 
still  are  not  becoming  rich  as  fast  as  the  rich 
countries  are  becoming  richer. 

The  International  Monetary  Fund  has 
proved  to  be  a  valuable  aid  to  a  better  work¬ 
ing  of  the  international  payments  system. 

A  network  of  international,  regional  and 
bilateral  institutions  and  arrangements  has 
reduced  the  danger  of  lack  of  international 
financial  communication. 

And  finally,  the  experience  of  the  twenties 
has  strengthened  the  resolution  of  all  respon¬ 
sible  leaders,  businessmen,  and  statesmen 
alike,  never  again  to  permit  a  repetition  of 
the  disasters  of  the  great  depression. 

But  while  the  spirit  is  willing,  the  flesh, 
in  the  form  of  concrete  policies,  has  re¬ 
mained  weak.  With  the  best  intentions, 
some  experts  seem  resolved  to  ignore  the 
lessons  of  the  past. 


Economic  and  political  scientists  still  argue/ 
about  the  factors  that  converted  a  itock* 
exchange  crash  into  the  worst  depress!  oiym 
our  history.  But  on  one  point  they/are 
agreed :  the  disastrous  impact  of  the  destruc¬ 
tion  of  the  international  payments /system 
that  followed  the  British. decision  tc/devalue 
sterling  in  September  1931.  At  that  time, 
sterling  was  the  kingpin  of  the/world  pay¬ 
ments  system,  exactly  as  the  ddllar  is  today. 
While  changes  in  the  par  values  of  other 
peripheral  currencies  affectetemainly  or  solely 
the  devaluing  countries  themselves,  the  fate 
of  sterling  shook  the  enti/e  world. 

This  is  not  wisdom  o/L  hindsight.  Only  a 
few  weeks  before  tho'  fateful  decision  was 
taken,  the  most  eminent  economist  of  the 
day  stated  that  “for  a  country  in  the  special 
circumstances  of  tsreat  Britain  the  disadvan¬ 
tages  [of  devaluation]  would  greatly  out¬ 
weigh  the  advantages”  and  he  concurred  with 
his  colleagues  in  rejecting  the  idea.  His 
name  was  John  Maynard  Keynes. 

And  soon  afterwards,  another  great  British 
economist,  Lionel  Robbins,  declared  that  “no 
really/impartial  observer  of  world  events 
can  Oo  other  than  regard  the  abandonment 
of  tne  gold  standard  by  Great  Britain  as  a 
catastrophe  of  the  first  order  of  magnitude.” 
amis  was  long  before  the  final  consequences 
'of  that  step  had  become  apparent — the 
political  weakening  of  the  West  which  fol¬ 
lowed  its  economic  breakdown  and  which 
contributed  to  the  success  of  the  Nazi  revolu¬ 
tion  in  Germany,  and  thus  eventually  to  the 
outbreak  of  the  Second  World  War  and  to 
the  emergence  of  communism  as  an  im¬ 
minent  threat  to  world  order. 

As  if  neither  Keynes,  the  founder  of  the 
anti-classical  school  of  economics,  nor  Rob¬ 
bins,  the  leader  of  the  neo-classical  school, 
ever  had  spoken,  some  Keynesian  and  neo- 
classicist  economists — fortunately  with  little 
support  at  home  but  with  encouragement 
from  a  few  foreign  observers — are  urging  us 
to  follow  the  British  example  of  1931  and  to 
act  once  more  in  a  way  that  would  destroy 
a  payments  system  based  on  the  fixed  gold 
value  of  the  world’s  leading  currency.  In 
doing  so,  they  not  only  show  that  they  have 
have  not  learned  from  monetary  history;  they 
also  impute  to  our  generation  even  less  wis¬ 
dom  than  was  shown  in  the  inter  war  period. 

The  British  Government  in  1931,  and  the 
U.S.  administration  in  1933,  can  rightly  be 
accused  of  underestimating  the  adverse  in¬ 
ternational  effects  of  the  devaluation  of  the 
pound  and  the  dollar.  But  at  least  they 
had  some  plausible  domestic  grounds  for 
their  actions.  They  were  confronted  with 
V  degree  of  unemployment  that  has  hardly 
e\^r  been  experienced  either  before  or  after. 
Thyy  were  confronted  with  disastrously  fall¬ 
ing  prices,  which  made  all  fixed-interest  ob¬ 
ligations  an  intolerable  burden  on  domestic 
and  international  commerce.  They  were 
confronted  with  a  decline  in  international 
liquidity,  Nhich  seemed  to  make  recovery 
impossible.  \ 

Neither  Keanes  nor  Robbins  have  denied 
that,  from  a  purely  domestic  point  of  view, 
there  was  some's, sense  in  devaluation.  In 
the  United  Stateff.  of  1933,  one  worker  out 
of  four  was  unemployed;  industrial  produc¬ 
tion  was  little  more\than  half  of  normal; 
farm  prices  had  falleik  to  less  than  half  of 
their  1929  level;  exporNand  imports  stood 
at  one-third  of  their  I$29  value;  capital 
issues  had  practically  ceased.  In  such  a  sit¬ 
uation,  any  remedy,  however  questionable, 
seemer  better  than  inaction.  \ 

In  the  Britain  of  1931,  things  were  not 
quite  as  bleak  as  in  the  Uni tecl  States  of 
1933;  but  fundamentally,  the  economic  prob¬ 
lems  were  similar.  Ever  since  1925,  the  Brit¬ 
ish  economy  had  failed  to  grow,  and  ov  1931, 
one  out  of  five  workers  had  become  unem¬ 
ployed,  exports — far  more  important  forNthe 
British  economy  than  for  our  own — had  de¬ 
clined  by  nearly  one-half,  and  most  observer^ 
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believed  that  overvaluation  of  the  British 
poutid  was  largely  responsible  for  all  these 
ills.  'Can  anybody  in  good  faith  And  any 
similarity  between  our  position  of  today  and 
our  position  of  1933,  or  even  the  British 
position  ok.  1931? 

In  1931  and  1933,  an  increase  in  the  price 
of  gold  was  Recommended  in  order  to  raise 
commodity  prices.  Today,  a  gold  price  in¬ 
crease  is  recommended  as  a  means  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  monetary  support  for  world  price 
stability.  In  193b.  and  1933,  an  increase 
in  the  price  of  gold,  was  recommended  in 
order  to  combat  deflation;  today  it  is  rec¬ 
ommended  in  effect  asSa  means  to  combat 
inflation.  In  1931  and\  1933,  an  increase 
in  the  price  of  gold  was  recommended  as  a 
desperate  cure  for  national  ills  regardless  of 
its  disintegrating  effect  on  world  commerce; 
today  it  is  recommended  as  a  means  to  im¬ 
prove  integration  of  international  trade  and 
finance.  Can  there  be  worse  confusion? 

True,  most  advocates  of  an  increase  in  the 
price  of  gold  today  would  prefer  action  by 
some  international  agency  or  conference  to 
unilateral  action  of  individual  countries. 
But  no  international  agency  or  conference 
could  prevent  gold  hoarders  from  gettir 
windfall  profits;  could  prevent  those  who'' 
hold  a  devalued  currency  from  suffering  cor¬ 
responding  losses;  could  prevent  central 
banks  from  feeling  defrauded  if  they  had 
trusted  in  the  repeated  declarations  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  of  the 
spokesmen  of  U.S.  monetary  authorities  and 
kept  their  reserves  in  dollars  rather  than 
in  gold.  To  this  day,  the  French,  Belgian, 
and  Netherlands  central  banks  have  not  for¬ 
gotten  that  the  1931  devaluation  of  sterling 
wiped  out  their  capital;  and  much  of  the 
antagonism  of  those  countries  against  the 
use  of  the  dollar  as  an  international  reserve 
asset  should  be  traced  to  the  experience  of 
1931  rather  than  to  anti-American  feelings 
or  mere  adherence  to  outdated  monetary 
theories. 

But  most  importantly,  no  international 
agency  or  conference  could  prevent  a,  sud¬ 
den  large  increase  in  the  gold  price  from 
having  inflationary  consequences  for  those 
countries  that  hoarded  gold,  and  deflationary 
consequences'  for  those  that  did  not.  And 
the  gold-holding  countries  are  precisely  those 
whose  economies  are  least  in  need  of  an  in¬ 
flationary  stimulus  since  they  are  most  pros¬ 
perous — not  prosperous  because  they  are 
holding  gold,  but  holding  gold  because  they 
are  prosperous;  in  contrast,  those  that  do  not 
hold  gold  are  most  in  need  of  further  ex¬ 
pansion.  Hence  the  inflationary  and  de¬ 
flationary  effects  of  an  increase  in  the  price  y 
of  gold  would  be  most  inequitably  and  mos^ 
uneconomically  distributed  among  nations. 

If  we  were  to  accept  another  sort  oi  Ad¬ 
vice  given  by  some  experts,  we  might  repeat 
not  the  mistakes  of  1931-33  but  those  of 
earlier  years.  We  are  told  that  a  repetition 
of  the  disaster  of  the  great  depression  could 
be  averted  only,  or  at  least  best/by  return¬ 
ing  to  the  principles  of  the  soyMlled  classi¬ 
cal  gold  standards.  Not  only  Should  all  set¬ 
tlements  in  international  transactions  be¬ 
tween  central  banks  be  made  in  gold,  but 
also  the  domestic  monetary  policy  of  central 
banks  should  be  oriented  exclusively  to  the 
payments  balance,  which  means  to  changes 
in  gold  reserves.  Whenever  gold  flows  out, 
monetary  policy  should  be  tightened;  when¬ 
ever  it  flows  in,  i y  should  be  eased. 

This  is  not  the  place  to  discuss  whether 
this  pure  form/of  gold  standard  theory  has 
ever  been  translated  into  practice.  I  doubt 
that  any  central  bank  has  ever  completely 
neglected  /domestic  considerations  in  its 
monetaro'policy.  And  conversely,  we  do  not 
need  to/adhere  to  an  idealized  version  of  the 
gold  standard  in  order  to  agree  that  consid- 
era^J*ns  of  international  payments  balance 
nepfl  to  play  a  large  role  in  monetary  policy 
visions.  But  even  strict  adherence  to  gold 


standard  principles  would  not  guarantee  in¬ 
ternational  payments  equilibrium.  As  a 
great  American  economist,  John  H.  Williams, 
put  it  in  1937 : 

“For  capital  movements,  the  gold  standard 
is  not  a  reliable  corrective  mechanism.  *  *  * 
With  capital  the  most  volatile  item  in  the 
balance  of  payments,  it  is  apt  to  dominate 
and  to  nullify  any  corrective  effects  which 
might  otherwise  result  from  the  gold  stand¬ 
ard  process  of  adjustment.  *  *  *  It  is  surely 
not  a  coincidence  that  most  booms  and  de¬ 
pressions,  in  the  19th  century  as  well  as  in 
the  20th,  had  international  capital  move¬ 
ments  as  one  of  their  most  prominent  fea¬ 
tures.” 

Even  countries  that  advocate  a  return  to 
gold  standard  practices  do  not  practice  what 
they  preach.  Gold  reserves  of  some  con¬ 
tinental  European  countries  have  been  rising 
strongly  and  continuously  for  many  years, 
and  according  to  the  rules,  these  countries 
should  follow  a  clearly  expansionary  policy. 
But  in  order  to  offset  inflationary  pressures, 
they  have  done  exactly  the  opposite — and  who 
is  there  to  blame  a  country  that  wishes  to 
assure  domestic  financial  stability  even  at 
the  expense  of  endangering  equilibrium  in 
international  payments? 

But  obviously,  if  we  permit  one  country  to 
olate  the  rides  of  the  gold  standard  in  order, 
to\avert  domestic  inflation,  we  must  als 
pernait  another  country  to  violate  those  rides 
in  order  to  avert  domestic  deflation  and/un¬ 
employment.  In  other  words,  we  musyngree 
that  a  ctmntry  may  be  justified  in  a/oiding 
or  at  least,  modifying  a  tightening  ai  mone¬ 
tary  policy Vven  though  its  gold  reserves  are 
declining,  if'otherwise  it  were  to  risk  pre¬ 
cipitating  or  magnifying  a  business  recession. 

True,  this  deviation  from/ gold-standard 
rules  could  be  earned  too  fa**.  Domestic  de¬ 
velopments  mightNae  taken  as  a  pretext  to 
avoid  an  unpopular  mpne/ary  move,  although 
the  payments  situation'  would  seem  to  de¬ 
mand  it  and  althougjsthe  action  would  be 
unlikely  to  be  damaging  to  the  domestic 
economy.  But  the' possibility  of  abuse  and 
error  is  inherent  /n  all  human  decision,  and 
just  as  no  sane'  observer  would  ascribe  in¬ 
fallibility  to  the  decisions  of  central  bank¬ 
ers,  neither  should  he  ascribe  infallibility  to 
a  set  of  rules.  Few  experts  today  would  want 
to  argue .that  it  was  right  for  the\German 
Reichsbfmk  in  1931,  in  the  middleNof  the 
great e/c  depression  that  ever  hit  Germany, 
to  follow  the  gold-standard  rules  by  r arsing 
its /discount  rate  to  7  percent  merely  in  order 
stem  an  outflow  of  gold;  or  that  it 
ght  for  our  own  Federal  Reserve  to  take' 
similar  restrictive  action,  for  the  same  rea¬ 
son,  in  the  fall  of  1931. 

And  just  as  the  success  of  monetary  policy 
cannot  be  guaranteed  by  an  abdication  of 
discretion  in  favor  of  preconceived  gold- 
standard  rules,  it  cannot  be  guaranteed  by 
following  the  advice  of  those  who  would  shift 
the  focus  of  policy  from  national  agencies  to 
an  international  institution.  Surely,  inter¬ 
national  cooperation  should  be  encouraged 
and  improved  whenever  possible.  And  the 
functions  of  the  International  Monetary 
Fund  might  well  be  enlarged  so  as  to  rein¬ 
force  its  ability  to  act  as  an  international 
lender  of  last  resort  and  as  an  arbiter  of 
international  good  behavior. 

But  no  institutional  change  can  exclude 
the  possibility  of  conflicts  between  national 
and  international  interests  in  specific  cir¬ 
cumstances.  Moreover,  there  is  no  reason  to 
believe  that  such  conflicts  would  necessarily 
be  resolved  more  wisely,  more  speedily,  and 
with  less  rancor  and  dissent  if  they  were 
fought  out  in  the  governing  body  of  some 
supranational  bank  of  issue  rather  than 
by  discussion  and  negotiation  among  na¬ 
tional  authorities. 

It  is  true  that  such  discussion  and  negotia¬ 
tion  may  prove  fruitless  and  that  incon¬ 
sistent  decisions  may  be  taken  on  the 


national  level.  But  similarly,  lack  of  con? 
sensus  within  a  supranational  agency  ma 
result  in  a  paralysis  of  its  functions,  and  the 
effects  of  such  paralysis  could  well  be  Worse 
than  those  of  inconsistent  national  actions. 

If  then  we  doubt  the  wisdom  of  tile  three 
most  fashionable  recent  proposal/— to  in¬ 
crease  the  dollar  price  of  gold,  Wreturn  to 
pure  gold-standard  principles,  or  to  delegate 
monetary  policy  to  an  international  agency— 
what  should  be  our  position/  And  what  is 
the  outlook  for  solving  present  and  future 
difficulties  in  international  monetary  rela¬ 
tions,  and  thus  for  avoiding  a  repetition  of 
the  disasters  of  1929-38? 

In  my  judgment,  it4s  less  fruitful  to  look 
for  institutional  ch/nges  or  for  a  semiauto¬ 
matic  mechanisms  that  would  guarantee 
perennial  prosperity  than  to  draw  from 
interwar  experience  some  simple  lessons  that 
could  save  ys  from  repeating  our  worst 
mistakes. 

First,  molt  observers  agree  that  to  a  large 
extent  the  disaster  of  1929-33  was  a  conse¬ 
quence /5f  maladjustments  born  of  the  boom 
of  thg  twenties.  Hence,  we  must  contin¬ 
uously  be  on  the  alert  to  prevent  a  recurrence 
of /maladjustments — even  at  the  risk  of  being 
fjnsely  accused  of  failing  to  realize  the  bene- 
Lts  of  unbounded  expansion.  Actually,  those 
of  us  who  warn  against  speculative  and  in¬ 
flationary  dangers  should  return  the  charge: 
our  common  goals  of  maximum  production, 
employment,  and  purchasing  power  can  be 
realized  only  if  we  are  willing  and  able  to 
prevent  orderly  expansion  from  turning  into 
disorderly  boom. 

Second,  most  observers  agree  that  the  se¬ 
verity  of  the  great  depression  was  largely  due 
to  the  absence  of  prompt  antirecession 
measures.  In  part,  the  necessary  tools  for 
this  were  not  then  available  nor  were  their 
potentialities  fully  understood.  Today  it  is 
easy  to  understand  where  observers  went 
wrong  35  years  ago.  But  it  is  less  easy  to 
avoid  a  repetition  of  the  same  mistake;  we 
always  prefer  to  believe  what  we  want  to  be 
true  rather  than  what  we  should  know  to  be 
true.  Here  again,  we  need  most  of  all  eternal 
vigilance.  But  we  must  also  be  ready  to 
admit  errors  in  past  judgments  and  forecasts, 
and  have  the  courage  to  express  dissenting 
even  though  unpopular  views,  and  to  advo¬ 
cate  necessary  remedies. 

Third,  and  most  importantly,  most  ob¬ 
servers  agree  that  the  severity  of  the  great 
depression  was  due  largely  to  the  lack  of 
understanding  of  the  international  implica¬ 
tions  of  national  events  and  policies.  Even 
today,  we  are  more  apt  to  judge  and  condemn 
ifhe  worldwide  implications  of  nationalistic 
;tions  taken  by  others  than  to  apply  the 
same  criteria  to  our  own  decisions. 

Recognition  of  the  close  ties  among  the 
individual  economies  of  the  free  world  leads 
to  recognition  of  the  need  to  maintain  free¬ 
dom  of  international  commerce.  This  means 
not  only  that  we  must  avoid  the  direct  con¬ 
trols  of  trade  and  exchange  that  were  char¬ 
acteristic  of  the  time  of  the  great  depression. 
It  means  also Nthat  we  must  avoid  any  im¬ 
pairment  of  theValue  and  status  of  the  dol¬ 
lar,  which  todayNacts — just  as  sterling  did 
until  its  devaluation  in  1931 — as  a  universal 
means  of  international  payment  between 
central  banks  as  welXas  among  individual 
merchants,  bankers,  and  investors. 

If  the  dollar  is  to  continue  to  play  its  role 
in  international  commerce/world  confidence 
in  its  stability  must  be  f  ullyxnaintained ;  the 
world  must  be  convinced  that  Ve  are  resolved 
to  eliminate  the  long-persistent  deficit  in 
our  balance  of  international  payments.  The 
measures  taken  in  accordance  withNhe  Presi¬ 
dent’s  program  of  February  10,  19&5,  have 
so  far  been  highly  successful.  But  sbme  of 
these  measures  are  of  a  temporary  character, 
and  these  include  the  efforts  of  the  financial 
community  to  restrain  voluntarily  the  ex¬ 
pansion  of  credit  to  foreigners.  We  should 
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riot  permit  the  initial  success  of  these  efforts 
tX  blind  us  against  the  need  of  permanent 
cute. 

Some  observers  believe  that  our  respon¬ 
sibility  for  maintaining  the  international 
function  of  the  dollar  puts  an  intolerably 
heavyi  burden  on  our  monetary  policy;  that 
this  responsibility  prevents  us  from  taking 
monetary  measures  which  might  be  con¬ 
sidered  '(appropriate  for  solving  domestic 
problems'!  I  happen  to  disagree  with  that 
view.  I  Believe  that  the  interests  of  our 
national  economy  are  in  harmony  with  those 
of  the  international  community.  A  stable 
dollar  is,  indeed,  the  keystone  of  interna¬ 
tional  trade  and  finance;  but  it  is  also,  in  my 
judgment,  tha  keystone  of  economic  growth 
and  prosperity  at  home. 

Yet  even  if  I  Were  wrong  in  this  judgment, 
and  if,  indeed,  kn  occasion  arose  when  we 
could  preserve  the  international  role  of  the 
dollar  only  at  theXexpense  of  modifying  our 
favored  domestic  Ypolicies — even  then  we 
would  need  to  pay  attention  to  the  interna¬ 
tional  repercussions  of  our  actions.  We  must 
consider  these  international  effects  not  be¬ 
cause  of  devotion  to 'the  ideal  of  human 
brotherhood,  not  because  we  value  the  well¬ 
being  of  our  neighbors  more  than  our  own. 
We  must  do  so  because  any  harm  that  would 
come  to  international  commerce  and  hence 
to  the  rest  of  the  world  as  a  result  of  the 
displacement  of  the  dollar'. would  fall  back 
on  our  own  heads.  In  the  present  stage  of 
economic  development  we  could  not  preserve 
our  own  prosperity  if  the  res\  of  the  world 
were  caught  in  the  web  of  depression. 
Recognition  of  this  interdependence  gave 
rise  to  the  Marshall  plan — in  mV  judgment 
the  greatest  achievement  of  our  postwar  eco¬ 
nomic  policy.  \ 

It  should  not  have  taken  the  great  depres¬ 
sion  to  bring  these  simple  truths  home  to  us. 
Today,  as  we  approach  the  goal  of  the  Great 
Society — to  make  each  of  our  citizens  la  self- 
reliant  and  productive  member  of  a  hXalthy 
and  progressive  economic  system — we\  can 
disregard  these  truths  even  less  than\  we 
could  a  generation  ago.  By  heeding  them\n- 
stead,  we  will  have  a  good  chance  to  avoid 
another  such  disaster.  If  monetary  historw 
were  to  repeat  itself,  it  would  be  nobody’! 
fault  but  our  own.  > 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
a  point  of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Montoya  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  wonder  if  we 
could  avoid  conferences  in  front  of  the 
Vice  President’s  rostrum  so  we  can  hear 
what  is  going  on. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Senators 
will  please  return  to  their  seats. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment,  which  I  ask  to  have 
stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  22, 
between  lines  20  and  21,  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  the  following  new  subsection: 

(d)  At  the  end  thereof  add  the  following 
new  subsection; 

"Sec.  649.  Limitation  on  aggregate  author¬ 
ization  for  use  in  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967. — 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
Act,  the  aggregate  of  the  total  amounts 


authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  use  dur¬ 
ing  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  for 
furnishing  assistance  and  for  administrative 
expenses  under  this  Act  shall  not  exceed 
$3,243,000,000  for  each  such  year.’’ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  yield  himself? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Such  time  as  I  need, 
within  my  time  limitation. 

First,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  what  this 
amendment  does  is  to  reduce  the  amount 
of  money  to  be  authorized  by  $200  million 
from  not  only  the  figure  sent  to  the  floor 
by  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  but 
the  figure  modified  by  the  additional  $89 
million  and  the  $2  million  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  voted  the  other  day.  So  it  is  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $200  million. 

Every  argument  I  used  in  support  of 
my  other  proposed  cut  this  afternoon  is 
equally  applicable  to  this  proposal. 

One  could  take  almost  any  one  of  the 
major  Comptroller  General’s  reports  and 
find  evidence  of  shocking  waste  in  in¬ 
dividual  countries.  This  amendment 
would  effect  a  saving  of  more  than  $200 
million. 

In  view  of  the  figures  we  have  been 
shown  involved  in  the  pipeline,  plus  the 
report  of  the  Comptroller  General’s  Of¬ 
fice,  showing  great  waste  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  foreign  aid  program,  it  is 
almost  imposible  for  me  to  believe  that 
the  Senate  would  not  want  to  join  me  in 
saving  $200  million. 

I  rest  my  case. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  5  minutes. 

This  amendment  is  exactly  the  same 
as  the  other  except  as  to  the  amount. 
The  chairman  of  the  committee,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  ,  has 
quite  fully  discussed  the  merits  and  de¬ 
merits  of  the  amendment,  as  has  the 
'Senator  from  Oregon.  I  see  no  need  for 
protracted  debate.  Therefore,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  back  his  time,  I  will 
yield  back  my  time. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  back  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

All  time  has  been  yielded  back.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  ,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neu- 
berger],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Robertson],  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon],  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator 
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fi'om  Maine  l  Mr.  Muskie],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Dodd],  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  would  vote  “yea” 
and  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  would 
vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Robertson]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Brewster]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mi’.  Lausche],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Curtis], 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Pearson]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Dominick]  and  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Murphy]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick]  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy]  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Curtis]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Hawaii  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Kan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Pearson]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott], 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  40, 
nays  35,  as  follows: 

[No.  121  Leg.] 

YEAS — 40 


Aiken 

Hill 

Ribicoff 

Allott 

Holland 

Russell,  S.C. 

Bartlett 

Hruska 

Simpson 

Bible 

Jackson 

Stennis 

Boggs 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Symington 

Burdick 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Thurmond 

Carlson 

McIntyre 

Tower 

Church 

Miller 

Tydings 

Cooper 

Morse 

Williams,  Del. 

Cotton 

Mundt 

Yarborough 

Eastland 

Nelson 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ellender 

Prouty 

Young,  Ohio 

Ervin 

Proxmire 

Gruening 

Randolph 

NAYS— 36 

Anderson 

Inouye 

Monroney 

Bayh 

Javits 

Montoya 

Bennett 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Morton 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Moss 

Case 

Kuchel 

Pastore 

Clark 

Long,  La. 

Pell 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Saltonstall  ■ 

Douglas 

McCarthy 

Smathers 

Fannin 

McGovern 

Smith 

Fulbright 

McNamara 

Sparkman 

Hart 

Metcalf 

Williams,  N.J. 

Hickenlooper 

Mondale 
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NOT  VOTING — 25 


Bass 

Brewster 

Byrd,  Va. 

Cannon 

Curtis 

Dodd 

Dominick 

Pong 

Gore 


Harris 

Hartke 

Hayden 

Lausche 

Long,  Mo. 

Magnuson 

McClellan 

McGee 

Murphy 


Muskie 

Neuberger 

Pearson 

Robertson 

Russell,  Ga. 

Scott 

Talmadge 


So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  move  that  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  reconsider  be  laid  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Montoya  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  is  recognized. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  an  amendment  at  the  desk  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself,  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Symington],  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Nelson],  and  I  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  11, 
after  line  2,  insert  the  following: 


CHAPTER  6 - FOOD  AND  NUTRITION  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  110.  The  sum  of  $50,000,000  annually 
Is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  provide 
(a)  $15,000,000  for  protein  supplements  and 
fortification  of  foods,  and  (b)  $35,000,000,  for 
the  purchase  of  domestically  produced  beef, 
poultry  and  other  meats  and  meat  products, 
dairy  products,  fish  and  fish  products,  rice 
and  other  high  protein  foods,  In  adequate 
supply  in  the  United  States,  for  donation  to 
school  lunch  and  similar  programs  In  foreign 
countries  eligible  for  assistance  under  this 
Act. 


Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  take  only  a  few  moments  to  explain 
the  amendment.  Before  I  do  so,  how¬ 
ever,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  added  as 
cosponsors  of  the  amendment  the  two 
Senators  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale 
and  Mr.  McCarthy],  the  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hart],  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  and 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Ribicoff] . 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
wondering  whether  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  ger¬ 
mane  to  the  bill.  We  made  exceptions 
for  only  two  amendments,  and  I  do  not 
believe  that  his  is  one  of  them. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  relates  to  the  condition  of 
high  protein  foods  to  our  overseas  school 
lunch  programs,  and  I  believe  that  it  re¬ 
lates  to  the  general  subject  matter  of  the 
pending  bill. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
reserve  the  point. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
yield? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Let  me  say  to  the 
able  minority  leader  that  the  Senator 


from  South  Dakota  offered  this  same 
amendment  last  year  in  the  foreign  aid 
bill,  and  it  was  accepted  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  does  not  make 
it  germane,  however. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  thought  per¬ 
haps  it  would  soften  the  objection  of  my 
good  friend  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  would  be  in  a  mo¬ 
ment  of  generosity  to  let  it  go  over,  or  to 
overlook  it. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  is  the  same  amendment 
which  was  adopted  by  the  Senate  last 
year  in  its  deliberations  on  the  foreign  as¬ 
sistance  bill. 

The  amendment  would  add  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  the  expenditure  of  $50  million 
for  the  purchase  of  high  protein  foods 
which  can  be  utilized  in  our  overseas 
school  lunch  programs,  and  in  other  food 
programs  of  that  kind. 

At  the  present  time,  the  United  States 
is  feeding  some  40  million  school  chil¬ 
dren — boys  and  girls — every  day  in 
school  lunch  programs  in  approximately 
80  countries. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  may  we  have  order  in  the 
Chamber? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  do  not  believe 
there  is  any  single  part  of  our  over¬ 
seas  aid  program  which  has  returned 
greater  dividends  than  the  overseas 
school  lunch  efforts.  The  great  limita¬ 
tion  in  the  program  to  date  has  been  in 
the  shortage  of  high  protein  foods.  We 
have  ample  supplies  of  cereals  in  our 
food  for  peace  operations,  and  in  our 
overseas  aid  programs,  but  there  has 
been  a  critical  shortage  of  bodybuild¬ 
ing  foods  such  as  beef,  poultry,  meat, 
dairy  products,  fish  and  fish  products, 
rice,  and  other  commodities  of  that  kind 
which  are  included  in  the  terms  of  my 
amendment. 

Consequently,  while  the  school  lunch 
programs  have  been  effective,  they  could 
be  considerably  more  effective  with  the 
expenditure  of  this  modest  sum  of  money 
to  purchase  the  high  protein  items  which 
are  available  in  this  country  and  which 
could  be  made  a  part  of  our  overseas 
school  lunch  effort. 

Let  me  say  again  that  last  year  the 
Senate  adopted  this  amendment - 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
may  we  have  order  in  the  Chamber? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  last 
year  we  adopted  a  similar  amendment 
without  any  controversy.  It  was  lost  in 
conference.  We  are  hopeful,  on  the 
basis  of  a  strong  showing  on  the  yea-and- 
nay  vote,  that  the  Senate  conferees  will 
be  able  to  retain  it  this  year  in  the  sub¬ 
sequent  conference. 

Therefore,  I  strongly  urge  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Would  the  Senator’s 


amendment  increase  the  authorization  of 
the  amount  to  be  appropriated  by  $50 
million? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Yes.  It  would 
have  the  effect  of  increasing  the  total 
authorization  by  $50  million.  The  funds 
would  be  expended  in  this  country  for  the 
purchase  of  farm  commodities  which  we 
have  in  great  excess.  The  Senator  knows 
that  while  there  is  a  great  humanitarian 
motive  behind  the  amendment,  it  would 
also  be  of  great  value  to  our  farm  pro¬ 
ducers. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  be  brief,  and  would  associate  my¬ 
self  with  all  that  has  been  said  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Dakota,  a  true  expert  in  the  field  of  agri¬ 
culture.  Anyone  who  is  worried  about 
the  balance-of -payments  problem,  based 
on  where  beef  purchases  abroad  are 
normally  made,  or  anyone  interested  in 
the  disposal  of  surplus  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts — aside  from  the  appealing  humani¬ 
tarian  aspects  of  the  bill — would  be  in 
favor  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  I 
intend  to  vote  for  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  adoption  of  the  amendment 
would  serve  humanitarian  purposes  as 
well  as  several  other  objectives. 

I  recall  that  approximately  2  years 
ago,  with  the  acquiescence  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  fish  was  added  to  the  food  for 
peace  program,  and  is  now  a  part  of  the 
Foreign  Aid  Act.  Fish  furnishes  protein 
that  is  badly  needed  in  many  places,  in  a 
highly  concentrated  form. 

Regrettably  there  has  been  no  imple¬ 
mentation  of  that  addition  to  the  foreign 
aid  law  for  reasons  that  are  completely 
beyond  me.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  refused  adamantly  to  make  the 
amendment  effective. 

I  recall  that  last  year  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  and  I  engaged  in  a  discussion 
on  the  floor  on  this  subject,  and  he  ex¬ 
pressed,  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  the 
very  strong  hope  that  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  would  clear  away  the  barriers 
which  have  stood  in  the  way  of  imple¬ 
menting  the  program  and  to  make  it 
effective. 

This  has  not  been  done  yet.  I  hope 
that  soon  it  will  be.  In  the  meantime, 
because  I  believe  that  this  is  a  very  desir¬ 
able  and  useful  proposal  in  every  way,  I 
renew  my  assurance  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  that  I  shall  vote  for  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota,  and  I  support  him.  I  invite  the  at¬ 
tention  of  Senators  to  the  fact  that  yes¬ 
terday  I  introduced  a  bill  of  which  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  a  cospon¬ 
sor.  It  would  do  something  for  the 
hungry  children  of  the  United  States. 

At  the  present  time  our  school  lunch 
program  is  in  effect  for  9  months  of  the 
year.  However,  the  children  are  hungry 
during  the  3  months  when  the  schools  are 
in  recess,  as  well  as  when  the  schools  are 
in  session.  Approximately  1,600,000 
youngsters  get  free  lunch  programs  in 
the  schools  of  our  Nation  for  9  months, 
but  do  not  get  them  during  the  summer 
months. 


12904  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  June  11,  1965 


Therefore,  while  we  are  voting  $50  mil¬ 
lion  for  this  program,  it  should  be  re¬ 
membered  that  for  a  great  deal  less  we 
can  do  something  for  our  own  youngsters, 
and  it  would,  therefore,  be  my  hope  that 
Senators  who  give  consideration  to  the 
amendment  will  also  give  consideration 
to  my  proposal.  While  we  make  this  food 
available  for  children  overseas,  we  should 
also  do  something  for  the  youngsters  in 
our  own  country.  We  can  supply  this 
additional  free  lunch  program  through 
recreational  areas  and  day  camps  in  the 
United  States.  I  hope  that  I  shall  have 
the  support  of  the  Senator,  and  that 
other  Senators  and  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  will  give  consideration  to  my 
proposal  to  feed  the  poor  children  in  the 
United  States  as  well  as  the  children 
abroad. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  commend  the 
Senator  for  the  initiative  he  displayed 
yesterday  in  trying  to  extend  our  school 
lunch  program  to  12  months  of  the  year. 
There  is  a  provision  in  the  existing  law 
to  the  effect  that  no  food  can  be  offered 
overseas  under  any  of  these  programs 
until  we  have  met  all  requests  at  home 
for  domestic  requirements.  Therefore, 
in  addition  to  being  on  sound  legal 
grounds,  the  Senator  is  on  sound  moral 
grounds  in  wanting  to  take  care  of  our 
youngsters  at  home.  I  agree  that  we 
should  take  care  of  them  on  a  priority 
basis.  I  am  happy  to  join  him  in  that 
effort. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  It  is  not  a  question 
of  a  condition.  We  have  so  much  food 
that  we  cannot  only  feed  our  youngsters 
here  at  home,  but  also  do  something  for 
those  who  are  engaged  in  agriculture. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  believe  that  any¬ 
one  who  is  concerned  about  the  long- 
range  human  development  recognizes 
that  protein  shortages,  particularly  in 
the  case  of  young  children,  do  irreparable 
damage,  both  physically  and  mentally. 
Once  that  takes  place,  there  is  nothing 
that  can  be  done  to  restore  the  young¬ 
sters  to  a  normal  mental  and  physical 
condition.  They  are  permanently  in¬ 
jured,  and  frequently  must  depend  on  aid 
from  other  sources.  The  school  lunch 
programs,  with  balanced  diets,  in  my 
opinion,  will  do  more  to  strengthen  the 
developing  countries  and  the  underde¬ 
veloped  youngsters  at  home  than  any¬ 
thing  else  that  we  can  do.  It  has  the 
additional  merit  of  doing  something  of 
value  to  our  own  farm  producers  here 
in  the  United  States. 

Therefore,  I  hope  that  the  amendment 
will  be  adopted.  I  hope  that  the  bill  in¬ 
troduced  by  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  will  be  approved. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Would  the  $50  mil¬ 
lion  be  in  addition  to  the  sum  now  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Yes;  it  would  be  an 
addition. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  believe  this  is  a 
very  worthy  project.  I  shall  support  it. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield  myself  some  time 
on  the  bill. 


The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is 
making  a  worthy  proposal,  but  he  is  mak¬ 
ing  it  at  the  wrong  time  and  at  the  wrong 
place.  The  State  Department  is  not  in 
the  least  qualified  to  determine  whether 
we  have  a  surplus  of  a  particular  food, 
an  adequate  supply,  or  a  shortage.  This 
proposal  would,  leave  that  determination 
to  the  wrong  department.  It  should  be 
left  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
determine  the  quantities  of  the  various 
kinds  of  food  that  we  have  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  not  to  the  State  Department. 

If  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  were 
to  make  his  proposal  as  an  amendment 
to  Public  Law  480,  when  that  comes  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  again,  it  would  certainly 
have  some  merit  and  would  be  worthy  of 
our  consideration.  However,  it  is  un¬ 
thinkable  to  leave  it  to  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  to  determine  what  is  an  adequate 
amount  of  food  of  each  kind  for  our  own 
requirements  in  this  country. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  If  the  Senator  will 
yield.  We  do  not  leave  the  amount  to 
the  State  Department.  The  Congress 
stipulates  $50  million  for  excess  foods 
surplus  in  the  United  States,  to  be  used 
abroad. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  not  thinking  of  the 
$50  million.  I  am  thinking  of  transfer- 
ing  the  work  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  the  State  Department. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  The  amendment 
states  $50  million  set  by  the  Congress; 
and  it  would  all  be  surplus  agricultural 
products. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  amendment  would 
permit  the  State  Department  to  buy 
foods  which  are  in  adequate  supply  in 
this  country.  It  would,  as  I  read  the 
amendment,  give  to  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  authority  to  determine  what  foods 
are  in  adequate  supply.  I  am  sorry  that 
no  copies  of  the  amendment  are  avail¬ 
able  to  Senators,  but  I  have  been  to  the 
desk  twice  to  read  the  amendment.  As 
I  read  it,  the  State  Department  would 
determine  what  foods  are  in  adequate 
supply.  I  realize  that  they  would  have 
good  intentions.  Perhaps,  as  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  has  said,  their  inten¬ 
tions  might  be  too  good.  We  do  not  wish 
to  take  a  chance.  For  example,  we  have 
been  running  into  a  shortage  of  pow¬ 
dered  milk  for  the  school  lunch  program. 
We  have  been  running  into  a  shortage  of 
butter  for  the  school  lunch  program. 
The  shortage  has  been  such  that,  since 
the  16th  of  March  to  the  2d  of  June,  five 
carloads  of  oleomargarine  have  been 
shipped  into  the  State  of  Vermont — at 
a  time  when  we  have  been  producing  a 
surplus  of  butter  in  the  State.  I  do  not 
like  that  at  all.  The  State  Department 
might  say  that  butter  is  needed  for  for¬ 
eign  countries.  The  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  is  happy  about  that  movement 
of  oleomargarine. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  good  for  peo¬ 
ple;  it  makes  them  strong  and  healthy. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  State  Department  is 
not  qualified  in  any  way  to  make  a  deci¬ 
sion  as  to  what  foods  are  in  adequate  or 
surplus  supply.  We  do  not  wish  to  take 
any  steps  that  will  remove  the  handling 
of  Public  Law  480  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  turn  it  over  to  some 


agency  that  is  so  unqualified  as  is  the 
State  Department. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Would  the  Senator 
find  the  amendment  more  acceptable  if 
we  could  obtain  unanimous  consent  to 
add  the  words  “adequate  supply  as  deter¬ 
mined  in  consultation  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture?” 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  language  would 
certainly  improve  the  amendment  a 
great  deal.  But  I  would  dislike  to  take 
the  step  of  transferring  to  the  State  De¬ 
partment  the  task  of  determining  sur¬ 
plus  foods  or  foods  said  to  be  in  adequate 
supply  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  I  had  thought  of  the  wording 
which  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  suggested.  It  would  certainly  im¬ 
prove  the  amendment. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield  further-  - 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  amendment  be  modified 
to  read,  after  the  words  “in  adequate 
supply,”  “in  consultation  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture.” 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  rather  that  the 
words  be  “as  agreed  to  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.”  “The  words  “in  con¬ 
sultation”  are  bad  words.  I  do  not  like 
them  at  all. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  would  accept  the 
language  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  not  proposing  any 
language. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  propose  that  the 
amendment  be  so  modified.  I  had  as¬ 
sumed  that  even  with  the  existing  lan¬ 
guage  no  foreign  aid  administrator  would 
try  to  determine  whether  a  commodity 
was  in  adequate  supply  without  a  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
But  I  believe  the  language  I  have  stated 
should  be  added  if  it  would  give  further 
reassurance. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  proposal  would  mod¬ 
ify  the  amendment,  but  I  do  not  like  the 
idea  of  giving  authority  to  the  State  De¬ 
partment  to  do  something  after  consul¬ 
tation  with  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  because  such  action  would  give  the 
State  Department  the  whip  hand,  and 
that  Department  should  not  have  it  when 
it  comes  to  the  handling  of  the  food  com¬ 
modities  of  our  country. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  modification? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
FulbrightI  how  much  time  I  may  have. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  5  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  not  object, 
because  I  wish  the  amendment  to  have 
whatever  form  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  desires  it  to  have.  But  I  strongly 
protest  against  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment.  The  committee  of  which  I 
happen  to  be  a  longtime  member,  though 
not  the  chairman — and  I  speak  only  be¬ 
cause  the  chairman  does  not  happen  to 
be  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate — has  juris¬ 
diction  over  the  school  lunch  program 
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and  the  special  school  milk  program,  both 
of  which  are  involved  in  the  particular 
question  under  discussion.  The  commit¬ 
tee  of  which  I  happen  to  be  the  chair¬ 
man,  the  Subcommittee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  has  jurisdiction  over  appropria¬ 
tions  related  to  those  programs.  We 
have  just  completed  long  and  exhaustive 
hearings.  We  have  not  yet  marked  up 
the  bill.  We  would  never  think  of  giving 
any  jurisdiction  of  either  of  those  pro¬ 
grams  to  the  Department  of  State.  A 
long  time  ago  we  attempted  it  under 
Public  Law  480.  I  shall  cite  a  specific 
example.  The  question  involved  was  rice 
for  Japan.  Serious  trouble  arose  because 
of  objections  that  the  Department  of 
State  made  to  the  completion  of  the  con¬ 
tract  for  the  supply  of  rice  to  Japan. 
There  was  a  long  continuing  conflict 
which  blocked  the  operation  of  Public 
Law  480  for  a  good  long  time. 

I  served  on  the  committee  which 
evolved  Public  Law  480  and  on  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  which  worked  out  the 
final  form  of  the  law.  The  amendment 
would  go  far  to  destroy  the  framework 
of  Public  Law  480  and  the  policy  estab¬ 
lished  by  that  law.  I  hope  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  not  insist  upon  enlarging  the 
foreign  aid  progarm  by  an  additional  $50 
million  to  put  into  it  something  which 
in  effect  would  amend  Public  Law  480, 
delivering  a  most  important  program, 
which  is  a  part  of  the  Public  Law  480 
program,  to  the  Department  of  State  or 
one  of  its  agencies — AID — for  admin¬ 
istration. 

I  have  already  said  that  I  shall  not 
object  to  the  request  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  for  a  modification  of  his  amend¬ 
ment,  a  modification  which  would  permit 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  come 
in  as  an  adviser.  That  is  a  very  different 
thing  from  having  a  program,  as  in  every 
other  feature  of  Public  Law  480,  and  all 
the  things  in  connection  with  it,  as  well 
as  the  school  lunch  program  and  the 
school  milk  program,  a  part  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  program  of  this  Nation. 

I  do  not  believe  that  this  is  the  right 
time,  the  right  place  or  the  right  bill  for 
the  injection  of  such  an  amendment. 
For  that  reason  I  strongly  protest  against 
the  addition  of  the  amendment  to  the 
bill  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  in  effect,  whether  so  worded 
or  not,  would  ..amend  Public  Law  480, 
which  has  proved  highly  desirable  in 
many  of  its  aspects,  and  in  which  we  have 
carefully  provided  for  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture — and  it 
has  a  controlling  jurisdiction  in  many 
fields — would  limit  its  position  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  State. 

I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  be 
defeated.  I  withdraw  my  objection  to 
the  amendment  requested  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  to  modify 
his  amendment? 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to 
make  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  under 
the  bill  I  yield  2  minutes  or  3  minutes, 
whichever  the  Senator  desires. 


Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
desire  3  minutes.  I  require  only  a  half 
minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  is  rec¬ 
ognized  for  one-half  minute. 

The  Senator  will  state  his  inquiry. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  should  like  to  know 
what  is  being  requested.  After  pro¬ 
longed  colloquy,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  asked  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  insert  language  into 
the  amendment.  What  language  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  inserted  in  the  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
words  “as  agreed  to  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.”  That  is  the  requested 
modification  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  thank  the  Chair.  I 
withdraw  the  reservation  of  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  proposed  modi¬ 
fication  of  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota?  There  being 
no  objection,  the  modification  is  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  1  min¬ 
ute  to  me? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
under  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I 
have  been  reading  the  amendment.  It 
does  not  seem  to  me  that  it  is  germane 
to  the  bill  which  is  now  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  the 
amendment  is  not  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  explain  his  position  on 
the  germaneness  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  Chair  will  find  that  un¬ 
der  the  unanimous -consent  agreement 
the  amendment  must  be  germane.  I  do 
not  recall  anything  in  the  bill  dealing 
with  this  particular  subject.  That  is 
the  reason  I  make  the  point  of  order 
that  the  amendment  is  not  germane  to 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  wish  to 
be  heard  on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  should  like  to  be 
heard,  not  so  much  on  the  point  of  or¬ 
der,  but  to  point  out  that  yesterday 
when  unanimous  consent  was  agreed  to, 
two  exceptions  were  made  for  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
JavitsI,  and  I  would  hope  that  that 
agreement  will  be  taken  into  considera¬ 
tion  at  this  late  moment. 

Of  course,  if  we  had  known  about  it 
yesterday,  we  could  have  made  an  ex¬ 
ception;  but  we  did  not  know  about  it 
at  that  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  insist  upon 
his  point  of  order? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  be  heard.  I  cannot  think 
of  anything  that  comes  more  squarely 
within  the  field  of  foreign  assistance  than 
help  for  hungry  children  in  underde¬ 
veloped  countries,  and  of  making  avail¬ 
able  urgently  needed  food  for  under¬ 
nourished  children  overseas.  If  that  is 


not  germane  to  the  purposes  of  the  bill, 
then  I  fail  to  understand  the  meaning 
of  foreign  aid. 

I  believe  the  amendment  comes 
squarely  within  the  context  of  the  over¬ 
all  purpose  of  the  proposed  legislation. 
It  makes  a  contribution  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  human  beings,  which  is  the  ul¬ 
timate  resource  and  is  the  most  im¬ 
portant  resource  in  any  country. 

If  we  are  truly  interested  in  helping 
countries  to  get  on  their  feet  and  move 
ahead,  we  ought  to  support  the  kind  of 
language  contained  in  my  amendment. 
I  believe  it  is  entirely  germane  to  the 
purpose  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  do  not  question  the  intent 
of  the  amendment.  It  has  merit.  But  it 
should  be  considered  by  the  committee. 
It  was  not  before  the  committee.  It 
contemplates  an  entirely  new  program 
which  has  had  no  consideration  whatso¬ 
ever.  It  relates  to  a  subject  that  has  not 
been  dealt  with  in  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Montoya  in  the  chair) .  The  Chair-  is 
ready  to  rule. 

In  view  of  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement  requiring  that  no  amendment 
that  is  not  germane  to  the  provisions  of 
the  bill  shall  be  received,  except  the  two 
amendments  to  be  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  ;  and  in  view 
of  the  further  fact  that  the  bill  under 
consideration  is  S.  1837,  the  title  of  which 
is  “To  amend  further  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes,”  including  its  dif¬ 
ferent  parts  and  chapters — chapter  1 — 
Policy;  chapter,  2 — Development  As¬ 
sistance,  title  1  of  which  relates  to  the 
Development  Loan  Fund;  title  2,  to 
Technical  Cooperation  and  Development 
Grants;  and  title  3,  to  Investment 
Guaranties;  chapter  3 — International 
Organizations  and  Programs;  chapter 
4 — Supporting  Assistance;  chapter  5 — 
Contingency  Fund;  part  n,  chapter  2 — 
Military  Assistance;  part  HI,  chapter  1 — 
General  Provisions,  which  does  not  en¬ 
compass  any  of  the  subject  matter  of  the 
amendment;  chapter  2 — Administrative 
Provisions;  chapter  3 — Miscellaneous 
Provisions;  part  IV,  Programs  for  Fiscal 
Years  Beginning  After  June  30,  1967, 
including  Termination  of  Existing  Pro¬ 
grams  and  Proposals  for  Future  Pro¬ 
grams,  none  of  which  relates  to  any  sub¬ 
ject  closely  akin  to  the  subject  of  the 
amendment — the  Chair  is  compelled  to 
rule,  reluctantly,  that  the  point  of  order 
is  well  taken. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
make  it  clear  that  I  do  not  oppose  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern], 
It  is  meritorious.  However,  I  oppose  the 
transfer  of  the  distribution  and  handling 
of  food  products  in  this  country  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State.  In  my  opinion,  the 
Department  of  State  is  completely  un¬ 
qualified  to  carry  on  this  work.  Public 
Law  480  is  administered  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  I  believe  it  has 
done  an  effective  job.  I  am  not  in  a 
mood  to  agree  to  the  transfer  of  the 
adminstration  of  that  act  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State,  because  it  does  not  have 
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the  personnel  or  any  other  qualification 
that  is  required  to  do  this  work. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  has  already  ruled  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  -  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  about  to  appeal  from  the  ruling  of 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Montana  yield  before 
he  makes  his  appeal?  I  should  like  to 
make  a  statement  that  may  have  a  bear¬ 
ing  on  what  the  Senator  is  about  to  say. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
conferred  with  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota.  I  have  no  understanding  with 
him  at  all,  but  I  give  to  him  this  assur¬ 
ance.  Although  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
is  not  in  the  Chamber,  but  since  I  am 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  which 
would  consider  such  proposed  legislation, 
I  have  told  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  that  if  he  will  offer  his  proposal 
as  an  amendment  to  Public  Law  480,  I 
will  assure  him  of  an  early  hearing  so 
far  as  the  Senate  committee  is  concerned. 
I  feel  certain  that  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  will  stand  back  of  my  assurance 
given  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

I  hope  that  the  regular  way  of  han¬ 
dling  this  proposal  will  appeal  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
as  being  the  preferable  manner,  rather 
than  to  try  to  force  the  amendment  into 
this  bill  in  such  a  way  as  to  be,  in  effect, 
an  amendment  of  Public  Law  480.  I  do 
not  believe  such  an  amendment  would 
be  proper  in  a  bill  of  this  kind  because  it 
has  not  been  considered  by  the  appro¬ 
priate  legislative  committee. 

I  thank  the  majority  leader  for  yield¬ 
ing  time  to  me. 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  1  minute.  I  very  much  fa¬ 
vor  the  amendment.  Last  year  I  took  a 
similar  amendment  to  conference,  it  was 
impossible  to  hold  the  amendment  in 
conference. 

I  think  it  is  a  fine  amendment.  I 
would  hope  that  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  would  consider  and 
favorably  report  such  an  amendment.  It 
is  entirely  appropriate  and  ought  to  be 
included  in  Public  Law  480. 

I  would  have  been  glad  to  handle  this 
kind  of  amendment,  and  I  had  hoped  the 
Senate  might  be  able  to  approve  it.  But 
in  view  of  the  Chair’s  ruling  sustaining 
the  point  of  order,  I  assume  that  the 
Senate  would  not  approve  the  amend¬ 
ment  at  this  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ob¬ 
serve  in  the  Chamber  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations.  He  is  also  the  ranking^ 
member  of  the  subcommittee  to  which  I 
have  referred.  I  am  sure  that  he,  too, 
would  cooperate  in  arranging  an  early 
hearing  if  the  amendment  were  offered 
in  the  form  I  have  suggested. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
had  considered  appealing  from  the  ruling 
of  the  Chair,  not  because  I  disagreed  with 
what  the  Chair  had  ruled — he  is  on  solid 
ground;  not  because  I  disagree  with  the 
objective  of  the  distinguished  Senator 


from  South  Dakota,  because  I  agree  with 
him  100  percent;  not  because  I  disagree 
with  what  the  senior  Republican  in  this 
body  said  as  to  where  the  responsibility 
for  the  disposition  of  surplus  products 
should  lie,  whether  in  the  Department 
of  State  or  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  I  think  it  should  be  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  so  there  is  no  argu¬ 
ment  in  that  respect. 

I  would  hope,  on  the  basis  of  assur¬ 
ances  made,  that  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  would  consider 
the  possibilities  of  having  his  worthwhile 
proposal  attached  to  Public  Law  480  when 
it  comes  before  the  Senate.  I  think  that 
on  the  basis  of  the  case  he  has  made,  he 
could  expect,  without  doubt,  support 
from  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  because  most 
of  the  statements  made  were  not  against 
the  idea  advanced,  but  against  the  pecu¬ 
liar-  and  particular  circumstances  in 
which  it  was  encased. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  in  my 
opinion,  it  will  not  be  necessary,  for  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  to  wait  until 
Public  Law  480  expires  next  year  in  or¬ 
der  to  make  his  proposal.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  will  start 
hearings  next  Wednesday  on  general 
agricultural  legislation.  The  hearings 
will  probably  continue  for  2  weeks. 
There  is  no  reason  why  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  cannot  make  his  pro¬ 
posal  before  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  of  which  he  is  a  mem¬ 
ber.  I  am  sure  that  some  of  us,  at  least, 
will  give  his  proposal  a  sympathetic 
hearing. 

I  do  not  want  to  start  the  business  of 
transferring  agricultural  work  and  the 
disposal  of  agricultural  commodities  to 
the  tender  mercies  of  the  Department  of 
State.  Perhaps  that  Department  is  good 
intentioned;  but  I  feel  certain  that  it 
lacks  the  qualifications  which  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  has. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  assurances  of  counsel  for 
the  majority  leader  and  the  distinguished  ? 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  I 
also  appreciate  the  consideration  of  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland] 
with  regard  to  his  indication  that  early 
consideration  can  be  given  to  the  pro¬ 
posal.  I  appreciate,  further,  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright]  .  I  am  sure  that  my 
cosponsors  will  agree  that,  in  view  of  the 
peculiar  parliamentary  limitations  that 
we  are  facing,  we  should  not  appeal  the 
ruling  of  the  Chair.  We  shall  proceed 
to  secure  consideration  through  other 
channels. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
there  will  be  no  further  action  taken  on 
amendments  tonight. 

It  is  the  hope  of  the  leadership  that  it 
will  be  possible  to  complete  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  measure  on  Monday,  and,  if 
it  is  at  all  possible  and  means  staying  a 
little  late,  I  would  advise  Senators  to  be 
prepared  for  such  a  possibility. 


June  11,  1965 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  tonight,  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  12  c/clock 
noon  Monday  next. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  /Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF/  CERTAIN 
SCHOOL  FACILITIES  FOR  CHIL¬ 
DREN  IN  PUERTO/RICO ,  WAKE  IS¬ 
LAND,  GUAM,  0. R  THE  VIRGIN 
ISLANDS 


Mr.  MANSFH2LD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimou/xonsent  that  the  pending 
business  (S./1837)  be  laid  temporarily 
aside  and  tjtfat  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  298,  H.R. 
5874. 

TheyPRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

e  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
5^74)  to  amend  Public  Law  815,  81st 
ongress,  with  respect  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  school  facilities  for  children  in 
Puerto  Rico,  Wake  Island,  Guam,  or  the 
Virgin  Islands  for  whom  local  educa¬ 
tional  agencies  are  unable  to  provide 
education. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  with  amend¬ 
ments  on  page  2,  after  line  11,  to  insert 
a  new  section,  as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  The  fourth  sentence  of  section  6(a) 
of  the  Act  of  September  30,  1950,  as  amended 
(20  U.S.C.  241  (a) )  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  “For  the  purpose  of  providing  such 
comparable  education,  personnel  may  be 
employed  and  the  compensation,  tenure, 
leave,  hours  of  work,  and  other  incidents  of 
the  employment  relationship  may  be  fixed 
without  regard  to  the  Civil  Service  Act  and 
rules  (5  U.S.C.  631  et  seq.)  and  the  follow¬ 
ing:  (1)  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as 
mended  (5  U.S.C.  1071  et  seq.);  (2)  the 
nual  and  Sick  Leave  Act  of  1951,  as 
nded  (5  U.S.C.  2061  et  seq.);  (3)  the 
Federal  Employees’  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  901  et  seq.);  (4)  the  Vet¬ 
erans’ Vreference  Act  of  1944,  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C.  8$1  et  seq.);  and  (5)  the  Performance 
Rating  A^t  of  1950,  as  anqended  (5  U.S.C. 
2001  et  sec 


And,  on  page  3,  after  line  2,  to  insert  a 
new  section,  ^  follows: 

Sec.  3.  The  \last  sentence  of  section 
203(a)(2)  of  the'Act  of  September  30,  1950, 
as  amended,  is  repealed. 


The  amendments,  were  agreed  to. 

The  amendments 'were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bil\to  be  read  a  third 
time. 


The  bill  was  read  the 
passed. 


lird  time,  and 


The  title  was  amended,  so. as  to  read: 
“An  Act  to  amend  PublicV  Law  815, 
Eighty-first  Congress,  with  respect  to  the 
construction  of  school  facilities  xor  chil¬ 
dren  in  Puerto  Rico,  Wake  Island, 'Guam, 
or  the  Virgin  Islands  for  whom  loca\edu- 
cational  agencies  are  unable  to  provide 
education,  to  amend  section  6(a)  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  874,  Eighty-first  Congress,  relau 
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MIGHLIGHTS :  Senate  passed  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  Senate  debated  Inter- 

.ational  Wheat  Agreement.  Senate jetominittee  reported  bill  to  expand  salt-water 
research.  House  received  conference  report  on  Interior  appropriation  bill.  House 
Rules  Committee  cleared  housing/bill .  House  Rules  CcXmuctee  cleared  revised  disaster 
relief  bill.  House  committee /Voted  to  report  bill  to  Provide  diversion  payments  on 

acreage  affected  by  disaster/  SENATE 

1.  FOREIGN  AID.  Passed,  68-20,  vrith  amendments  H.  R.  7750,  the  foreign  aid  authori¬ 

zation  bill.  Senate  conferees  were  appointed,  pp.  12989,  13008-40,  13043-67 

2.  WHEAT,  Began  dejzcite  on  ratification  of  protocol  extending  thd\Inter national  '/heat 

Agreement  for  A.  year,  pp.  13069-70 

3.  WATER  RESEARCH.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amend- 

ment  S.  2 to  expand,  extend,  and  accelerate  the  saline  water  conversion  pro¬ 
gram  conaucted  by  the  Interior  Department  (S*  Rept,  319).  p»  12957 

4.  EXCI Sl/TAXES .  The  Finance  Committee  reported  vrith  amendments  H,  R»  8371,\to  reduce 

or  repeal  certain  excise  taxes  (3.  Rept«  324)*  p*  12957 

5.  ELECTRIFICATION,  Received  from  REA  a  report  on  approval  of  a  loan  to  the  low^r 


Colorado  River  Authority,  Tex*  p*  12957 


6*  SCXfL  CONSERVATION;  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  a  N,  C.  legislature  resolution/ 
opposing  proposed  reductions  in  soil-conservation  appropriations,  pp.  12974-5 


% 


7*  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Pknsfield  stated  that  it  is  planned  to  complete  action 
on  the  International  'Wheat  Agreement  today,  folio-wed  by  the  excise  ta/  bill,  the 
debt  lim  bill,  and  the  cigarette  labeling  bill.  p.  13040  / 


HOUSE 


8.  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  ACT,  1966.  Conferees  filed  a  report 

on  this  bill,  H.  R.  6767,  (H.  Rept.  513).  (pp.  1291-14).  At  the  end  of  this 
Digest  is  a  table  showing  the  action  of  the  conferees  on  Forest  Service  items. 
The  conferees  also  provided  an  allocation  of  $17,300,000  y£o  the  Forest  Service 
from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  instead  of  $12,000,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  $19,785,150  as  proposed  by  the  Senate.  / 

9.  HOUSING;  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the/7 

consideration  of  H.  R.  69^7,  to  establish  a  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  p.  12914  \  / 

Rep.  Patman  commended  and\inserted  an  article,  "Small  Communities--Getting 
Many  Federal  Aids  as  Part  of  Urban  Development/"  pp.  12928-30 

10.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideratio 

of  S.  2089,  the  revised  disaster  relief  bill.  pp.  12914-5 

11.  FEED  GRAINS.  The  Agriculture  Commit  teV/voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 

report)  H.  R.  8620,  to  take  into  con/tderation  floods  and  other  natural  dis¬ 
asters  in  reference  to  the  feed  grains,  cotton,  and  wheat  programs  for  1965. 

Rep.  Michel  spoke  in  oppositioiyto  H.  8629,  to  amend  the  provisions  of 
the  wheat  program  authorized  in  tfie  Agricultural  Act  of  1964,  which  he  stated 
"would  injure  Illinois  industry /and  Illinois \armers  by  subsidizing  wheat  for 
industrial  uses  at  the  expense/of  corn. "  pp.  L2948-9 

12.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Rep.  KunkeTurged  action  on  the  proposed  Water  Quality  Act  o^. 

1965.  p.  12926  /  \ 

13.  WILDERNESS.  Rep.  01seny/Mont . ,  inserted  a  newspaper  article  discussing  the 

controversy  over  the  glassification  of  the  Selway-Bitterroot  area  as  a  wilder¬ 
ness  area.  pp.  12961-2  \ 

14.  WILDLIFE.  Received  from  Interior  a  proposed  bill  to  provide  tor  the  conserva¬ 

tion,  protection/  and  propagation  of  native  species  of  fish  and  wildlife, 
including  migratory  birds,  that  are  threatened  with  extinct  ion  ,\and  to  consol? 
idate  the  authorities  relating  to  the  administration  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  of  yfhe  national  wildlife  refuge  system;  to  Merchant  Marin^and 
Fisheries  Committee,  p.  12954  \ 

15.  TARIFFS.  / Received  an  Ariz.  Legislature  memorial  "opposing  the  passage  of 

H.  R.  8147  relating  to  reducing  the  existing  tariff  schedules."  p.  12955\ 

16.  EXTENSION  WORK.  Received  an  Hawaii  Legislature  memorial  "requesting  that  they. 

Morrill  Act  be  amended  so  as  to  enable  States  to  invest  their  grants  in 
corporate  equities."  p.  12955  V 
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W.  Berg  if  “you  would  like  to  keep 
pie  who  are  ignorant  in  the  service  so 
theXwon’t  be  lured  outside  by  going  to 
college?” 

Replied  General  Berg,  Deputy  Assistant 
Defense 'Secretary  for  Manpower:  “I  don’t 
see  how  wh  would  be  in  a  position  to  support 
anything  tne  net  effect  of  which  is  going  to 
cause  peopleNf*  leave  the  service.” 

Senator  Yarborough  explains  that  unlike 
the  original  two\GI  bills,  the  legislative  lan¬ 
guage  in  S.  9  makes  It  possible  for  a  military 
man  to  reenlist,  stW  in  service  for  years  and 
remain  eligible  for  increasing  veterans’  bene¬ 
fits. 

“Is  it  going  to  be  aiNlncentive  to  stay  in, 
rather  than  an  incentive  to  get  out,”  says 
Senator  Yarborough  of  nte  bill.  “It  is  not 
a  bonus.  There  is  no  mustering  put  pay  in 
this  bill  as  in  the  GI  bill  ofWorld  War  II.” 

Last  year  the  Budget  Bureau'estimated  the 
cold  war  GI  bill  would  take  $298smillion  an¬ 
nually  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
operate. 

The  estimated  annual  cost  now  Is  up  to 
$326  million.  The  Johnson  administration 
believes  there  would  not  be  enough  retuiyj  on 
that  kind  of  outlay. 

But  Senator  Lee  Metcalf,  Democrat, 
Montana,  contends  that  World  War  II  vet^ 
erans  educated  under  the  original  GI  bill, 
enacted  21  years  ago  this  month,  are  contrib¬ 
uting  “an  extra  $1  billion  in  Federal  taxes 
each  year  due  to  increased  earning  power, 
gained  through  added  education.” 

The  Federal  cost  of  the  original  bill  will 
have  been  “paid  back  in  full  by  1970”  in  taxes 
by  World  War  II  vets,  estimates  Senator 
Metcalf. 

A  lot  of  objections  to  S.  9  have  been  voiced 
by  the  VA,  including  the  existence  of  high 
inservice  educational  advantages  for  today’s 
military  men  and  more  favorable  conditions 
awaiting  him  when  he  is  discharged. 

But  Senator  Yarborough  argues  that  “our 
cold  war  veterans  are  often  lucky  to  get  any 
jobs  at  all,  and  it  is  the  Government  itself 
which  seems  to  block  their  path. 

“In  1963  alone,  more  than  210,000  veterans 
received  unemployment  compensation  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $96  million — which  was  $2  million 
over  the  figure  for  1962. 

“The  bill  we  have  proposed  aims  to  train 
today’s  veterans  so  that  they  can  stay  off 
the  unemployment  rolls.” 


[From  the  El  Paso  Herald-Post,  June  4,  1965] 
GI  Aid  Where  Do  You  Stop? 

(By  Seth  Kantor) 

Washington. — Senator  Ralph  W.  Yar¬ 
borough,  Democrat,  of  Texas,  reflecting  on 
his  life  as  an  officer  in  Europe  in  the  wanini 
days  of  World  War  II,  said  he  knew  of  a  UT 
Army  replacement  “who  wore  a  glass  eye/in 
the  combat  zone.  “We  were  scraping/the 
bottom  of  the  manpower  barrel,”  sajd  the 
senior  Texas  Senator.  “We  were  taking  men 
who  were  mentally  weak  and  physically 
weak.  They  don’t  do  that  any  nysre.” 

Last  winter,  Senator  Yarborough  toured 
military  bases  at  Okinawa,  Kona,  and  Japan. 
He  said: 

“Those  men  know  what/is  happening  to 
them.  If  you  have  enougn  money  to  go  to 
school,  you  don’t  have  tjs  serve  your  country 
in  the  armed  services/ If  you  are  too  poor 
to  go  to  college,  you  are  the  ones  that  go  out 
on  the  front  and  defend  liberty  for  every¬ 
body.” 

Veterans’  Administration  figures  show  that 
college  tuition/nave  jumped  72  percent  since 
1948,  making/t  that  much  tougher  for  bright 
but  financi/ly  strapped  young  men  to  get  to 
college. 

The  s/ond  and  last  of  the  Nation’s  two  GI 
bills  expired  in  1955.  Senator  Yarborough 
has  t/en  struggling  since  1959,  when  he  be- 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Veterans’  A- 
fajife  Subcommittee,  to  get  a  new  GI  bill 
:  into  law. 


Senator  Yarborough  says  the  cold  war  GI 
bill  is  a  lot  tighter  now  than  it  was.”  For 
instance,  a  man  would  have  to  serve  at  least 
180  days  in  the  Armed  Forces  to  be  eligible 
for  educational  rights  or  a  house-buying  loan 
under  terms  of  the  Yarborough  bill. 

The  Yarborough  bill  passed  the  Senate  in 
the  87th  Congress  but  died  in  the  House 
where  Representative  Olin  E.  Teague,  Demo¬ 
crat,  of  Texas.,  author  of  the  Korean  War 
GI  bill,  traditionally  has  opposed  a  similar 
package  to  peacetime  veterans. 

In  the  88th  Congress,  the  Yarborough  bill 
never  got  to  the  Senate  floor.  “It  was  blocked 
by  the  leadership,  acting  in  behalf  of  the 
White  House,”  Yarborough  contends. 

This  year,  the  Johnson  administration  still 
opposes  the  bill  which  has  graduated  from 
committee  as  S.  9  and  awaits  Senate  floor 
action.  But  S.  9  might  wind  up  with  ad¬ 
ministration  backing  after  all  because,  as 
Senator  Yarborough  puts  it. 

“The  Republicans  are  pushing  their  timid 
little  substitute  to  block  my  bill.” 

He  is  referring  to  S.  520,  brought  out  by 
Senator  Leverett  Saltonstall,  Republican, 
of  Massachusetts.  The  Saltonstall  bill  and  a 
handful  like  it  from  other  GOP  sources  Seek 
benefits  only  for  veterans  who  have  served 
overseas  where  “warlike  conditions  exist.” 
The  Republican  move  has  led  House  Chair-, 
.  Teague  to  advise  President  Johnson  tha 
the  Teague  committee  “intends  to  hold  head¬ 
ings  now”  op  S.  9,  along  with  S.  520  and  /my 
othek  GI  bill  ideas. 

“ItVould  be  idiotic  to  withhold  veterans’ 
benefits^  from  Vietnam  participan/,”  said 
Chairman.  Teague.  “But  where  do' we  draw 
the  line?  \rhere  have  been  scores  of  fronts 
and  potential  fronts  in  the  yeajS  of  the  cold 
war.” 

S.  9  would  allow  up  to  36  rfionths  of  edu¬ 
cational  funds  fhr  a  veterap,  providing  him 
with  a  monthly  cksh  allowance — $110  for  a 
single  man  and  up  uo  $165  for  a  married  man 
with  two  children — fkom  which  he  pays  his 
tuition  and  maintepssjce  expenses  at  the 
school  of  his  choice/ 

Backers  of  S.  9  say  that  the  average  draftee 
loses  2  y2  years  /from  “the.  mainstream  of 
American  life,” End  it  has  became  fashionable 
for  Senators  in'  support  of  to  quote  a 
pofem  once  /fated  by  a  onetime^  member  of 
the  Yarborough  subcommittee. 

The  po/6m  reportedly  came  fron\a  sentry 
box  at  .Gibraltar: 

“God/dnd  the  soldier  all  men  adore 
In/ime  of  trouble  and  time  of  war, 
it  when  war  is  over  and  all  things  righted, 
Jod  is  neglected  and  the  old  soldie 
slighted.” 

And  the  onetime  member  of  the  Yar¬ 
borough  subcommittee  who  stated  it  was 
John  F.  Kennedy. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  closed. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  unfin- 
\  ished  business  be  laid  before  the  Senate. 
'  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  1837)  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(S.  1837)  to  amend  further  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  the  time 
to  be  taken  out  of  the  time  allocated  to 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  6  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  6  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York  under  the  bill. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  grateful  to  the 
majority  leader  for  accommodating  me 
in  this  way. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  is  recognized  for 
6  minutes. 


PROPOSED  LABOR  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  the 
President’s  labor  message  to  Congress 
has  generated  a  good  deal  of  reexamina¬ 
tion  of  our  labor  laws  because  in  calling 
for  repeal  of  section  14(b)  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Labor  Relations  Act — an  action 
which  I  support — it  has  also  refocused 
public  attention  on  the  problems  which 
arise  from  the  addition  to  union  author¬ 
ity  which  repeal  of  14(b)  represents  and 
the  need  for  adequate  regulation  to  in¬ 
sure  that  that  power  is  exercised  demo¬ 
cratically  and  in .  the  public  interest. 

I  have  long  been  on  record  against 
proposals  which  seek  to  abolish  or  dimin¬ 
ish  labor’s  right  to  self-organization  and 
collective  action.  Unions  have  been 
largely  a  force  for  good  in  our  society. 
But  no  objective  person  can  fail  to  recog¬ 
nize  the  need  for  keeping  union  respon¬ 
sibility  abreast  of  union  authority. 

I  am  therefore  submitting  today  a 
series  of  proposed  amendments  to  our  la¬ 
bor  laws  which  would  insure  that  the 
enhanced  authority  which  organized  la¬ 
bor  will  derive  from  repeal  of  section  14 
(b),  with  resulting  elimination  of  State 
nght-to-work  laws,  will  continue  to  be 
exercised  democratically  and  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest.  I  deeply  feel  that  this  legis- 
lationNwill  also  strengthen  the  collective 
bargaining  process. 

I  am  pitting  forward  these  proposals 
as  a  tried'friend  of  labor,  and  as  one 
who  believes^  that  section  14(b)  of  the 
Taf t-Hartley  \ct  should  be  repealed  be¬ 
cause  we  shoulcKhave  one  Federal  policy 
of  labor-management  relations  through¬ 
out  the  Nation  andsnot  different  policies 
in  the  States  whic\  have  enacted  so- 
called  right- to- work  N^aws  denying  the 
opportunity  for  the  unto  shop. 

If  section  14(b)  is  repealed,  U.S.  labor 
will  gain  increased  authority  and  union 
statesmanship  will  be  tcstedVs  never  be¬ 
fore.  I  believe  that  the  approach  con¬ 
tained  in  these  bills — an  approach  de¬ 
signed  to  put  a  more  timely  floor  under 
wages,  to  foster  greater  union  democracy 
and  equal  opportunity  and  to  strengthen 
the  collective  bargaining  process — is  t^ie 
most  effective  answer  to  those  who  pre 
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pose\restrictive  legislation  in  the  labor 
field. 

The  labor  legislation  I  am  introducing 
today  wo 

First.  Alp  end  the  Labor-Management 
Relations  to  give  the  Federal  courts 
jurisdiction  to  enforce  provisions  of  col¬ 
lective  bargaining  agreements  contain¬ 
ing  no-strike,  nb-lockout  clauses  if  such 
jurisdiction  is  specifically  accepted  in  the 
contract  and  the  Contract  contains  a 
clause  pi'oviding  for-,,  the  arbitration  of 
disputes. 

Second.  Amend  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Act  to  insure,  Mien  requested, 
a  ballot  election  in  union  ^presentation 
cases. 

Third.  Amend  the  equal  employment 
opportunity  title,  title  VII,  of\the  1964 
Civil  Rights  Act  to  improve  its  coverage 
of  unions  and  employers,  to  strengthen 
the  enforcement  and  investigatory  pow¬ 
ers  of  the  Equal  Employment  Opportu¬ 
nity  Commission,  and  to  stress  equal  op^- 
portunity  access  to  apprenticeship  anc 
other  training  programs. 

Fourth.  Give  the  President  new  pow¬ 
ers  to  protect  the  public  health  and  saf¬ 
ety  in  national  emergency  strike  situa¬ 
tions.  The  powers  would  include  ap¬ 
pointment  of  a  board  of  inquiry  to  make 
public  recommendations  for  a  settle¬ 
ment,  a  30-day  freeze  during  which  both 
parties  would  be  required  to  bargain  on 
the  recommendations,  and  authority  for 
Government  seizure  of  facilities  in  ex¬ 
tremely  grave  situations. 

Fifth.  Amend  the  Fair  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  Act  to  increase  the  minimum  wage 
from  $1.25  to  $1.50  per  hour. 

1.  ENFORCEMENT  OF  NO-STRIKE,  NO-LOCKOUT 
CLAUSES 

Mr.  President,  I  submit,  for  appropri¬ 
ate  reference,  a  bill  to  amend  section  301 
of  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act 
to  give  the  Federal  courts  jurisdiction 
to  enforce  all  provisions  of  collective 
bargaining  agreements,  including  no¬ 
strike,  no-lockout  clauses. 

The  President’s  labor  message  ne¬ 
glected  an  important  area  where  our  na¬ 
tional  labor  policy  is  fragmented  and  in¬ 
consistent — the  enforcement  of  labor 
agreements.  Such  enforcement  has  been 
made  a  matter  of  national  labor  policy 
by  section  301  of  the  Labor-Managemei 
Relations  Act,  and  the  Supreme  Court 
has  held  in  the  Lincoln  Mills  case  that  a 
single  Federal  substantive  law  of/labor 
agreements  governs  suits  for  violation 
of  such  agreements  under  that  section. 
Yet  because  of  Congress’  failure  to  allow 
injunctive  relief  in  section  3<h  suits,  the 
Supreme  Court  later  held  that  the 
Norris-  La  Guardia  Act  deprives  the  Fed¬ 
eral  courts  of  jurisdiction  to  enforce  no¬ 
strike  clauses  regardless  of  what  the 
parties  themselves  have  negotiated. 

Thus,  despite  section  301,  we  now  have 
50  different  State  laws  governing  the 
subject — some  permitting  enforcement, 
some  denyingp,  and  each  attaching  spe¬ 
cial  conditions  and  restrictions — all  be¬ 
cause  the  Federal  courts  have  no  juris¬ 
diction  oyer  the  subject,  jurisdiction  we 
thought/we  had  given  them  when  we  en- 
acted  section  301. 

Surely  if  our  Federal  labor  policy  is  to 
entourage  collective  bargaining  under  a 
liform  Federal  labor  law,  then  at  least 
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we  ought  to  have  a  uniform  policy  pro¬ 
viding  for  enforcement  of  the  bargain 
once  it  is  made. 

The  bill  I  introduced  today  would  not 
change  the  legal  status  of  existing  con¬ 
tracts.  Instead,  this  bill  would  merely 
permit  the  parties  to  provide  for  en¬ 
forcement,  if  they  have  specifically  stated 
in  their  collective  bargaining  agreement 
that  the  Norris-La  Guardia  Act  shall  not 
preclude  enforcement.  Accordingly,  if 
the  parties  make  that  provision  a  spe¬ 
cific  part  of  their  bargain,  it  will  be 
enforceable  according  to  its  terms. 

This  bill  is  designed  to  be  evenhanded. 
The  grant  of  Federal  jurisdiction  would 
provide  employers  with  an  effective  rem¬ 
edy  against  union  breaches  of  contract; 
but  my  bill  makes  that  remedy  available 
only  if  the  agreement  affords  to  the 
union  an  equally  quick  and  effective — 
and  inexpensive — remedy  against  em¬ 
ployer  breaches:  binding  arbitration  of 
union  grievances.  Our  national  labor 
policy  is  to  encourage  grievance  arbi¬ 
tration  as  a  substitute  for  industrial  war- 
ire,  as  the  Supreme  Court  has  stated, 
m\ny  times. 

le  tying  together  of  the  no-stipe 
clausk  and  the  arbitration  clause  is  imth- 
ing  more  than  recognition  of  what  is 
axiomatic  in  collective  bargainijrtg.  As 
the  Supreme  Court  once  put  it; 

Plainly  the.  agreement  to  arbitrate  griev¬ 
ance  disputesNds  the  quid  pr <y  quo  for  an 
agreement  not  tta  strike. 

And  it  is  a  quid  pro  qu6  in  practice  as 
well  as  in  theory.  'For  f/cample,  the  cur¬ 
rent  labor  agreementhetween  the  United 
States  Steel  Corp.  api  the  United  Steel¬ 
workers  of  Americarrovides  that  one  is  a 
condition  of  the/other  \the  arbitration 
clause  states: 

Sec.  7K.  If  this  agreement  \s  violated  by 
the  occurrence  of  a  strike,  wor R.  stoppage  or 
interruption/ or  impeding  of  work  at  any 
plant  or  subdivision  thereof,  the\board  of 
arbitration  shall  refuse  to  consider  Or  decide 
any  cas^s  concerning  employees  at  suck  plant 
involv/i  in  such  violation  while  such  gfa-ike, 
wory  stoppage,  or  interruption  or  impeding 
of  pork  is  in  effect. 

To  say  that  the  arbitration  clause  is 
'the  quid  pro  quo  for  the  no-strike  clause 
and  then  make  the  no-strike  clause  un¬ 
enforceable  undermines  the  whole  bar¬ 
gain,  and  makes  it  even  more  difficult  to 
negotiate  arbitration  clauses  in  the  first 
place. 

This  bill  would  therefore  further  two 
national  labor  policies:  It  would  promote 
grievance  arbitration  as  a  substitute  for 
industrial  warfare  by  encouraging  the 
parties  to  negotiate  arbitration  clauses; 
and  it  would  help  achieve  a  uniform  na¬ 
tional  labor  law,  which  was  our  purpose 
in  enacting  section  301  and  will  be  our 
purpose  in  repealing  section  14(b) . 

Legislation  along  the  line  of  this  bill 
was  recommended  in  a  report  of  the 
Association  of  the  Bar  of  the  City  of 
New  York  earlier  this  year.  I  would 
point  out,  moreover,  that  the  bar  asso¬ 
ciation  report  was  signed  by  every  labor 
union  lawyer  on  the  labor  committee  of 
the  association — an  action  which  clearly 
indicates  that  the  best  thinking  in  the 
American  labor  movement  is  willing  to 
accept  the  responsibility  of  living  up  to 
the  agreements  it  negotiates. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  cor 
sent  that  there  be  printed  in  the  : 
at  this  point  first,  the  text  of  the  bill  I 
have  just  submitted;  second,  the  report 
of  the  Association  of  the  Bar  of  tne  City 
of  New  York;  and  third,  a  similar  report 
of  unaffiliated  or  “neutral”  members  of 
the  labor  section  of  the  American  Bar 
Association. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFCER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred;  and,  without  /ejection,  the  bill, 
and  reports  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  2132)/to  amend  section  301 
of  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act, 
1947,  so  as  to  make  the  Norris-La  Guar¬ 
dia  Act  inapplicable  to  certain  injunctive 
proceedings  r/w  as  received,  read  twice  by 
its  title,  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and'Public  Welfare,  and  ordered  to 
be  print/d  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

S.  2132 

A  blit  to  amend  section  301  of  the  Labor- 
magement  Relations  Act,  1947,  so  as  to 
lake  the  Norris-La  Guardia  Act  inapplica¬ 
ble  to  certain  injunctive  proceedings 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
301  of  the  Labor-Management  Relations  Act, 
1947,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new 
subsection : 

“(f)  The  provisions  of  the  Act  entitled  'An 
Act  to  amend  the  Judicial  Code  and  to  define 
and  limit  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  sitting  in 
equity,  and  for  other  purposes,’  approved 
March  23,  1932  (29  TJ.S.C.  101-115),  shall  be 
inapplicable  in  any  proceeding  to  enjoin  the 
violation  of,  or  to  enforce  an  arbitration 
award  arising  out  of  an  alleged  violation  of, 
a  contract  between  an  employer  and  a  labor 
organization  representing  employees  in  an 
industry  affecting  commerce  as  defined  in 
this  Act,  if  the  contract  includes  (i)  a  provi¬ 
sion  for  submission  to  binding  arbitration  of 
any  claim  asserted  by  such  labor  organization 
alleging  a  violation  of  such  contract  by  such 
employer,  and  (ii)  a  provision  expressly  stat¬ 
ing  that  the  provisions  of  such  Act  approved 
March  23,  1932,  shall  be  inapplicable  in  any 
such  proceeding.” 


Report  Concerning  (1)  the  Role  of  Judge 
and  Arbitrator  in  Labor  Arbitration  and 
(2)  Injunctions  Against  Strikes  in 
Breach  of  Contract 

v(By  the  committee  on  labor  and  social  secu¬ 
rity  legislation) 

PRELIMINARY  STATEMENT 

Recent  proposals  for  legislation  concern¬ 
ing  (\l  the  relationships  between  the  courts 
and  arbitrators  under  collective  bargaining 
agreements,  and  (2)  injunctions  against 
strikes  inYbreach  of  no-strike  clauses  have 
focused  attention  on  these  issues.  We  rec¬ 
ommend  that  the  relationship  between  the 
courts  and  arbitrators  be  allowed  to  continue 
to  evolve  in  the,  course  of  judicial  decisions 
without  legislative  action  at  this  time.  We 
recommend,  howevkr,  that  the  Federal  courts 
be  given  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  strikes  in 
breach  of  collective-bargaining  agreements 
under  certain  conditions  as  discussed  below. 

I.  BACKGROUND 

Prior  to  the  enactment  o\the  Taft-Hartley 
Act  the  enforcibility  of  lX>or  arbitration 
agreements  and  awards  was  governed  solely 
by  State  law.  The  decisions  ofi^State  courts 
frequently  reflected  the  ancient  tradition  of 
judicial  hostility  to  arbitration  ah  a  forum 
rival  to  the  courts.  Agreements  to\rbitrate 
future  disputes  were  generally  helovunen- 
forcible  except  under  specific  statutek.  and 
were  strictly  construed.  In  1947,  sectioned 
of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  conferred  upon  wje 
Federal  courts  jurisdiction  over  suits 
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contributions  to  our  country  in  indus- 
tary\abor,  music,  and  the  arts.  They 
are  among  our  best  citizens.  Let  us  hope 
and  pray  that  the  day  will  soon  come 
when  freedom  and  democracy  will  be  re¬ 
stored  in  tnbir  Baltic  homelands. 


THREAT  BY 

PEAN' 


GAULLE  TO  EURO- 
.iLIANCE 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  \Mr.  President,  Mr. 
William  H.  Stoneman,  veteran  corre¬ 
spondent  for  the  Chicago  Daily  News, 
has  written  a  series  of  articles  on  Presi¬ 
dent  Charles  de  Gaulle  which  were  pub¬ 
lished  on  June  9,  10,  and\ll. 

These  articles  seem  to  confirm  the 
plans  of  President  de  Gaulle  tX  pull  out 
of  NATO  and  to  deny  to  the  United.  States 
the  right  to  use  military  lines  of\com- 
munications  and  military  installations 
on  French  territory. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Stoneman  writes  of’ 
whole  series  of  hostile  acts  on  the  part' 
of  General  de  Gaulle  toward  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  President,  the  United  States  does 
not  deserve  such  treatment  from  General 
de  Gaulle.  First  it  saddened  us,  but  I 
believe  that  its  continuation  has  now  led 
to  a  real  sense  of  anger  on  the  part  of 
the  American  people. 

As  I  have  suggested  a  number  of  times 
since  last  February,  the  United  States  is 
not  defenseless  against  De  Gaulle’s  hos¬ 
tile  acts.  If  such  acts  continue,  in  my 
judgment  we  should  reinstitute  our 
proper  legal  claim  for  payment  by  France 
of  her  World  War  I  debts  to  us.  In 
other  words,  if  France  continues  to  pre¬ 
sent  to  the  United  States  dollars  which 
she  has  accumulated  because  of  our  mili¬ 
tary  expenditures  in  France  and  our 
foreign  aid  expenditures  in  previous 
French  possessions  and  demand  gold  for 
them,  we  should  raise  our  proper  legal 
claims  against  France  and  take  other 
steps  to  protect  the  American  dollar. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  Members 
of  the  Senate  and  of  the  public  will  be 
interested  in  Mr.  Stoneman’s  articles. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  they  be 
printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles., 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Recorj 
as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Chicago  Daily  News,  Jun/  10, 
1965] 

The  Man  Who  Shotted  Remember:  stubborn 
De  Gaulle  Forgets  Friends 
(By  William  H.  Stoneimfo) 

Paris. — Americans  can  be  excused  for  be¬ 
ing  outraged  by  the  decision  of  President 
Charles  de  Gaulle  of  Fran/e  to  hamstring 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Alliance  and  leave 
it  in  1969. 

De  Gaulle  should  be  jChe  first  man  to  un¬ 
derstand  the  importance  of  NATO  in  assur¬ 
ing  the  peace  and  ty/nquillity  of  non-Com- 
munist  Europe. 

A  leakproof  defensive  military  alliance 
with  the  United/States,  backed  by  the  Amer¬ 
ican  nuclear  umbrella,  is  the  ultimate  in  life 
insurance.  De  Gaulle  spent  4  years  in  exile 
during  Wo/fd  War  II,  because  France  has 
enjoyed  n6  such  protection  and  had  been 
conquered  by  Germany. 


A  taxi  driver  remarked  the  other  day  that 
“the  general  has  no  memory.” 

This  may  explain  why  an  apparently  hon¬ 
orable  and  loyarl  man  like  De  Gaulle  has  set 
out  to  wreck  an  alliance  that  France  de¬ 
manded  after  World  War  II. 

I  bear  personal  testimony  that  France  did 
demand  an  alliance  that  would  be  run  for 
all  practical  purposes  by  the  United  States. 
Maybe  De  Gaulle  doesn’t  know  this,  but  he 
should. 

In  1949,  I  was  approached  by  Gen.  (later 
Marshal)  Jean  de  Lattre  de  Tassigny, 
France’s  leading  soldier  and,  at  that  time, 
ground  forces  commander  for  the  Western 
European  Union,  under  the  supreme  com¬ 
mand  of  Marshal  Bernard  Montgomery  of 
Britain. 

De  Lattre  was  a  good  personal  friend  and 
he  knew  of  my  friendship  with  Gen.  Joseph 
Lawton  Collins,  then  U.S.  Army  Chief  of 
Staff. 

“The  situation  has  become  impossible,” 
De  Lattre  said.  “I  can  go  on  no  longer. 
Montgomery  is  insufferable  and  I  refuse  to 
accept  his  insults  any  longer.  It  is  im¬ 
possible  to  work  with  him.  The  only  solu¬ 
tion  is  for  the  United  States  to  appoint  a 
supreme  commander  for  the  Allied  forces  in 
nope.  Please  tell  this  to  your  American, 
friends.” 

A Vew  days  later  I  discussed  the  matter 
with  Oollins  when  we  met  in  Germany  w/ere 
he  wasNon  inspection  trip. 

CollinsV  first  reaction  was  one  of  disgust 
that  the  French  and  the  British  were  still 
fighting  on\  another.  His  second/ reaction 
that  the  American  people  would  /lever  agree 
to  the  appointment  of  an  Amencan  overall 
commander  in  Europe  in  peac/rtime. 

Within  a  mattek  of  mont/fe  the  brilliant 
soldier  was  provedNvrong  .when  Dwight  D. 
Eisenhower  took  comn^amyof  NATO  forces  in 
Europe. 

This  particular  appointment  also  was  a 
blow  to  De  Lattre.  He  aiKiGen.  Eisenhower 
had  quarreled  bitterfy  whem.De  Lattre,  with 
De  Gaulle’s  backi/fg,  had  refused  to'  obey 
Ike’s  order  to  ev/cuate  Strasbourg. 

De  Lattre  ha 0  hoped  Gen.  Oniar  Bradley 
would  get  the/NATO  job.  As  it  turned  out, 
Ike  refused  JCo  have  De  Lattre  sense  under 
him  and  tjxe  latter  was  sent  to  Ino'qchina, 
“the  cemetery  of  the  generals.’ 

Not  only  can  American  complain  abouY  De 
Gaulleje  lack  of  memory;  there  is  consi 
erable' justification  for  regarding  him  as  al 
ingpate. 

ie  official  U.S.  Government  publication, 
.S.  Foreign  Assistance  July  1,  1945-June 
30,  1962,”  records  that  France  received  a  total 
of  $9,413,500,000  in  economic  and  military 
aid  since  the  war. 

Of  this  sum,  $5,181,900,000  took  the  form 
of  economic  aid  while  military  assistance 
came  to  $4,231,600,000. 

In  1953  and  1954,  when  France  was  bat¬ 
tling  bitterly  to  keep  a  toehold  in  Indochina, 
France  received  military  aid  totaling  $1,107,- 
900,000  and  $683,500,000. 

In  the  same  2  critical  years,  economic 
aid  was  granted  to  the  tune  of  $398,700,000 
and  $86,400,000. 

You  would  think  the  U.S.  Information 
Agency  might  make  a  point  of  reminding 
French  citizens  of  these  figures  when  De 
Gaulle  starts  screaming  about  our  own  cam¬ 
paign  in  South  Vietnam. 

Let  it  be  recorded  that  neither  the  U.S. 
Embassy  nor  the  American  mission  to  the 
Organization  for  Economic  Cooperation  and 
Development  in  Paris  even  has  a  copy  of  the 
official  publication.  Neither  one  was  able  to 
supply  the  figures  when  we  asked  for  them. 

It  would  seem,  granted  the  circumstances, 
that  this  situation  might  require  speedy 
correction. 


[Froln  the  Chicago  Daily  News,  June  VI,' 
1965]  / 

Big  Question  and  Big  Stakes:  How  Can 
United  States  Block  De  Gau/le? 

(By  William- H.  Stonemah) 

Paris. — What — if  anything— can  the 
United  States  and  other  members  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  do  to 
keep  President  Charles  de  /Gaulle  of  France 
from  wrecking  the  alliangfe  in  his  quest  for 
French  independence? 

Early  next  year  the  general  plans  to  deny 
the  United  States  theright  to  use  military 
lines  of  communication  and  military  instal¬ 
lations  on  French  territory. 

Later,  by  196M  De  Gaulle  plans  to  pull 
France  out  of  Atie  alliance  by  refusing  to 
renew  the  tre/ty,  which  was  signed  April  4, 
1949. 

The  United  States  already  has  been  out¬ 
raged  by /fther  actions  of  De  Gaulle: 

His  move,  at  the  end  of  1964,  to  convert 
a  large/percentage  of  French  dollar  holdings 
in  go id  at  the  expense  of  the  American  gold 
resejwe. 

Lis  refusal  to  take  an  active  part  in  the 
sutheast  Asia  Treaty  Organization. 

His  high-and-mighty  criticism  of  the 
United  States  for  its  military  moves  in  Viet¬ 
nam  and  the  Dominican  Republic. 

These  actions  have  provoked  demands  by 
ordinary  Americans  for  some  kind  of  coun¬ 
teraction  against  France. 

But  De  Gaulle’s  new  moves,  which  are  still 
being  smokescreened  by  government  flunkies, 
will  be  infinitely  more  serious  and  far  more 
worthy  of  preventive  treatment  if  we  can 
devise  one. 

The  answer  of  most  responsible  American 
officials,  including  top  men  in  the  State  De¬ 
partment,  the  Pentagon,  and  the  U.S.  diplo¬ 
matic  service  is  clear  and  emphatic: 

“Nothing  we  can  do  will  prevent  De  Gaulle 
from  carrying  out  his  plans.  The  best  we 
can  do  is  to  avoid  any  action  that  might 
appear  to  be  provocative  and  that  might  ap¬ 
pear  to  justify  his  attitude.” 

A  close  examination  of  all  the  possibilities 
seems  to  support  their  contention  that 
France  is  fairly  invulnerable  to  any  sanctions 
we  might  impose  on  her. 

She  buys  twice  as  much  from  us  as  we  buy 
from  her:  $1  billion  to  $500  million  annually. 
So  we  would  only  be  cutting  off  our  own 
noses  if  we  started  a  trade  war. 

Talk  about  stopping  investments  in  France 
is  futile  if  only  because  De  Gaulle  himself 
rants  us  to  curtail  capital  investments  in 
qmce. 

sengaging  American  capital  and  busi- 
n  ess  interests  from  France  would  be  as  diffi¬ 
cult  ak  unscrambling  a  thousand  omelettes. 

American  firms  are  inextricably  involved 
in  French,  economic  life,  right  up  to  their 
ears  and  ro  their  own  extreme  advantage. 
They  produde  2.2  percent  of  the  gross  na¬ 
tional  producuof  France. 

The  U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce  in  France 
has  just  produced  a  list  of  137  American 
companies  that  inaintain  manufacturing 
plants  in  France,  but  the  full  number  is  not 
known.  It  probably  exceeds  200. 

American  firms  exercise  a  virtual  monop¬ 
oly  in  some  lucrative  fields.  They  control 
80  percent  of  the  petroleuln  industry,  about 
60  percent  of  the  biscuit  Njusiness  and  a 
large  share  of  the  tire  trade. 

You  couldn’t  expect  these  jneople  to  sit 
back  and  watch  the  U.S.  Government  try  to 
squeeze  France  economically. 

And,  since  France  now  has  its  foreign  pay¬ 
ments  fully  in  balance  and  its  foreigfv  trade 
is  booming,  there  is  little  likelihood  tnSsf  we 
could  make  a  squeeze  effective. 

France,  incidentally,  is  equally  unlikS 
to  exercise  an  effective  squeeze  against 
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despiteXthe  general’s  insistence  upon  con¬ 
verting  dollar  reserves  into  gold. 

Latest  figures  show  that  French  reserves 
include,  as  6f  May  13,  $1,120  million  In  for¬ 
eign  currencyV-mostly  in  dollars — and  $4,255 
million  in  golav 

France  must  continue  to  hold  $600  million 
to  cover  reconstruction  loans  granted  by  the 
United  States  in  1945^16.  It  must  hold  an¬ 
other  $60  million  to\over  a  Canadian  loan. 
And  France  must  hol\  another  large  block 
of  dollars  to  cover  noriH(>l  trading  require¬ 
ments.  \ 

This  takes  us  back  to  where  we  started, 
still  wondering  what  to  do  tcvdeter  De  Gaulle 
from  his  perilous  course.  \ 

The  answer  may  in  fact  be  a\airly  simple 
one,  if  only  a  partial  one.  \ 

The  least  we  could  do,  it  is  suggested,  would 
be  to  ask  De  Gaulle  for  a  straightforward 
statement  of  his  intentions. 

Tiie  demand  would  be  supported  b^  the 
obvious  need  to  look  ahead  and  to  protect  \^ur 
alliance  against  all  possible  threats. 

A  good  many  people,  including  many  im- 
portant  French  citizens,  feel  that  the  mass 
of  the  French  people  would  be  thoroughly 
shocked  if  they  realized  what  the  general 
was  up  to — if  they  were  allowed  to  under¬ 
stand  that  the  United  States  was  being 
driv-'n  straight  into  the  arms  of  the  Italians 
and  the  Germans  because  of  De  Gaulle’s  ac¬ 
tions. 

This,  at  least,  seems  to  be  the  one  sensible 
suggestion  that  has  been  heard.  It  surely 
seems  worth  a  try. 


[From  the  Chicago  (Ill.)  Daily  News,  June 
9, 1965] 

European  Alliance  Threatened;  De  Gaulle: 

Disaster  for  the  Free  World? 

(By  William  H.  Stoneman) 

Paris.— President  Charles  de  Gaulle  of 
France  is  planning  a  series  of  steps 
that  may  prove  disastrous  not  only  to  France 
and  De  Gaulle  himself,  but  to  the  whole  free 
world. 

The  French  public  is  unaware  of  his  plans. 
The  United  States  and  France’s  other  allies 
have  taken  no  steps  to  deter  him. 

De  Gaulle  hopes,  in  effect,  to  withdraw 
France  from  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  and 
to  supplant  the  iron  clad,  comprehensive 
ISJorth  Atlantic  Alliance  with  a  series  of 
hodgepodge,  bilateral  defensive  alliances  of 
the  same  kind  that  failed  to  prevent  either 
of  the  last  two  world  wars. 

This  he  cannot  do  legally  before  1969,  but 
ih  the  meantime  he  plans  steps  that  will 
threaten  the  military  workings  of  thj 
alliance. 

One  of  these  steps,  planned  for  the  pwintt; 
after  the  French  elections  late  this  fall<  will 
be  to  tell  the  United  States  that  \y is  no 
longer  free  to  use  14  airdromes  ovf  French 
soil,  except  when  France  gives  firs  specific 
approval.  In  other  words,  we  could  not  count 
upon  their  use  in  case  of  hostilities. 

The  same  action  will  be  takdn  in  regard  to 
the  line  of  supply  we  have  built  up  between 
the  ports  of  western  France  and  our  forces 
in  Germany. 

These  installations  ahd  the  material  we 
have  stored  in  depots/are  roughly  valued  at 
more  than  $2  billionL 

But  the  financed  loss  would  be  nothing 
compared  to  the  iSlow  in  strategic  terms. 

American  and  other  allied  military  men 
have  refused  to  admit  that  the  withdrawal  of 
France  from/he  alliance,  or  the  loss  of  French 
facilities^would  necessarily  mean  the  end  of 
NATO.  /hey  may  be  right,  to  a  certain  ex¬ 
tent. 

But/there  can  be  no  denying  that  the  loss 
of  French  facilities  would  be  a  shocking  blow, 
vastly  increasingly  the  already  colossal  job 
trying  to  defend  Western  Europe  on  the 
ground. 


The  first  thing  that  has  to  be  understood 
in  this  connection  is  our  90-day  strategy. 

It  is  our  American  view  that  we  must  be 
prepared,  or  seem  to  be  prepared,  to  fight  a 
protracted  conventional  war  in  Europe  in  or¬ 
der  to  escape  defeat  by  ultimatum. 

Unless  we  have  this  capability  we  risk  be¬ 
ing  confronted  by  the  choice  of  having  an 
all-out  hydrogen  war  or  capitulating  in  an 
unlimited  number  of  possible  crises. 

But  even  the  theoretical  possibility  of 
fighting  a  60-  or  90-day  conventional  war 
depends  upon  our  theoretical  ability  to  fall 
back  gradually  in  the  face  of  overwhelming 
Russian  attack.  And  this  depends  upon  our 
having  ammunition,  fuel,  and  other  supplies 
waiting  for  us  as  our  troops  fall  back. 

It  also  depends  upon  our  ability  to  use 
a  large  complex  of  airdromes  scattered  over 
a  large  area  behind  our  fighting  front  and 
a  great  collection  of  roads  that  cannot  all  be 
cut  by  enemy  action. 

It  is  impossible  to  comprehend  the  full 
implication  of  De  Gaulle’s  willful  brainstorm 
without  understanding  the  following  fact  : 

Generally  speaking,  our  frontline  units, 
vhich  would  go  into  action  immediately  in 
case  of  a  Russian  attack  on  the  central  front 
in  ''Germany,  carry  5  days  supplies  of  am¬ 
munition  and  other  vital  supplies. 

Supjrfiy  dumps  in  the  immediate  rear  cor 
tain  another  10  days  supplies. 

We  doVt  keep  larger  stores  in  the  l/6nt 
area  because  the  chances  are  we  woulj*  lose 
everything  we  didn’t  use. 

Our  abilityNto  go  on  fighting  fa/  several 
weeks  after  tnk  first  “frontier  battle”  de¬ 
pends  on  the  supplies  we  have  inr  France. 

What  can  we  dovif  France  virtually  kicks 
us  out  of  her  terriNry  or  lays  down  impos¬ 
sible  restrictions  on  oUr  continued  presence? 

One  thing  sure  is  may  we  cannot  sub¬ 
stitute  either  Western  QArmany  or  the  low 
countries  for  France.  /O'Ur  principal  lines 
of  supply  now  go  througfiv  ports  in  those 
countries,  for  reason/^ of  economy.  But  they 
are  certain  to  become  unusable  in  wartime. 

One  fairly  plausible  solution 'would  be  to 
switch  NATO  headquarters  and  Otur  supply 
bases  from  France  to  Italy.  Italyvhas  the 
advantage  or  being  remote  from  the  front 
line.  We  nnght  conceivably  be  able  to\move 
supplies  and  men  through  the  Brenner'Rass 
or  the /Ljubljana  Gap,  in  northwestern 
Yugoslavia. 

This  move,  however  unsatisfactory,  at  leastN 
constitutes  a  paper  threat  that  prevents  us 
fr/m  being  completely  at  the  mercy  of  De 
jaulle. 

The  fact  remains  that  it  is  an  unsatisfac¬ 
tory  solution  that  we  would  never  contem¬ 
plate  if  France  behaved  as  a  loyal  ally. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum  and 
ask  that  the  time  for  the  quorum  call  to 
be  charged  to  the  time  allocated  to  the 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Clark  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bass 
in  the  chair) .  Without  objection,  It  is 
so  ordered. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 


AMENDMENTS  NO.  262 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
amendments  No.  262,  and  ask  that  they 
Iog  stated 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendments. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  25, 
strike  out  lines  9  to  13,  inclusive.  On 
page  25,  line  14,  strike  out  “  (c)  ”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  “(b)  ”,  On  page  25,  line  21,  strike 
out  “(d)”  and  substitute  “(c)”.  On  page 
25,  after  line  25,  insert  the  following: 

(d)  The  proposals  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a)  should  be  based  on  an  analysis  and 
estimate  of  the  funds  required  by  the  de¬ 
veloping  nations  of  the  world  to  close  the 
widening  gap  between  the  economically  priv¬ 
ileged  nations  and  those  nations  striving  to 
achieve  a  developed  economy.  This  analysis 
should  examine  the  relationship  between  de¬ 
velopment  requirements  and  the  rising  gross 
national  product  of  the  United  States,  as¬ 
sessing  the  percentage  of  gross  national 
product  that  should  be  devoted  to  such  de¬ 
velopment  assistance.  The  proposals  should 
include  an  assessment  of  the  role  that  eco- 
lomic  assistance  by  the  United  States  and 
other  developed  nations  can  and  should  play 
in  the  economic  and  social  development  of 
the  rest  of  the  world,  and  carefully  delineate 
policies  and  programs  required  to  fulfill  this 
role. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  inquires  if  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  would  like  to  have  the  amend¬ 
ments  considered  en  bloc. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  amendments  be  considered 
en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendments  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  en  bloc. 

Under  the  agreement,  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  will  be  recognized 
for  30  minutes,  and  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  is  not 
amendment  No.  262  proposed  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy] 
and  me,  rather  than  by  me  alone? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  in  error.  The  amendment  is 
proposed  by  the  Senator  from  New  York, 
for  himself  and  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  New  York  as  much  time 
as  he  may  require. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  has  control  of 
the  time. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  I  offer  on  behalf  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  and 
myself  an  amendment  to  S.  1837,  a  bill 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  as  amended. 

I  think  it  is  clear  from  the  discussion 
that  has  occurred  on  S.  1837  to  date  that 
there  are  certain  dissatisfactions  with 
our  foreign  aid  program. 

At  times  our  aid  has  seemed  to  sup¬ 
port  governments  unwilling  to  under¬ 
take  the  basic  reforms  essential  to  eco¬ 
nomic  development  and  the  political  and 
economic  freedom  of  their  people. 
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The  foreign  aid  program  has  often 
achieved  major  successes. 

But  at  other  times,  political  considera¬ 
tions  have  seemed  to  compel  assistance 
which  did  not  contribute  to  real  eco¬ 
nomic  progress. 

And  results  have  sometimes  appeared 
slow,  so  that  the  goals  to  which  we  have 
directed  ourselves  in  certain  countries 
seemed  nearly  as  distant  as  they  did  15 
years  ago. 

As  a  result,  many  Americans — and 
some  Senators — who  are  deeply  com¬ 
mitted  to  the  principle  that  we  should 
help  the  rest  of  the  world,  are  neverthe¬ 
less  severely  critical  of  our  actual  foreign 
aid  program. 

Clearly,  it  is  time  that  we  take  full 
stock  of  where  we  are  going,  and  how  we 
will  get  there. 

It  may  be  that  the  entire  method  of 
administering  foreign  aid  should  be  over¬ 
hauled. 

Many  new  approaches  are  possible — 
such  as  California’s  special  relationship 
with  Chile,  or  the  people-to-people  pro¬ 
gram  carried  out  by  Michigan  State 
University. 

The  Alliance  for  Progress  is  currently 
attempting  to  direct  economic  develop¬ 
ment  and  assistance  efforts  for  all  of 
Latin  America,  through  a  cooperative 
planning  council. 

Our  foreign  aid  in  other  areas  might 
follow  this  example.  We  may  work 
more  through  institutions  such  as  the 
World  Bank;  other  multilateral  ap¬ 
proaches  to  foreign  assistance  loans  and 
grants,  as  recommended  by  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  may  prove  more 
effective  than  bilateral  assistance  pro¬ 
grams. 

All  these  approaches  will  be  studied  by 
the  committee  established  by  part  IV  of 
the  bill. 

The  committee’s  study  should  point  to 
the  necessary  reforms. 

The  amendment  which  we  offer  today 
would  insure  that  the  committee  would 
also  consider  the  basic  question  of  the 
proper  magnitude  of  the  future  U.S. 
assistance  program. 

The  amendment  would  direct  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  analyze  the  basic  relationship 
between  the  needs  of  the  developing 
nations  and  the  resources  of  the  United 
States  and  other  advanced  countries. 

It  would  direct  the  committee  to  assess 
the  proportion  of  our  gross  national 
product  which  should  be  devoted  to  the 
welfare  of  the  rest  of  the  world’s  peoples. 

In  so  doing,  it  would  affirm  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  United  States 
will  fully  meet  its  responsibilities  in  the 
decades  ahead. 

For  we  must  recognize  that  two-thirds 
of  the  world’s  people  live  in  poverty  and 
hunger,  with  ignorance  and  disease  their 
constant  companions.  And  we  must 
recognize  that  if  help  is  to  come  to  them 
from  outside,  we  must  play  a  major  part. 

The  United  States  owns  over  half  of  all 
the  world’s  wealth  outside  the  Commu¬ 
nist  bloc  and  our  present  gross  national 
product  is  increasing  at  a  constant  and 
impressive  rate. 

The  disparity  between  our  wealth  and 
that  of  the  underdeveloped  countries  of 
the  world  is  even  greater. 

The  U.S.  gross  national  product  is  over 
$600  billion  per  year. 


The  dozen  developed  countries  of 
Western  Europe  and  Japan  together 
have  a  gross  national  product  of  half 
that  much. 

The  more  than  a  hundred  remaining 
countries  of  the  non-Communist  world — 
the  countries  with  which  this  bill  Is  con¬ 
cerned — share  a  total  gross  national 
product  of  another  $300  billion. 

This  means  that  the  income  of  the 
average  Indian  or  African  or  Lybian  is 
less  than  $75  a  year. 

It  means  that  the  average  citizen  of 
Paraguay  or  Indonesia  or  Iran  has  an 
income  of  only  a  little  over  $100  a  year. 

At  the  same  time,  our  gross  national 
product  per  person  is  over  $2,500  per 
year  and  is  rising  far  faster  than  is  pro¬ 
duction  or  income  in  the  less-developed 
countries. 

But  as  our  wealth  grows — as  the  gap 
between  us  and  the  rest  of  the  world  in¬ 
creases — we  have  been  doing  less,  not 
more,  to  meet  our  responsibilities. 

Fifteen  years  ago,  we  contributed  to 
economic  development  in  the  rest  of  the 
world  fully  10  percent  of  our  Federal 
budget,  nearly  2  percent  of  our  gross  na¬ 
tional  product. 

But  to  meet  the  challenges  of  the 
1960’s,  we  are  spending  only  3  percent  of 
our  Federal  budget — one-half  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  our  gross  national  product — less 
than  one-third  the  effort  we  made  15 
years  ago. 

In  order  to  assist  the  two-thirds  of  the 
world  that  is  struggling  to  overcome 
poverty  that  cannot  see  past  the  desper¬ 
ate  need  for  tomorrow’s  food,  the  devel¬ 
oped  world  must  find  better  techniques 
and  methods  for  stimulating  economic 
growth. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  were 
willing  to  make  a  commitment  of  2  per¬ 
cent  of  our  national  income  to  foreign 
assistance  in  the  post-World  War  II 
period. 

As  they  make  a  further  commitment 
to  foreign  aid,  they  want  to  know  that 
our  assistance  is  designed  to  do  the  job. 
They  want  to  know  that  we  will  do  more 
than  merely  meet  consumption  needs. 
They  want  to  know  that  our  goals  are 
realistic  and  that  means  of  achievement 
are  available. 

This  amendment  is  designed  to  clarify 
the  needs,  our  goals  in  relation  to  these 
needs,  and  our  methods  of  achieving 
these  goals. 

The  committee  should  therefore  study 
and  assess  the  magnitude  of  needed  capi¬ 
tal  assistance  efforts. 

It  should  recommend  policies  and  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  education,  training,  and 
employment  of  the  necessary  human  re¬ 
sources  from  the  United  States  and  other 
developed  nations. 

And  it  should  recommend  ways  in 
which  we  can  assist  less-developed 
countries  to  undertake  the  educational 
efforts  which  are  necessary. 

In  Venezuela,  1  year’s  work  by  agricul¬ 
tural  technicians  has  taught  fanners  to 
increase  their  cornfields  from  1,100  to 
2,300  kilograms  per  hectare;  by  next 
year,  they  should  get  4,000  kilograms  per 
hectare.  But  this  has  required  a  ratio 
of  1  technician  for  every  30  farmers.  If 
we  would  duplicate  or  even  approach 
similar  results  elsewhere,  we  must  vastly 


increase  the  development  of  human  re¬ 
sources. 

We  believe  that  the  study  called  for 
by  this  amendment  will  be  of  great  as¬ 
sistance  in  setting  before  the  Nation  the 
challenges  which  we  will  face  in  the 
coming  years. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  has  informed  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  and  me  that 
he  accepts  our  amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  said  that  I  accept  the  objective 
of  the  amendment.  I  accept  the  objec¬ 
tive  except  for  the  part  reading,  “On 
page  25,  strike  out  lines  9  to  13,  in¬ 
clusive.” 

I  shall  give  my  reasons  for  that  shortly. 
However,  I  shall  support  the  objective 
that  the  Senator  has  in  mind.  It  was 
agreed  that  if  the  special  committee 
should  come  forth  and  say  that  the 
figure  of  50  should  be  60  or  70,  that  would 
draw  up  the  issue  at  that  time. 

As  I  shall  develop  on  my  own  time 
later,  I  believe  it  is  a  great  mistake  to 
eliminate  the  figure  “fifty”  when  it  is 
agreed  that  this  is  not  strictly  binding. 
Therefore,  I  shall  develop  this  point 
later. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon,  on  the  debate  on 
Friday,  pointed  out  that  he  would  very 
likely  favor  even  greater  foreign  aid  if 
the  foreign  aid  program  were  developed 
properly  and  met  the  ideals  in  which  we 
are  interested. 

As  he  has  so  often  pointed  out  in  his 
comments  of  our  foreign  aid  programs, 
he  is  not  against  foreign  aid,  but  rather 
against  a  poorly  designed  or  adminis¬ 
tered  program  that  does  not  accomplish 
what  is  is  supposed  to  do. 

This  amendment  is  designed  to  insure 
that  we  examine  our  goals,  and  means 
to  their  achievement,  in  a  critical  and 
constructive  manner. 

I  believe  that  the  American  people 
maintain  a  deep  commitment  to  the  goal 
of  economic  development  for  the  two- 
thirds  of  the  world’s  people  who  are 
poor — that  we,  who  diet,  have  a  respon¬ 
sibility  to  those  who  starve. 

As  President  Kennedy  said  in  1961 : 

To  those  peoples  in  the  huts  and  villages 
of  half  the  globe  struggling  to  break  the 
bonds  of  mass  misery,  we  pledge  our  best  ef¬ 
forts  to  help  them  help  themselves,  for  what¬ 
ever  period  is  required — not  because  the 
Communists  may  be  doing  it,  not  because  we 
seek  their  votes,  but  because  it  is  right.  If 
a  free  society  cannot  help  the  many  who  are 
poor,  it  cannot  save  the  few  who  are  rich. 

This  amendment  will  help  us  to  deter¬ 
mine  how  to  meet  this  challenge. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  5  minutes? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  would  add  a  new  sub¬ 
section  to  section  703,  entitled  “Principles 
To  Be  Taken  Into  Account  in  Proposals 
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for  Future  Programs,”  which  appeal's  in 
part  IV,  on  page  23  of  the  bill. 

The  purpose  of  the  Kennedy-Clark 
amendment  is  to  draw  attention  to  the 
fact  that  the  rich  nations  are  constantly 
growing  richer  and  the  poor  nations  are 
constantly  becoming  poorer,  and  to  in¬ 
dicate  the  ocurse  of  action  which  we 
believe  this  situation  makes  necessary. 

I  can  think  of  no  greater  menace  to 
our  peace  and  prosperity,  and  that  of  our 
children  and  grandchildren,  than  the 
ever-widening  gulf  between  the  “have” 
and  the  “have-nots”  which  exists  in  the 
world  today. 

Note  well  these  rather  frightening 
figures.  The  average  inhabitant  of  Asia, 
Africa,  or  Latin  America  has  an  income 
of  less  than  $100  a  year. 

This  compares  with  $2,500  per  person 
per  year  in  the  United  States.  That 
disparity  is  becoming  greater  and  not 
smaller.  So  as  long  as  our  rate  of 
growth  is  as  rapid  as  it  is,  and  theirs  is 
as  slow  as  it  is  today,  the  gap  will  in¬ 
crease  to  an  even  greater  figure. 

Our  own  self-interest,  as  well  as  our 
humanitarian  traditions,  require  that  we 
take  strong,  positive  action  to  help  speed 
up  the  rate  of  economic  development 
in  the  poorer  nations  of  the  world. 

The  present  $3.3  billion  bill  represents, 
in  our  joint  judgment,  far  less  than  we 
could  and  should  devote  to  this  end. 

Fifteen  years  ago,  when  we  were  in 
the  Marshall  plan,  the  United  States 
was  contributing  1 V2  to  2  percent  of  our 
gross  national  product  to  relieve  and  help 
countries  abroad.  Today  it  is  down  to 
0.5  percent,  and  in  these  underdevel¬ 
oped  areas  of  the  world,  the  need  is 
substantially  greater  than  it  was  then. 
This  is  because  they  have  not  made  the 
economic  progress  we  had  hoped  they 
would  make  in  the  interim,  particularly 
since  any  economic  progress  they  have 
made  in  increasing  their  gross  national 
product  has  in  many  cases  been  more 
than  offset  by  the  population  increase. 
We  have  been  able  to  achieve  “death 
control,”  through  our  public  health  pro¬ 
grams,  but  we  have  not  developed  really 
effective  methods  of  cutting  down  on  the 
high  rates  of  population  growth. 

In  those  earlier  days  we  were  putting 
up  10  to  12  percent  of  our  Federal  ad¬ 
ministrative  budget  into  foreign  aid. 
Today  it  is  down  to  3  percent. 

The  plain  fact  is  that  we  can  afford  a 
foreign  economic  development  program 
at  least  three  times  as  big  as  the  present 
one.  Instead  of  a  $3  billion  program — 
which  includes  sizable  sums  for  military 
and  supporting  aid  as  well,  far  more,  in 
my  judgment,  than  are  warranted — we 
should  be  thinking  in  terms  of  a  $10  bil¬ 
lion  foreign  economic  development  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  hope  that  the  legislative  proposals 
which  are  to  come  out  of  the  Foreign  Aid 
Planning  Committee  will  be  as  bold  and 
as  imaginative  as  they  will  have  to  be 
if  this  country  is  to  meet  its  obligations 
in  the  field  of  world  economic  develop¬ 
ment. 

I  should  like  to  paraphrase  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  amendment  by  saying  that 
the  proposals  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a)  of  section  703  should  be  based  on  an 
analysis  and  estimate  of  the  funds  re¬ 


quired  by  the  developing  nations  of  the 
world  to  close  the  widening  gap  between 
the  economically  privileged  nations  and 
those  nations  striving  to  achieve  a  de¬ 
veloped  economy.  This  analysis  should 
examine  the  relationship  between  devel¬ 
opment  requirements  and  the  rising  gross 
national  product  of  the  United  States, 
assessing  the  percentage  of  gross  na¬ 
tional  product  that  should  be  devoted 
to  such  development  assistance. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Will  the  Senator  from 
New  York  yield  me  2  additional  minutes? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  is  recognized 
for  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  proposals  should 
include  an  assessment  of  the  role  that 
economic  assistance  by  the  United  States 
and  other  developed  nations  can  and 
should  play  in  the  economic  and  social 
development  of  the  rest  of  the  world, 
and  carefully  delineate  policies  and  pro¬ 
grams  required  to  fill  this  role. 

Let  me  say,  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon,  with  reference  to  the  part  of  the 
amendment  which  would  strike  out  the 
provision  which  limits  the  foreign  aid 
program  to  50  countries,  that  there  is  no 
magic  in  the  figure  50.  It  could  be  made 
45,  or  more  than  50.  I  am  suggesting 
to  the  Senator  from  Oregon — I  do  not 
know  whether  the  Senator  from  New 
York  will  agree — that  if  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  strongly  objects,  we  would 
be  willing  to  delete  from  our  amendment 
the  language  which  would  strike  out  the 
50-nation  provision.  But  I  hope  he  will 
agree  to  the  amendment  because  the 
Commission  ought  to  be  free  to  go  into 
these  problems,  without  any  artificial  50- 
nation  limitation.  It  seems  to  me  that 
there  is  a  virtue  in  having  technical  as¬ 
sistance  missions  in  a  number  of  smaller 
countries  even  though  we  may  not  have 
large  aid  programs  in  those  countries. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  2  minutes? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  speak  more  about 
this  later,  but  with  respect  to  what  the 
Senator  from  New  York  and  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  have  said,  let  me  say 
they  had  a  right  to  rely  on  my  approval 
of  the  amendments.  The  Senator  from 
New  York  and  I  spoke  about  them  and  I 
told  him  I  was  for  them,  but  I  was  think¬ 
ing  in  terms  of  section  (d).  I  did  not 
realize,  as  I  read  the  amendments  hastily, 
that  they  would  eliminate  the  reference 
to  50. 

Let  me  briefly  develop  what  transpired 
in  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee. 
This  is  a  compromise  that  came  out  of 
the  proposed  Morse  program.  There  was 
give  and  take  in  it.  I  am  perfectly  will¬ 
ing  to  state  that  there  is  nothing  magical 
about  the  number  50,  but  the  majority 
thought  that  in  the  Commission  that  was 
to  be  established  there  should  be  notice 
to  the  rest  of  the  world  that  we  are  going 
to  have  a  ceiling.  The  number  may  be 
45,  or  it  may  be  80,  depending  on  what 
is  brought  out  factually. 


June  lk,  1965 

But  the  AID  people,  in  their  testimony 
before  us,  say  that  they  have  been  trying 
to  reduce  it.  They  agree  that  it  should 
be  reduced,  but  that  it  should  be  reduced 
on  the  facts.  They  testified  before  us 
with  great  pride  as  to  the  reduction  in 
the  number  of  countries  they  have  al¬ 
ready  reached.  But  let  me  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  that  I  believe  psy¬ 
chologically  it  would  be  a  great  mistake 
to  adopt  the  amendment  in  its  present 
form,  with  the  sky  as  the  limit  in  the 
interpretation  which  will  be  made  around 
the  world.  It  is  important,  as  of  now, 
that  the  countries  of  the  world  know  that 
we  intend  to  place  a  ceiling  on  the  num¬ 
ber  of  countries.  We  cannot  continue  to 
be  giving  aid  to  whatever  the  number  is. 
The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  knows 
that  it  is  somewhere  in  the  neighborhood 
of  90  at  the  present  time.  Whether  it 
is  50  to  90 — but  let  us  say  90 — that  is  too 
many  countries  on  the  basis  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  format  of  AID. 

We  can  end  with  a  foreign  aid  program 
which  I  can  support  enthusiastically  far 
over  50 — but  that  will  be - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
expired. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  1  additional  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator,  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for  1 
additional  minute. 

Mr.  MORSE.  But  that  will  be  building 
up  hard  loans,  it  will  be  building  up  the 
agreement  that  they  are  not  going  to  be 
using  our  money,  for  example,  to  our 
disadvantage  economically  and  to  the 
advantage  of  others  who  are  not  willing 
to  invest  in  a  foreign  aid  program. 

The  other  day,  I  used  the  example  of 
one  Middle  East  country  which  obtained 
a  great  deal  of  money  from  us  and  then 
proceeded  to  buy  wheat  from  Asutralia 
with  that  money,  when  they  knew  that 
our  Government  wished  them  to  help  us 
with  our  own  wheax  surplus. 

There  are  many  facets  to  that  situa¬ 
tion,  of  course.  But,  that  is  only  one  of 
the  problems. 

Let  me  say  to  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  and  the  Senator  from  New  York 
that  they  are  on  the  verge  of  reaching  a 
remarkable  agreement  in  the  Senate  on 
the  heart  of  the  amendment,  which  is 
section  (d)  of  the  amendment.  That  is 
the  way  we  have  to  go.  I  have  never 
advocated  that  we  take  an  economic 
isolationist  policy  in  regard  to  our  foreign 
policy.  I  wish  to  help  those  countries 
help  themselves,  but  I  wish  to  do  it  on 
an  entirely  different  basis. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  to  modify  my  amend¬ 
ment,  in  accordance  with  the  request  of 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse], 
by  striking  out  line  1,  which  reads,  “On 
page  25,  strike  out  lines  9  to  13, 
inclusive.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  so  modified. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  ask 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ftjl- 
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bright]  if  the  amendment,  as  now  modi¬ 
fied,  is  acceptable  to  him. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  was  my  ob¬ 
jection.  I  conferred  with  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  the  other  day.  When  I 
discussed  it  with  other  Senators,  I  had 
not  even  noticed  that  the  first  line  was 
a  part  of  the  amendment.  I  would  not 
have  taken  it  without  that  modification. 

I  am  prepared  to  accept  the  amend¬ 
ment  as  modified,  and  would  like  to  pro¬ 
pose  this  question:  Page  2,  line  4  shows 
the  word  “assessing,”  and  line  6  shows 
the  word  “assessment.”  The  word  “as¬ 
sessing”  is  a  word  which  could  be  inter¬ 
preted  in  a  way  which  could  be  mislead¬ 
ing.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  sponsors 
of  the  amendment  meant  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  should  try  to  determine  the  pre¬ 
cise  assessment  of  the  percentage  of  the 
gross  national  product.  I  thought  it 
would  mean  to  assess  the  GNP  in  the 
sense  of  an  evaluation,  as  I  believe  it 
provides  in  line  6,  which  clearly  means 
that  they  are  guidelines  to  be  used  by 
the  Commission  to  be  appointed  under 
the  Morse  amendment  for  suggestions  as 
to  the  proper  way  to  approach  foreign 
aid  in  laying  down  certain  policies. 

Whether  it  is  possible  or  practicable 
to  say  that  the  United  States  should  de¬ 
vote  automatically,  regardless  of  what 
that  gross  national  product  would  be, 
1  or  2  percent,  is  certainly  a  little  prema¬ 
ture,  it  seems  to  me.  It  would  be  per¬ 
fectly  proper  for  the  Commission  to 
devise  some  formula  that  possibly  could 
be  used  in  the  OECD.  If  all  the  de¬ 
veloped  countries  should  agree  to  devote 
1  or  2  percent,  or  whatever  they  believe 
is  agreeable,  and  this  should  be  the 
formula  which  we  should  try  to  induce 
other  countries  to  abide  by,  it  seems  to 
me  it  would  be  a  very  good  move  and 
would  be  persuasive  to  others  in  show¬ 
ing  our  good  faith. 

I  am  hesitant  to  say  now  that  I  believe 
they  should  say  that  the  United  States 
should  give  so  much.  This  is  buying 
a  pig  in  a  poke.  With  that  understand¬ 
ing,  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  accept  the 
amendment  as  modified. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  accept 
tha '.  We  are  interested  in  what  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  just  spoken 
about,  what  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  referred  to,  and  what  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  has  just  touched  upon. 
We  are  a  wealthy  nation,  which  grows 
more  wealthy.  Many  other  nations 
whose  gross  national  product  continues 
to  increase,  because  of  the  population 
explosion  and  because  of  food  shortages 
instead  of  growing  stronger  econom¬ 
ically,  will  grow  weaker.  What  is  the 
relationship  going  to  be  within  the  next 
5  or  10  years? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  correct. 
I  believe  this  question  is  constantly  com¬ 
ing  up  in  relationship  to  aid.  It  is  very 
important  and  I  hope  that  the  committee 
can  give  thought  to  that. 

As  a  guideline  for  study,  I  believe  this 
is  a  very  good  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  30  seconds  to  straighten 
out  some  draftsmanship  imperfection  in 
his  amendment? 


Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield 
30  seconds  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for 
30  seconds. 

Mr.  MORSE.  If  the  two  Senators 
from  Pennsylvania  and  New  York  are 
modifying  the  amendment  to  eliminate 
line  1  on  page  1,  they  should  also  modify 
the  amendment  on  lines  2,  3,  4',  and  5 
accordingly,  and  also  on  line  7  on  page 
1,  and  I  believe  that  the  (d)  should  then 
be  changed  to  (e) . 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  That  is 
fine;  and  I  accept  that. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President— — 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  how  much  time  have  I  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  has  13  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  if  he  needs  time. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  am 
glad  to  yield  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  like  the  amendment 
very  much,  and  I  hope  that  it  will  be 
included  in  the  bill.  I  am  pleased  to 
note  that  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
has  also  accepted  it.  One  other  aspect 
of  legislative  history  should  be  made 
clear,  namely  that  the  amendment  does 
not  contemplate  solely  the  use  of  public 
funds  as  a  contribution  toward  economic 
development,  but  also  contemplates  a 
relationship  of  what  is  used  for  foreign 
economic  aid,  in  terms  of  the  gross  na¬ 
tional  product,  both  from  public  and 
private  funds. 

It  is  important  to  emphasize  that,  be¬ 
cause  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the  ap¬ 
proach  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and 
the  committee  have  in  mind  is  to  draw 
upon  new  sources  which  have  not  pre¬ 
viously  been  drawn  upon. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  What 
we  have  had  in  mind  primarily  is  public 
funds  for  help  and  assistance  which 
would  be  rendered  in  various  forms,  but 
certainly  private  funds  would  be  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  of  that  effort.  I  would  have 
no  objection  to  having  it  understood, 
from  debate  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
that  that  kind  of  approach  in  the  econ¬ 
omy  should  be  taken  into  consideration. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  my  colleague. 
I  hope  that  his  amendment  will  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  direct  an  inquiry  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas.  In  this  com¬ 
mitment  we  do  not  earmark - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  We  do  not.  I  have 
just  made  it  clear  that  as  I  understand 
the  amendment,  these  are  guidelines  for 
the  instruction  of  the  Commission  to  be 
appointed  under  the  Morse  amendment, 
which  provides  for  a  Commission  of  12 
members.  In  my  view,  this  means  that 
the  Commission  would  examine  into  the 
possibilities  of  developing  a  formula 
which  might  be  applied,  for  example,  to 
all  the  nations  of  OECD,  if  they  collec¬ 
tively — this  is  an  example  of  how  it 
might  be  properly  interpreted — would 
agree  that  the  industrialized  countries. 


and  not  merely  the  United  States,  should 
be  able  to  apply  as  a  group  some  per¬ 
centage  of  their  gross  national  product. 
This  is  not  unreasonable  as  a  talking 
point,  as  a  suggestion  to  the  other  in¬ 
dustrialized  countries  that  the  bigger 
part  had  interpreted  it  to  mean  that 
they  authorized  the  Commission  to  say, 
“We  assess  the  United  States  so  and  so.” 
These  are  suggestions  as  to  what  they 
should  go  into. 

The  relationship  between  the  growth 
of  industrial  countries  and  the  under¬ 
developed  countries  is  an  important  mat¬ 
ter.  I  am  told — and  we  read  daily — 
that  the  rich  countries  are  growing 
richer  and  that  the  relatively  poor  coun¬ 
tries  are  growing  poorer.  Something 
should  be  done  about  it.  These  are 
guidelines  that  are  sought  to  be  estab¬ 
lished.  That  is  the  type  of  question  that 
is  perfectly  proper  for  the  Commission  to 
investigate. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Words  sometimes 
mean  different  things  to  different  people. 
The  word  “should”  is  used.  The  lan¬ 
guage  reads:  “This  analysis  should  ex¬ 
amine” — 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  “Examine”;  yes. 
That  is  not  to  be  binding,  however. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  continue  to  read: 

This  analysis  should  examine  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  development  requirements  and 
the  rising  gross  national  product  of  the 
United  States,  assessing  the  percentage  of 
gross  national  product  should  be  devoted 
*  *  *  the  proposal  should  include  an  assess¬ 
ment  *  *  *  and  should  play  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  development — 

And  so  forth.  Sometimes  this  has  a 
way  of  hitting  someone  in  the  eye  and  he 
regards  it  as  a  commitment.  I  wish  to 
know,  for  purposes  of  legislative  history, 
right  now,  that  we  are  not  committing 
our  country  and  not  committing  our 
gross  national  product  to  a  percentage 
level  for  these  purposes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  This  is  clearly  not 
a  commitment.  It  may  be  that  only  45 
countries  or  40  countries  will  be  includ¬ 
ed,  not  50  countries.  These  are  sug¬ 
gestions;  and  it  is  hoped  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  will  study  the  problem  and  come 
up  with  new  ideas  and  better  approaches 
with  respect  to  our  foreign  aid  program. 
This  is  one  suggestion.  I  do  not  see  any 
harm  in  it.  The  word  “assessing”  on 
line  4  of  page  2  of  the  amendment  does 
not  mean  that  the  Commission  should 
make  such  and  such  an  assessment.  I 
think  the  proper  interpretation  of  that 
word  would  be  “evaluating.” 

Based  on  the  facts,  due  to  the  terms 
of  trade,  in  one  important  instance ;  that 
is,  establishing  reasonable  prices  for  raw 
materials  as  opposed  to  industrial  ma¬ 
terial,  this  has  been  working  very  much 
to  the  disadvantage  of  underdeveloped 
countries.  That  was  a  very  important 
problem  with  regard  to  my  own  State  as 
related  to  the  industrialized  northeast¬ 
ern  area  of  our  country.  This  is  an  im¬ 
portant  element  in  the  effort  to  bring 
about  a  higher  standard  of  living  in  the 
underdeveloped  countries,  because  they 
are  raw-material-producing  countries, 
and  are  not  industrialized. 

This  bears  on  the  question  of  the  re¬ 
lationship  between  the  industrialized 


13012 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


countries  and  the  raw-material-produc¬ 
ing  countries.  I  regard  this  as  an  ad¬ 
monition  or  direction  to  the  commission 
to  look  into  these  questions  and  come 
forward  with  some  suggestion.  These 
are  to  be  suggestions  made  to  influence 
the  administration  in  presenting  its  next 
foreign  aid  bill.  This  is  not  intended  to 
be  binding  on  our  country. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Realizing  that  we 
cannot  redress  all  the  grievances  of  the 
entire  world,  I  do  not  want  us  to  commit 
ourselves  to  a  percentage  of  the  gross 
national  product,  on  which  we  might 
founder. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  hot  want  to 
do  so,  either.  I  do  not  believe  this  is 
binding.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  does  not 
mean  to  say  that  we  should  not  consider 
these  things,  from  the  standpoint  of  our 
gross  national  product  relative  to  other 
countries,  and  that  that  should  not  be 
taken  into  consideration. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  do  not. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  in  accept¬ 
ing  the  amendment — and  I  agree  with 
the  amendment — I  also  believe  that  the 
gap  between  have  and  have-not  nations 
is  widening,  and  that  the  gap  will  widen 
further  if  the  present  forecast  is  borne 
out  with  respect  to  the  industrial  coun¬ 
tries  continuing  to  increase  their  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  rapidly  while  the  under¬ 
developed  countries  continue  their  much 
more  modest  increase.  Does  the  Senator 
agree  that  what  we  are  talking  about  is 
both  public  and  private  funds,  and  that 
we  are,  hopefully,  contemplating  a  burst 
of  interest  in  the  underdeveloped  areas 
on  the  part  of  the  private  enterprise 
system? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Certainly;  if  we 
can  bring  about  some  political  stability 
in  the  underdeveloped  countries,  the  pri¬ 
vate  sector  will  blossom  beyond  all  com¬ 
prehension.  What  is  holding  back  pri¬ 
vate  investment  in  South  America,  for 
example,  is  the  fear  of  political  insta¬ 
bility.  This  is  a  very  difficult  situation. 
If  any  progress  could  be  made,  the  pri¬ 
vate  sector  in  those  countries  may  make 
tremendous  progress. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  We  have  been  rather 
deficient  in  our  ingenuity  with  respect 
to  inducements,  in  that  we  have  not  been 
able  to  have  the  private  enterprise  sys¬ 
tem  play  a  more  effective  role  in  under¬ 
developed  countries,  in  trying  to  bring 
about  a  better  climate  for  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Not  so  far  as  this 
legislation  is  concerned.  Many  sections 
of  this  legislation  are  geared  to  this  pur¬ 
pose.  There  are  the  guaranty  programs, 
which  have  been  developed  in  recent  re¬ 
visions  of  the  act.  We  have  gone  just 
about  as  far  as  we  could  possibly  go  with 
respect  to  inducements.  Where  we  have 
failed  is  in  not  knowing  how  to  help 
countries  bring  about  political  stability. 
This  is  where  the  real  harm  has  been 
done.  Even  with  investment  guarantees, 
there  is  a  hesitancy  to  go  into  a  situation 
that  may  blow  up  next  week.  That  is 
where  I  believe  we  have  failed.  This  leg¬ 
islation  has  not  failed.  I  do  not  want  to 
minimize  the  difficulty.  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  is  possible  for  us  to  help  a 
country  achieve  political  stability.  Per¬ 
haps  the  ony  way  would  be  in  the  field  of 
education,  and  that  type  of  endeavor.  I 


believe  it  would  help  in  terms  of  trade. 
I  have  in  mind  the  sort  of  thing  like  the 
coffee  agreement,  even  though  that  is 
minor. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  is  a  kind  of  chicken- 
egg  proposition.  Private  enterprise 
brings  about  political  stability. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes;  it  is  a  kind 
of  chicken-egg  proposition.  It  is  hard 
to  influence  the  political  situation,  of 
course. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  We  have  the  extended 
risk  guarantee  proposition,  which  has 
gone  by  the  boards.  We  have  the  tax- 
incentive  idea,  which  has  really  not  been 
put  into  effect  except  for  Western  Hemi- 
phere  trading  corporations.  There  are 
many  things  which  will  be  recommended 
by  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Private 
Enterprise  in  Foreign  Aid,  which  is  due 
to  make  its  report  by  the  end  of  the 
month.  There  are  some  individual  ideas, 
too,  with  respect  to  which  I  shall  bring 
up  a  suggestion,  such  as  the  Peace-by- 
Investment  Corp. 

If  we  interpret  the  language  as  the 
Senator  has  interpreted  it — and  I  agree 
with  it — we  should  utilize  everything  we 
can  to  affect  the  political  climate  by  the 
success  with  which  investments  can  be 
built  up  in  a  particular  country.  I  agree 
with  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  3  minutes 
to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  the  yeas  and  nays  ordered  before 
the  Senator  asks  his  question? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  have  accepted 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  CLARK.  We  would  like  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
request  sufficiently  seconded? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  New  York  a  question  and 
then  to  make  a  comment.  It  seems  to 
me  that  using  the  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct  as  he  does  in  his  amendment  may  not 
be  as  meaningful  as  we  would  like  to  have 
it.  For  example,  I  am  sure  I  do  not  need 
to  point  out  that  if  the  gross  national 
product  rises  because  of  a  greatly 
stepped-up  war  effort  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States,  that  increase  in  the  gross 
national  product  would  hardly  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  basis  for  comparison  with 
respect  to  what  we  ought  to  be  doing  in 
foreign  aid. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Commission  would  take  that 
point  into  consideration. 

Mr.  MILLER.  We  could  perhaps  be 
more  meaningful  and  get  at  exactly  what 
the  Senator  has  in  mind  by  referring  to 
the  economic  growth  of  the  United 
States.  Perhaps  we  could  include  the 
gross  national  product.  What  we  are 
really  after  is  the  economic  growth  of 
the  United  States  in  comparison  with 
what  our  commitments  might  be.  I  do 
not  believe  that  the  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct  meets  the  requirement.  I  have  used 
the  example  of  the  war  boost  on  the  gross 
national  product  to  bear  out  my  state¬ 
ment.  I  believe  the  amendment  would 
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be  a  good  one  and  could  be  even  a  much 
better  one  if  we  would  have  the  amend¬ 
ment  read  “the  economic  growth,  includ¬ 
ing  the  rise  in  the  gross  national  product 
of  the  United  States.” 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  would 
have  no  objection  to  such  a  modification, 
but  I  believe  that  if  we  establish  here  by 
debate  and  colloquy  that  it  involves  the 
economic  growth  and  the  gross  national 
product  in  the  way  the  Senator  has  de¬ 
scribed  it,  that  is  perfectly  satisfactory 
to  me. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  feel  that  that  is  what 
the  Senator  had  in  mind.  I  would  feel 
a  great  deal  better  about  it  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  could  modify  his  amendments  so 
that  on  page  2,  line  3,  there  would  be  in¬ 
serted  before  the  word  “rising”  the  words 
“economic  growth,  including  the,”  so 
that  the  clause  would  read,  “and  the 
economic  growth,  including  the  rising 
gross  national  product  of  the  United 
States,  assessing  the  percentage" — and 
then  striking  the  words,  “of  gross  na¬ 
tional  product”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  word  “thereof,”  so  that  the 
entire  sentence  would  read  as  follows: 

This  analysis  should  examine  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  development  requirements 
and  the  economic  growth,  including  the  ris¬ 
ing  gross  national  product  of  the  United 
States,  assessing  the  percentage  thereof  that 
should  be  devoted  to  such  development 
assistance. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  have 
no  objection  to  that  proposed  modifica¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  be  modified  as  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  has  suggested. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  from  New  York  advise  the  Chair 
how  he  wishes  the  amendments  to  be 
modified? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Will 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  restate  his  pro¬ 
posal? 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  amendments  would 
be  modified  so  that  on  line  3,  page  2, 
before  the  word  “rising”  would  appear 
the  words  “economic  growth,  including 
the,”  and  then  on  lines  4  and  5,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  strike  the  words  “a  gross  na¬ 
tional  product,”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  word  “thereof.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  the 
proposed  modifications  stated  by  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  conform  to  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  and  request  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  so  modified. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  shall  be  happy  to  support  his  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  requests  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy]  to  send  to  the 
desk  a  copy  of  the  amendment  as  modi¬ 
fied  so  that  the  clerks  can  properly  re¬ 
port  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  shall 
be  happy  to  do  so. 

The  amendments  as  modified  are  as 
follows: 

On  page  25,  line  14,  strike  out  “(c)”  and 
substitute  “(b)”. 
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On  page  25,  line  21,  strike  out  “(d)”  and 
substitute  “(c)”. 

On  page  25,  after  line  25,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“(d)  The  proposals  referred  to  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  should  be  based  on  an  analysis  and 
estimate  of  the  funds  required  by  the  devel¬ 
oping  nations  of  the  world  to  close  the  widen¬ 
ing  gap  between  the  economically  privileged 
nations  and  those  nations  striving  to  achieve 
a  developed  economy.  This  analysis  should 
examine  the  relationship  between  develop¬ 
ment  requirements  and  the  economic 
growth,  including  the  rising  gross  national 
product  of  the  United  States,  assessing  the 
percentage  thereof  that  should  be  devoted 
to  such  development  assistance.  The  pro¬ 
posals  should  include  an  assessment  of  the 
role  that  economic  assistance  by  the  United 
States  and  other  developed  nations  can  and 
should  play  in  the  economic  and  social  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  rest  of  the  world,  and  care¬ 
fully  delineate  „  olicies  and  programs  re¬ 
quired  to  fulfill  this  role.” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  York  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  understand  that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  and  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  share  the  point  of 
view — and  I  agree — that  it  would  be  a 
good  idea  for  conference  purposes  to  have 
a  yea-and-nay  vote  on  the  amendments. 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  First, 
does  the  Senator  from  New  York  yield 
back  his  time?  Out  of  whose  time  will 
the  time  necessary  for  the  quorum  call  be 
taken? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  shall  be  happy 
to  yield  the  necessary  time,  but  I  be¬ 
lieve  a  sufficient  number  of  Senators  are 
present  so  that  perhaps  the  yeas  and 
nays  could  now  be  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Senators 
who  are  interested  in  seconding  the  de¬ 
mand  for  the  yeas  and  nays  will  please 
raise  their  hands  so  that  the  Chair  may 
count. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  ready  to  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  3  minutes? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  3  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  First,  I  wish  to  highly 
commend  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Kennedy]  and  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  for  the 
amendments  in  their  modified  form.  I 
do  not  believe  that  the  Senate  even 
begins  to  appreciate  as  yet  the  future 
significance  of  the  amendments. 

In  my  judgment,  the  amendments 
would  bring  together  in  the  next  2  years 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  what  many 
people  think  are  irreconcilable  conflict¬ 
ing  groups — and  it  never  has  been  true, 
and  it  is  not  true  now.  The  amendments 
would  help  the  country  to  see  that  what 
we  all  desire  is  for  the  United  States 
to  live  up  to  its  clear  moral  obligations 
in  regard  to  helping  the  underprivileged 
of  the  world  and  the  countries  in  this 
world  that  we  refer  to  as  underdeveloped 
countries. 


It  has  never  been  my  position  that  we 
should  not  aid  those  people.  We  are 
dealing  with  problems  of  procedure  for 
aiding  them.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy]  and  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  will  rec¬ 
ognize  that.  We  are  now  dealing  with 
what  our  guidelines  ought  to  be.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  we  are  dealing  with  a  problem 
of  hard  loans  and  soft  loans,  the  problem 
of  grants  versus  loans.  We  are  dealing 
with  a  problem  as  to  how  other  countries 
that  have  the  means  with  which  to 
assist  us  ought  to  be  of  assistance  to  us 
in  trying  to  bring — and  I  know  the  dan¬ 
ger  of  using  a  term  such  as  this,  but  it 
will  spell  out  the  difference  between  war 
and  peace  in  the  years  ahead — the  en¬ 
joyment  of  economic  freedom  to  the 
“have  nots”  of  this  world,  so  that  once 
they  become  economically  free,  they  can 
really  develop  their  political  freedom 
under  the  principle  of  self-determina¬ 
tion. 

That  is  what  the  Senator  from  New 
York  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
are  really  doing  by  way  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  as  I  envision  them.  The  amend¬ 
ment  has  many  potentialities.  Of  course, 
we  know  that  unless  the  countries  to 
which  they  refer  are  ready  and  willing 
to  do  more  themselves  to  further  their 
economic  growth,  any  additional  sums 
spent  by  us  in  this  endeavor  will  be 
totally  wasted. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  I  should  like  to 
say  that  the  amendments  would  not 
mean  any  commitments.  It  would  not 
mean  that  under  the  word  “assessing”  or 
the  word  “assessment”  used  in  the 
amendments  there  would  be  any  com¬ 
mitment  made  as  to  any  percentage  of 
our  national  product  that  would  be  com¬ 
mitted  to  foreign  aid  in  the  future.  But, 
as  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright]  has  pointed  out,  “assessing” 
would  be  interpreted  by  us  to  mean  that 
we  ought  to  evaluate  now,  through  the 
work  of  the  Commission,  a  percentage  of 
the  gross  national  product  that  we  ought 
to  make  available  by  way  of  various  loans, 
grants,  and  cooperative  efforts  with 
other  countries  to  underdeveloped  areas 
of  the  world.  “Assessment”  I  interpret 
to  mean  evaluation,  and  not  any  binding 
commitment  that  a  specific  percentage 
will  be  committed  to  foreign  aid  in  the 
future.  That  will  be  of  great  aid  to  the 
special  Commission  that  would  be  estab¬ 
lished  for  a  reevaluation  of  the  entire 
foreign  aid  program. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
expired. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  I  yield 
an  additional  minute  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  say  a  word  to 
the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  . 
In  the  opinion  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon,  the  amendments  would  in  no 
way  restrict  bringing  the  private  seg¬ 
ments  of  our  economy  into  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  foreign  aid.  Quite  to  the  con¬ 


trary,  when  we  are  through  with  this 
kind  of  evaluation,  he  and  I  will  be  but¬ 
tressed  and  supported  in  the  work  we 
have  been  doing,  along  with  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  and 
also  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Kennedy],  in  trying  to  get  more  of  our 
foreign  aid  program  administered  and 
participated  in  by  the  private  segment 
of  the  economy,  not  only  here,  but  else¬ 
where  in  the  world. 

I  wished  the  Record  to  show  that  legis¬ 
lative  history.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
I,  as  author  of  the  so-called  Morse  for¬ 
mula  in  the  bill  as  the  bill  was  reported 
from  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 
state  that  the  amendments  would 
strengthen  the  bill;  they  would  not 
weaken  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  1  additional  minute? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  a  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  two  Sena¬ 
tors  for  their  understanding  of  the  posi¬ 
tion  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  and  the 
Senator  from  New  York  took  when  we 
told  them  the  other  day  that  we  were  for 
the  amendments,  but  we  did  not  under¬ 
stand  that  then  would  eliminate  the  so- 
called  50-nation  ceiling.  But  I  say  again 
that  that  is  not  binding.  It  is  a  sug¬ 
gestion  as  a  guideline  to  the  special  Com¬ 
mission,  and  we  wish  to  hear  their  rec¬ 
ommendations  on  that  suggestion.  That 
is  what  it  amounts  to. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  back  the  remainder  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  having  been  yielded  back,  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendments  en 
bloc  of  the  Senator  from  New  York  (No. 
262) ,  as  modified.  On  this  question  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Brewster],  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mon¬ 
dale],  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Moss],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Talmadge],  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ers]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Brewster],  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Senator  from 
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Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell], 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick] 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Tower]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong] 
is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Cotton],  and  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  are  detained 
on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick],  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams],  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong]  and 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  78, 
nays  1,  as  follows: 

[No.  122  Leg.] 

YEAS— 78 


Aiken 

Hart 

Montoya 

Allott 

Hartke 

Morse 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Morton 

Bartlett 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Bass 

Hill 

Murphy 

Bayh 

Holland 

Muskie 

Bennett 

Hruska 

Nelson 

Bible 

Inouye 

Pas  tore 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Pearson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits 

Prouty 

Cannon 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Proxmire 

Case 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Randolph 

Church 

Kennedy,  Mass 

.  Ribicoff 

Clark 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Robertson 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Russell,  S.C. 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Saltonstall 

Dirksen 

Long,  La. 

Scott 

Douglas 

Magnuson 

Simpson 

Eastland 

Mansfield 

Smith 

Ellender 

McClellan 

Sparkman 

Ervin 

McGovern 

Stennis 

Fannin 

McIntyre 

Symington 

Fulbright 

McNamara 

Tydings 

Gore 

Metcalf 

WiUiams,  N.J. 

Gruening 

Miller 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Harris 

Monroney 

NAYS — 1 

Thurmond 

Voung,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 

21 

Brewster 

Fong 

Pell 

Burdick 

Long,  Mo. 

Russell,  Ga. 

Byrd,  Va. 

McCarthy 

Smathers 

Carlson 

McGee 

Talmadge 

Cotton 

Mondale 

Tower 

Dodd 

Moss 

Williams,  Del. 

Dominick 

Neuberger 

Yarborough 

So  the  amendments,  as  modified,  of¬ 
fered  by  Mr.  Kennedy  of  New  York  and 
Mr.  Clark  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  on  behalf  of 
myself,  Mr.  Murphy,  Mr.  Bartlett,  Mr. 
Gruening,  Mr.  Jackson,  and  Mr.  Magnu- 
son  and  ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  18, 
after  line  22,  insert  the-  following: 

(3)  Add  the  following  new  subsection  at 
the  end  thereof: 

“(n)  No  assistance  under  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act 


to  any  country  which  (I)  has  extended,  or 
hereafter  extends,  its  Jurisdiction  for  Ash¬ 
ing  purposes  over  any  area  of  the  high  seas 
beyond  that  recognized  by  the  United  States, 
and  (2)  hereafter  imposes  any  penalty  or 
sanction  against  any  United  States  fishing 
vessel  on  account  of  its  fishing  activities  in 
such  area. 

“The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall 
not  be  applicable  in  any  case  in  which  the 
extension  of  jurisdiction  is  made  pursuant 
to  international  agreement  to  which  the 
United  States  is  a  party.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  is  recognized 
for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  on  Sun¬ 
day,  June  6,  a  week  ago  yesterday,  two 
American  tuna  boats,  flying  the  Ameri¬ 
can  flag,  proceeded  from  the  high  seas 
into  a  Peruvian  port. 

An  emergency  situation  had  arisen 
with  respect  to  the  mechanism  of  each 
craft.  One  American  tuna  clipper,  the 
Sun  Jason,  entered  the  port  to  discharge 
its  chief  engineer  who  was  critically  ill. 
The  Peruvian  Government  immediately 
seized  the  vessel  and  levied  a  fine  on  its 
captain  on  the  ground  that  the  vessel 
was  violating  the  jurisdiction  claimed  by 
Peru,  reaching  200  miles  out  into  the  sea. 

That  craft  was  released  finally  when 
the  captain  agreed  to  purchase  a  license 
for  $2,700.  The  second  vessel,  the  Clip- 
perton,  entered  port  to  repair  a  damaged 
boom.  It,  too,  was  seized  by  the  Peru¬ 
vian  Government  and  a  fine  of  $7,187 
was  levied. 

The  Peruvian  Government  made  the 
further  demand  that  a  license  be  pur¬ 
chased  to  fish  in  the  waters  up  to  200 
miles  seaward  of  the  Peruvian  coast. 

On  Friday  of  this  week,  another  tuna 
clipper,  the  San  Juan,  flying  the  Amer¬ 
ican  flag,  was  fired  upon  by  destroyer 
No.  68  of  the  Peruvian  Navy  while  the 
American  craft  was  60  miles  at  sea.  The 
American  craft  was  escorted  to  port  by 
the  Peruvian  naval  destroyer  and  re¬ 
leased  after  the  captain  had  purchased 
a  license  at  a  cost  of  $5,000. 

Yesterday,  another  tuna  boat,  the 
Hornet,  flying  the  American  flag,  was  96 
miles  at  sea  when  it  was  taken  under 
escort  by  the  same  Peruvian  naval  craft. 
The  conversation  between  the  captain 
of  the  Hornet  and  the  commanding  offi¬ 
cer  of  the  destroyer  was  recorded  by  an¬ 
other  American  tuna  boat,  the  Day 
Island. 

At  4  o’clock  yesterday  afternoon,  Peru¬ 
vian  time,  the  Hornet  advised  the  de¬ 
stroyer  that  it  was  having  engine  trouble 
and  could  not  proceed.  The  command¬ 
ing  officer  of  the  destroyer  advised  that 
the  Hornet  proceed  or  that  it  would  be 
fired  upon. 

The  captain  of  the  Hornet  asked  per¬ 
mission  to  remove  the  entire  crew  from 
his  boat,  and  then  he  told  the  captain 
of  the  Peruvian  destroyer  to  go  ahead 
and  fire.  The  commanding  officer  of 
the  destroyer  then  asked  the  captain 
of  the  Hornet  to  come  aboard  the  Peru¬ 
vian  naval  craft.  He  did  so,  and  after 
a  considerable  period  of  time  they  re¬ 
turned  to  his  vessel  with  five  armed 
guards  to  supervise  repairs.  When  the 
repairs  were  completed,  one  armed  guard 
of  the  Peruvian  Navy  remained  aboard 


the  American  tuna  craft,  which  then 
proceeded  to  port  under  escort,  arriving 
there  at  8  o’clock  last  night. 

Over  the  weekend  the  skipper  of  the 
Day  Island  was  buzzed  by  a  twin-engine 
jet  aircraft  belonging  to  the  Peruvian 
Air  Force. 

Mr.  President,  since  I  first  came  to 
the  U.S.  Senate,  it  seemed  to  me  then, 
as  it  seems  to  me  now,  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  particularly 
in  this  hemisphere,  has  not  merely  an 
opportunity,  but  a  duty,  to  assist  our 
neighbors:  and  thus  I  have  supported 
not  only  mutual  security;  but  I  have 
supported  the  Alliance  for  Progress 
specifically. 

I  want  my  country  to  discharge  her 
leadership  in  the  cause  of  freedom  in 
this  hemisphere  and  beyond  the  seas,  but 
perhaps  I  may  be  pardoned  a  bitterness 
and  a  resentment  that  representatives 
of  any  country  in  this  hemisphere,  but 
particularly  one  which  receives  substan¬ 
tial  assistance  from  the  people  of  the 
United  States,  should  act  in  this  fashion. 

I  believe  it  is  generally  conceded  by 
us  that  a  claim  that  the  jurisdiction  of 
a  country  extends  200  miles  seaward  is 
beyond  comprehension.  It  is  ridiculous. 
And  when  a  boat  belonging  to  fellow 
Americans  is  fishing  50  miles  or  60  miles 
or  90  miles  seaward,  in  open  waters 
traditionally  recognized  under  interna¬ 
tional  law  as  the  high  seas,  and  then 
encounters  aimed  resistance  by  the  mili¬ 
tary  of  any  other  country,  but  particu¬ 
larly  the  military  of  a  country  which  we 
are  assisting  with  dollars,  I  believe  it  will 
be  admitted  it  is  time  for  the  U.S.  Senate 
to  indicate  its  policy  views  on  this  ques¬ 
tion. 

I  wish  to  read  once  again,  and  then 
I  shall  be  through,  what  this  amendment 
would  do.  The  amendment  would  pro¬ 
vide: 

No  assistance  under  the  Alliance  for  Prog¬ 
ress  shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act  to  any 
country  which  (1)  has  extended,  or  here¬ 
after  extends,  its  jurisdiction  for  fishing 
purposes  over  any  area  of  the  high  seas  be¬ 
yond  that  recognized  by  the  United  States, 
and  (2)  hereafter  imposes  any  penalty  or 
sanction  against  any  United  States  fishing 
vessel  on  account  of  its  fishing  activities  in 
such  area. 

The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall 
not  be  applicable  in  any  case  in  which  the 
extension  of  jurisdiction  is  made  pursuant 
to  international  agreement  to  which  the 
United  States  is  a  party. 

I  commented  at  considerable  length  2 
years  ago  on  this  subject,  and  I  traced 
the  history  of  international  law  with  re¬ 
spect  to  freedom  of  the  seas. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  my  comments  made  at  that  time  be 
included  in  the  Record  at  this  point  in 
my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Freedom  of  the  Seas:  An  Honorable  Tradi¬ 
tion  That  Must  Be  Preserved 

Mr.  Kuchel.  Mr.  President,  my  colleague 
from  California  [Mr.  Engle]  and  I  have 
joined  in  coauthoring  the  amendment  which 
is  now  pending  before  the  Senate.  Our 
amendment  would  amend  section  620  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
which  relates  to  prohibitions  against  furnish¬ 
ing  assistance  to  certain  countries,  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection: 
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“(i)  No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  un¬ 
der  this  Act  to  any  country  which  (1)  has 
extended,  or  hereafter  extends,  its  jurisdic¬ 
tion  for  fishing  purposes  over  any  area  of 
the  high  seas  beyond  three  miles  from  the 
coastline  of  such  country,  and  (2)  hereafter 
imposes  any  penalty  or  sanction  against  any 
U.S.  fishing  vessel  on  account  of  its  fishing 
activities  in  such  area.  The  provisions  of 
this  subsection  shall  not  be  applicable  in 
any  case  in  which  the  extension  of  jurisdic¬ 
tion  is  made  pursuant  to  international  agree¬ 
ment  to  which  the  United  States  is  a  party.” 

When  my  colleague  from  California  and 
I  originally  submitted  this  proposal,  I  noted, 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  the  shabby  and 
illegal  treatment  which  had  been  given  the 
American  tuna  fleet  by  those  who  should  be 
our  friends  in  Latin  America. 

A  number  of  Latin  American  countries 
have  extended  their  territorial  jurisdiction 
to  an  untenable,  unbelievable  distance  of 
200  miles  seaward.  In  the  Declaration  on 
Maritime  Zones,  issued  in  Santigo  in  1952, 
Chile,  Ecuador,  and  Peru  proclaimed  their 
exclusive  “sovereignty”  and  jurisdiction  over 
the  ocean  adjacent  to  their  respective  coun¬ 
tries  to  a  distance  of  200  miles.  Think  of 
that,  Mr.  President.  Following  their  ipse 
dixit  and  contention  that  they  have,  sea¬ 
ward,  complete  jurisdiction  and  complete 
sovereignity  for  200  miles,  what  is  to  stop 
them,  tomorrow,  from  claiming,  “We  have 
sovereign  jurisdiction  for  400  miles” — simply 
by  suddenly  making  that  announcement. 

El  Salvador,  in  its  Constitution  of  Septem¬ 
ber  7,  1950,  had  also  made  a  claim  out  to 
200  miles,  but  added  that  it  only  made  this 
claim  provided  it  did  “not  affect  freedom  of 
navigation  in  accordance  with  principles  ac¬ 
cepted  by  international  law.”  Korea  is  the 
only  non-Latin  American  country  to  make 
such  a  claim.  Korea,  under  a  Presidential 
proclamation  of  January  18,  1952,  claimed 
“international  sovereignty”  over  a  zone  from 
20  to  200  miles  in  breadth  for  the  protection, 
conservation,  and  utilization  of  the  resources 
of  the  sea.  Once  again,  however,  it  was 
specifically  stated  that  the  right  of  free  navi¬ 
gation  on  the  high  seas  would  not  be  inter¬ 
fered  with. 

Mr.  Symington.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield? 

The  Acting  President  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Missouri? 

Mr.  Kuchel.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Symington.  I  wish  to  say  to  the  able 
Senator  from  California  that  I  am  much  im¬ 
pressed  with  the  position  he  is  taking  in  be¬ 
half  of  American  citizens  thus  discriminated 
against  and  injured;  and  I  have  also  heard 
his  colleague,  our  beloved  friend  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Engel],  speak  on  the 
same  subject.  I  know  he  will  be  interested 
in  analyzing  carefully  the  record  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California,  is  making  here  tonight, 
in  the  interest  of  his  people. 

Mr.  Kttchel.  Mr.  President,  I  appreciate 
that  comment  very  much,  because  my  friend 
and  colleague  [Mr.  Engle]  and  I  have  gone 
into  the  background  of  this  problem;  and 
tonight  I  would  be  able  to  document  literally 
almost  a  hundred  cases  in  which  South 
American  countries  have  reached  seaward 
much  beyond  the  3-mile  limit  to  harass 
American  vessels.  They  have  taken  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens  off  of  their  fishing  boats.  They 
have  fined  them.  They  have  jailed  them. 
All  this  in  an  attempt  to  prevent  our  citizens 
from  using  the  high  seas  for  completely 
legitimate  purposes  under  every  recognized 
"  principle  of  international  law.  I  shall  try 
to  develop  this  argument,  so  that  Senators 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  view  these  facts 
before  the  Senate  votes  on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Symington.  As  I  understand  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  able  Senator  from  California, 
it  is  that  some  of  the  countries  which  have 


been  conducting  operations  of  this  type  and 
character  against  American  citizens  are  rela¬ 
tively  large  recipients  of  the  AID  program. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Kuchel.  The  Senator  from  Missouri 
is  entirely  correct.  It  makes  no  sense  for  us 
to  say,  on  one  occasion,  to  a  South  American 
country,  “We  are  going  to  help  you,”  only 
on  another  occasion  to  have  the  government 
of  that  country  abrogate  the  historic  doc¬ 
trine  of  freedom  of  the  seas  and  keep  our  fel¬ 
low  Americans  from  using  the  high  seas  and 
the  open  seas  as  places  in  which  to  fish. 

Mr.  Symington.  I  understand  that  the 
Senator  from  California  is  documenting  the 
assertions  he  is  making. 

Mr.  Kuchel.  I  am,  one  by  one. 

Mr.  Symington.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
California. 

Mr.  Kuchel.  I  am  very  grateful  to  the 
Senator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  President,  right  now  the  high  seas  are 
being  interfered  with,  and  they  have  been 
interfered  with  in  this  hemisphere  for  over 
a  decade.  The  high  seas  are  res  communis, 
the  common  property  of  all  nations.  This  is 
an  historic  doctrine  for  which  American  and 
the  Anglo-Saxon  communities  have  fought 
for  centuries.  A  resort  to  unilateral  action 
by  any  nation  to  change  this  rule  which  lim¬ 
its  the  breadth  of  the  territorial  sea  is  a 
threat  to  the  fundamental  doctrine  of  the 
freedom  of  the  seas,  and  certainly  has  no 
place  in  a  world  which  is  growing  increas¬ 
ingly  smaller  and  in  a  world  where  more  and 
more  nations  are  dependent  for  their  liveli¬ 
hood  on  the  resources  which  come  from  the 
sea.  It  is  granted  that  this  doctrine  has  not 
always  been  the  accepted  rule  of  interna¬ 
tional  law.  In  the  14th  century,  the  com¬ 
bined  Kingdom  of  Denmark  and  Norway  en¬ 
deavored  to  maintain  the  whole  Norwegian 
Sea  as  a  mare  clausum,  by  claiming  sov¬ 
ereignty  over  the  North  Atlantic  between 
Norway  and  Iceland. 

Similar  claims  were  later  asserted  by 
Portugal  and  Spain  over  much  of  the  Atlan¬ 
tic  and  Pacific  Oceans.  By  the  second  half 
of  the  16th  century,  however,  Poland  and 
England  initiated  the  new  trend,  which  has 
continued  to  the  present  day.  They  inform¬ 
ed  the  Danes  that  the  use  of  the  seas  was 
common  to  all.  In  1580,  Queen  Elizabeth 
I,  of  England,  flatly  repudiated  the  complaint 
of  Spain  against  the  expeditions  which  had 
been  undertaken  by  Sir  Francis  Drake — ex¬ 
peditions  which,  in  part,  resulted  in  his 
voyage  to  the  Pacific  coast  of  the  United 
States  and,  more  particularly,  to  California. 
Queen  Elizabeth  declared: 

“The  use  of  the  sea  and  air  is  common 
to  all;  neither  can  any  title  to  the  ocean 
belong  to  any  people  or  private  man,  for¬ 
asmuch  as  neither  nature  nor  regard  of  the 
public  use  permitteth  any  possession  there¬ 
of.” 

In  1588,  when  the  English  defeated  the 
Spanish  armada,  the  pretentious  Spanish 
claims  were  swept  aside,  and  the  potential 
of  realizing  freedom  of  the  seas  was  well  on 
its  way. 

By  the  beginning  of  the  19th  century,  the 
concept  of  the  modern  territorial  sea,  or  1- 
league  limit,  came  into  use  by  nation  states. 
This  was  recognized  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Marshall  in  the  case  of  The  Schooner  “Ex¬ 
change”  against  McFaddon,  decided  in  1812. 

In  1793,  the  United  States,  based  on  a 
note  the  Secretary  of  State,  Jefferson,  sent 
to  the  British  Minister,  adopted  for  purposes 
of  neutrality  a  zone  3  miles  wide  all  along  the 
east  coast.  This  zone  of  uniform  breadth 
was  recognized  by  the  act  of  June  5,  1794. 

Not  all  nations  accepted  this  standard  at 
that  time.  Some  never  have;  but,  with  the 
exception  of  the  five  nations  previously 
noted,  by  and  large  the  territorial  claims  of 
most  nations  have  never  amounted  to  more 
than  12  miles. 
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By  the  20th  century,  the  1-league,  or  3- 
mile  limit  had  become  established  as  the 
maximum  breadth  of  the  territorial  sea  un¬ 
der  international  law.  The  English,  in  par¬ 
ticular,  as  a  great  seafaring  nation,  have  ad¬ 
vocated  the  3-mile  limit.  The  only  excep¬ 
tion  England  has  made  was  in  1951,  when 
she  recognized  the  validity  of  the  Norwegian 
claim  to  4  miles.  The  Norwegians  them¬ 
selves  noted  that  their  4-mile  limit  had  pre¬ 
ceded  the  3-mile  limit,  and  thus,  had  validi¬ 
ty  in  its  own  right  within  the  concept  of  the 
1 -league  rule. 

As  I  have  stated,  not  all  nations  in  the 
19th  century  recognized  the  3-mile  limit, 
just  as  some  do  not  now.  Belgium,  between 
1848  and  1852,  opposed  British  enforcement 
of  the  3-mile  limit  against  its  fishing  vessels. 
In  1879,  France  refused  to  recognize  the  right 
of  Great  Britain  to  impose  penalties  on  its 
fishing  boats  for  violating  the  English  3- 
mile  fishing  limit.  Nevertheless,  by  1900, 
the  3-mile,  or  1-league,  limit  was  the  ac¬ 
cepted  standard  by  20  of  the  21  states  which 
claimed  a  territorial  sea.  These  20  states  in¬ 
cluded  ;  Argentina,  Austria-Hungary,  Bel¬ 
gium,  Brazil,  Chile,  Denmark,  Ecuador,  El 
Salvador,  France,  Germany,  Great  Britain, 
Greece,  Honduras,  Italy,  Netherlands,  Nor¬ 
way,  Russia,  Sweden,  Turkey,  United  States. 

Spain,  the  21st  state,  claimed  6  miles  of 
general  jurisdiction. 

In  1930,  The  Hague  Conference  for  the 
Progressive  Codification  of  International 
Law  took  place.  Bernard  G.  Heinzen,  writ¬ 
ing  on  the  history  of  the  3 -mile  limit  in  the 
Stanford  Law  Review  for  July  1959,  noted 
that  at  this  conference,  “The  merchant  ton¬ 
nage  of  the  countries  supporting  the  3 -mile 
limit  without  a  contiguous  zone  was  over 
70  percent  of  the  world’s  total  in  1929.” 

In  1954,  Congress  enacted  legislation  en¬ 
couraging  American  fishermen  to  fish  up  to 
3  miles  from  any  coast,  when  it  directed  the 
reimbursement  by  the  U.S.  Government  for 
various  fines  which  a  coastal  state  might  im¬ 
pose  following  the  seizure  of  an  American 
vessel  “on  the  basis  of  right  or  claims  in  ter¬ 
ritorial  water  or  the  high  seas  which  are  not 
recognized  by  the  United  States”  (68 
Stat.  883  (1954),  22  U.S.C.  1972(a)). 

Thousands  of  dollars  have  been  re¬ 
paid  those  American  fishermen  for  the  actual 
fines  imposed.  Under  that  act,  the  Secretary 
of  State  is  authorized  to  take  such  action  as 
he  may  deem  appropriate  in  order  to  collect 
from  the  foreign  country  the  amounts  ex¬ 
pended  by  the  United  States  in  reimbursing 
its  fishermen.  The  Department  of  State  in¬ 
forms  me  that  it  has  not  been  successful  in 
its  attempts  to  make  any  collection  from  a 
foreign  nation  to  date,  despite  the  thou¬ 
sands  of  dollars — $131,646.80,  to  be  exact — 
which  we  have  paid  out. 

In  1958,  the  Geneva  Conference  on  the 
Law  of  the  Sea  took  place.  At  that  time,  no 
more  than  27  of  the  73  coast  states  claimed  a 
territorial  sea  in  excess  of  3  miles,  or  1 
league.-  Besides  the  five  states  I  have  previ¬ 
ously  mentioned  which  claimed  zones  up  to 
200  miles,  the  following  countries  made 
claims  varying  between  6  and  12  miles: 

Six  miles:  Ceylon,  Greece,  Haiti,  India, 
Iran,  Israel,  Italy,  Libya,  Spain,  Yugoslavia- 

Nine  miles:  Mexico. 

Ten  miles:  Albania. 

Twelve  miles:  Bulgaria,  Colombia,  Ethio¬ 
pia,  Guatemala,  Indonesia,  Rumania,  Saudi 
Arabia,  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics, 
United  Arab  Republic,  Venezuela. 

Forty  coastal  states,  in  1958,  claimed  no 
more  than  1  league  as  the  breadth  of  their 
territorial  seas.  These  states  included:  Ar¬ 
gentina,  Australia,  Belgium,  Brazil,  Burma, 
Cambodia,  Canada,  China,  Costa  Rica,  Cuba, 
Denmark,  Dominican  Republic,  Finland, 
France,  Germany,  Ghana,  Iceland,  Iraq,  Ire¬ 
land,  Japan,  Jordan,  Liberia,  Malaya,  Mo¬ 
rocco,  Netherlands,  New  Zealand,  Nicaragua, 
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Norway,  Pakistan,  Panama,  Philippines,  Po¬ 
land,  Sudan,  Sweden,  Tunisia,  Turkey,  Union 
oi  South  Africa,  United  Kingdom,  United 
States,  and  Vietnam. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  almost  all  of 
the  major  maritime  countries  still  advocate 
the  3-mile  limit  and,  thus,  the  freedom  of 
the  seas.  Prior  to  the  1958  Geneva  Confer¬ 
ence,  almost  87  percent  of  the  world’s  mer¬ 
chant  tonnage  was  registered  in  countries 
claiming  no  more  than  the  3-mile  or  4-mile 
limit.  The  Geneva  Conference  failed  to  rec¬ 
ommend  an  article  dealing  with  the  breadth 
of  the  territorial  sea.  It  did  reaffirm,  how¬ 
ever,  the  concept  of  the  freedom  of  the  seas, 
the  concept  of  res  communis.  The  Confer¬ 
ence  did  reach  agreement  that  new  encroach¬ 
ment  upon  this  concept  would  be  tolerated 
only  when  the  need  was  clearly  evident,  and 
then  only  by  a  grant  of  strictly  limited  juris¬ 
diction,  not  by  an  extension  of  territorial 
jurisdiction.  The  Conference,  by  at  least  a 
two-thirds  majority,  agreed  that,  beyond  the 
territorial  sea  of,  say  3  miles  or  4  miles, 
there  could  be  an  area,  not  more  than  12 
miles  from  shore,  in  which  a  coastal  State 
could  exercise  a  limited  customs,  fiscal,  im¬ 
migration,  and  sanitary  jurisdiction.  The 
Conference  also  agreed  to  the  right  of  coastal 
states  to  exploit  the  resources  of  the  Con¬ 
tinental  Shelf  and  to  compulsory  measures 
for  the  conservation  of  the  living  resources 
of  the  high  seas.  As  Mr.  Heinzen,  who  was 
a  member  of  the  U.S.  delegation  to  the  1958 
Conference  and  who  wrote  the  excellent  arti¬ 
cle  I  have  previously  cited,  has  stated: 

“The  net  effect  of  the  Conference  was  to 
undercut  the  arguments  of  those  who  main¬ 
tain  that  they  had  the  right  to  proceed 
unilaterally  beyond  the  distance  of  3  miles 
or  1  league.” 

It  is  also  interesting  to  note  the  motiva¬ 
tions  that  seemed  to  guide  many  of  the  par¬ 
ticipants  at  the  1958  Geneva  Conference. 
The  Soviet  Union  and  its  satellites  supported 
the  12-mile  limit.  Why?  Presumably  be¬ 
cause  this  would  greatly  increase  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  the  vast  Soviet  submarine  fleet, 
which  in  time  of  war  would  thus  be  able  to 
seek  sanctuary  off  neutral  coasts  up  to  12 
miles.  The  Arab  bloc,  which  in  1958  in¬ 
cluded  10  countries,  also  supported  the  12- 
mile  limit.  Why?  Because  a  12-mile  limit 
would  permit  them  to  close  the  Gulf  of 
Aqaba,  which  is  less  than  24  miles  in  breadth 
at  its  widest  point.  The  next  group  favoring 
an  increase  in  the  existing  territorial  sea  was 
composed  of  our  friends  in  Batin  America 
who  wanted  either  an  extension  of  the  3-mile 
limit  or  a  contiguous  zone  for  exclusive  fish¬ 
ing  control.  In  addition,  there  were  some  of 
the  newly  independent  countries,  members 
of  the  Afro-Asian  bloc,  who  opposed  the 
3 -mile  limit  merely  on  the  basis  that  it  had 
been  established  by  the  major  maritime 
powers  before  their  smaller  and  newer  states 
had  come  into  existence.  This  was  short¬ 
sighted,  to  say  the  least,  from  their  point 
of  view,  since  they  have  the  most  to  lose  by 
attempts  to  harm  the  free  flow  of  world 
commerce  and  economic  development,  and 
the  most  to  gain  by  the  capacity  to  fish  freely 
the  high  "seas. 

At  the  1958  Conference,  the  United  States, 
in  an  effort  to  bring  together  conflicting  in¬ 
terests,  proposed  a  territorial  sea  of  up  to 
6  miles,  plus  exclusive  fishery  rights  in  a 
zone  extending  up  to  12  miles.  Coastal 
states,  however,  could  not  exclude  from  the 
outer  6  miles  of  this  12-mile  zone  the  fishing 
vessels  of  countries  which  had  fished  within 
those  waters  during  the  past  5  years,  as  long 
as  these  vessels  observed  reasonable  conser¬ 
vation  measures  which  might  be  imposed  by 
the  coastal  state. 

This  American  proposal  did  not  secure  the 
two-thirds  majority  which  was  necessary. 
Forty-five  counties  supported  it;  33  were 
opposed:  there  were  7  abstentions.  The 
Soviet  Union  proposed  a  territorial  sea 
of  at  least  12  miles  in  breadth.  This 


proposal  was  defeated,  with  47  voting 
against,  only  21  for,  and  17  abstentions. 
The  Canadian  proposal  for  a  12-mile  exclu¬ 
sive  fishing  zone  received  35  favorable  votes; 
30  were  against;  and  there  were  20  absten¬ 
tions.  Thus,  the  1958  Geneva  Conference 
was  unable  to  agree  on  any  change  in  the 
customary  3-mile,  or  1-league  limit,  and, 
in  effect,  by  overwhelming  majorities  con¬ 
firmed  the  existing  rule  of  freedom  of  the 
seas.  The  United  States  made  very  clear, 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  Conference,  that 
its  offer  of  a  6-mile  territorial  sea  with  a 
6-mile  exclusive  fishing  zone  was  merely  an 
offer,  and  nothing  more,  and  that  its  defeat 
left  the  preexisting  situation,  or  the  3-mile 
limit,  intact.  The  Department  of  State 
noted,  in  a  statement  of  April  28,  1958,  that 
the  3 -mile  rule — “is  the  principle  giving  the 
greatest  opportunity  to  all  nations,  large  and 
small,  new  and  old,  coastal  and  landlocked, 
because  it  is  the  doctrine  most  consistent 
with  freedom  of  the  seas  *  *  *.  Unilateral 
acts  of  the  states  claiming  greater  territorial 
seas  are  not  only  not  sanctioned  by  any 
principle  of  international  law,  but  are,  in¬ 
deed,  in  conflict  with  the  universally  ac¬ 
cepted  principle  of  freedom  of  the  seas.” 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  the 
3-mile  limit  should  be  preserved,  since  it 
is  the  safest  for  navigation,  especially  by 
smaller  vessels.  Many  of- the  landmarks  used 
by  small  craft  are  not  visible  at  a  distance 
of  12  miles.  In  fact,  only  20  percent  of  the 
world’s  lighthouses  can  be  seen  beyond  12 
miles.  Certainly,  landlocked  states  would 
lose  the  most  by  an  extension  of  the  terri¬ 
torial  sea  since  the  coastal  nations  would  be 
taking  from  them  part  of  the  sea  that  was 
common  to  all  and  getting  nothing  in  re¬ 
turn.  This  is,  of  course,  particularly  true, 
as  I  have  mentioned  before,  of  the  newly 
independent  states,  whose  economic  and 
food  resources  for  the  future  might  depend 
on  their  capacity  to  gain  access  to  good  fish¬ 
ing  grounds.  With  an  extension  of  the  ter¬ 
ritorial  sea,  the  coastal  state  would  assume 
an  obligation  and  a  duty  to  warn  foreign 
ships  of  the  dangers  to  navigation  which 
exist  within  its  territorial  waters.  Arthur 
H.  Dean  estimated  that,  in  the  case  of  our 
own  country,  an  extension  of  our  territorial 
sea  to  12  miles  would  mean  an  initial  capital 
outlay  of  $8  million  and  an  increase  in  the 
annual  operating  cost  of  $1,500,000  for  each 
100  miles  of  coastline.  This  would  mean  an 
annual  increase  of  $180  million  for  the  con¬ 
tinental  United  States  alone. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  an  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  territorial  sea  is  unnecessary 
in  order  to  preserve  the  interests  of  a  coast¬ 
al  nation  in  fishing.  The  furtherance  of  con¬ 
servation  measures  for  a  coastal  state  or  any 
other  state  is  something  which  can  be  rec¬ 
ognized  and  accommodated  within  the  exist¬ 
ing  laws  of  the  high  seas.  The  Geneva  Con¬ 
ference  made  a  great  step  forward  in  this  re¬ 
gard.  And,  of  course,  it  is  obvious  that  there 
is  a  fundamental  difference  between  a  na¬ 
tion’s  right  of  self-defense  in  the  age  of  in¬ 
tercontinental  ballistic  missiles  and  what  it 
attempts  to  do  under  its  police  power  in  the 
limited  territorial  jurisdiction  which  it  seeks 
beyond  its  coastline — 12  miles  or  even  200 
miles  is  little  protection  against  the  ICBM. 

Mr.  President,  the  3-mile  limit  is  a  proud 
heritage  and  legacy  to  be  preserved  in  inter¬ 
national  law  in  the  conduct  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  conduct  of  other  governments 
in  this  increasingly  shrinking  globe.  Tire 
freedom  of  the  seas  is  even  more  important 
now  than  it  was  in  the  16th  and  17th  cen¬ 
turies,  when  the  smaller  states  fought  some 
powers  who  sought  to  monopolize  the  seas, 
so  that  they  could  obtain  equal  rights  and 
opportunities  to  engage  in  passage  and  in 
commerce. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  before  me  a  table, 
prepared  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
detailing  the  number  and  type  of  seizures, 
detentions,  and  other  harassments  of  our 


tuna  vessels  which  have  occurred  between 
September  15,  1951,  and  June  28,  1963.  A 
total  of  77  American  tuna  clippers  have  been 
seized,  boarded,  or  otherwise  harassed.  Many 
have  been  fined  and  held  for  weeks  in  cus¬ 
tody. 

Our  men  have  been  shot  at.  Some  have 
been  wounded.  For  example,  back  in  1955, 
on  March  27,  the  Arctic  Maid  was  stopped  and 
shot  at  when  35  miles  off  the  coast  of  Ecua¬ 
dor.  The  chief  engineer,  William  Peck,  was 
severely  wounded.  The  vessel  was  impound¬ 
ed,  and  a  fine  of  $43,481.20  was  imposed  on 
it.  This  fine  was  paid;  and  the  owners  have 
been  reimbursed  under  Public  Law  680,  en¬ 
acted  on  August  27,  1954.  A  claim  has  now 
been  filed  by  our  Government  against  Ecua¬ 
dor  for  this  and  two  other  seizures  which 
totaled  in  fines  $61,000.  Of  course,  not  a 
penny  has  been  returned  to  the  Treasury  by 
Ecuador.  The  shocking  thing,  however,  is 
that  our  Government  has  not  filed  claims 
against  several  other  nations  which  have 
also  imposed  fines  on  our  fishing  vessels  and 
whose  owners  have  been  reimbursed  under 
the  1954  act.  Section  5  of  that  act  states; 

“The  Secretary  of  State  shall  take  such 
action  as  he  may  deem  appropriate  to  make 
and  collect  on  claims  against  a  foreign  coun¬ 
try  for  amounts  expended  by  the  United 
States  under  the  provisions  of  this  act  be¬ 
cause  of  the  seizure  of  a  U.S.  vessel  by  such 
by  such  country.” 

That  is  a  rather  interesting  act;  it  is  now 
on  the  statute  books.  At  the  request  of  the 
administration,  Congress  passed  a  law  au¬ 
thorizing  the  Department  of  State  to  reim¬ 
burse  an  American  fisherman  if  a  foreign 
country  violated  the  freedom  of  the  seas, 
seized  his  fishing  boat,  and  then  required 
him  to  pay  a  fine.  The  statute  empowers 
the  Secretary  of  State,  at  his  discretion,  to 
request  the  offending  nation — the  country 
which  violated  international  law — to  reim¬ 
burse  the  United  States  for  the  amount  the 
Treasury  under  this  act  has  paid  to  the 
fisherman. 

On  occasion,  when  American  boats  have 
been  summarily  taken  by  a  South  American 
country,  and  when,  thereafter,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  has  made  such  payment  to 
the  owner  of  the  boat,  and  thereafter  a  re¬ 
quest  has  been  made  by  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  to  the  South  American  country  to 
reimburse  the  United  States,  what  do  you 
think  happened,  Mr.  President?  Obviously, 
we  did  not  receive  1  penny  back. 

But,  Mr.  President,  even  when  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  has  generously 
provided  that  out  of  the  Public  Treasury  shall 
be  paid  compensation  to  one  who  has  thus 
been  deprived  of  his  property,  that  does  not 
begin  to  compensate  him  for  all  the  other 
indignities  and,  on  occasion,  jail  sentences 
which  have  been  meted  out  to  him. 

But,  Mr.  President,  beyond  all  that,  tonight 
we  speak  of  the  problems  of  our  fellow  Amer¬ 
icans;  and  here  is  an  opportunity  to  de¬ 
monstrate  to  any  nation,  friend  or  foe,  that 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  will 
not  tolerate  this  treatment  of  any  American 
citizen  when  he  is  utilizing  in  a  legal  fashion 
the  high  seas  and  the  open  seas;  and  we  can 
particularly  demonstrate  that  we  will  not 
provide  any  Alliance  for  Progress  aid  to  any 
nation  in  this  hemisphere  which  thus  acts 
illegally  against  our  citizens.  That  is  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  which  my  col¬ 
league,  Mr.  Engle,  and  I  are  offering. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  a  table  of  the 
seizures,  detentions  and  other  harassments 
and  similar  actions,  commencing  in  1951,  and 
continuing  through  the  intervening  years 
until  only  a  few  months  ago.  This  tabula¬ 
tion  was  prepared  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  based  on  the  official  business  records 
of  the  American  Tunaboat  Association. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tabulation 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 
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Seizures,  detentions,  and  other  harassments  of  tuna  vessels 

THE  FOLLOWING  INFORMATION  IS  BASED  UPON  OFFICIAL  BUSINESS  RECORDS  OF  THE  AMERICAN  TUNABOAT  ASSOCIATION,  UPON 
AFFIDAVITS  OF  MASTERS  OF  TUNA  CLIPPERS,  AND  UPON  VERBAL  REPORTS  RECEIVED  BY  THE  ASSOCIATION  FROM  OTHER  MASTERS 
AND  MANAGING  OWNERS  OF  TUNA  CLIPPERS 


Name  of  motor  vesse  1 

Date 

Location 

Sept.  15, 1951 . 

Puerto  Bolivar,  Ecuador _ 

Nov.  4,  1951 _ 

5.1  miles  west-northwest  of  Isla  de  la  Plata, 
Ecuador. 

1°62"  south  latitude  81°4"  west  longitude  (18 
miles  off  coast  of  Ecuador). 

0°52"  south  latitude  81°3"  west  longitude  (12  to 
13  miles  off  coast  of  Ecuador). 

Off  coast  of  Colombia _ _ 

July  30, 1962 _ 

July  31,  1952 . . 

April  1952 _ 

_._l_do _ 

_ do . . . . . 

do _ 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 

Off  coast  of  Colombia  beyond  3  miles _ 

Ang.  9,  1952 

El  Salvadore _ I _ _ 

Oct.  21, 1962 _ 

Ecuador,  00°  north  latitude,  80°42"  west  longi¬ 
tude. 

Panama _ 

May  20,  1953 . 

Mar.  1,  1954 . . 

Galapagos  Islands,  Ecuador _ _ _ 

_ do . . 

_ do _ _ _ _ _ 

_ do _ _ 

_ do _ _ 

. do . . 

. do . . . . 

Apr.  14,  1954 _ 

In  waters  between  port  of  Salinas  and  Santa 
Clara  Island,  Ecuador. 

Ecuador _ _  _ 

Sept.  4,  1954 _ 

3°15'  south  latitude,  80°54'  west  longitude  (12 
miles  west  of  Santa  Clara  Island,  Ecuador). 
San  Cristobal,  Galapagos  Islands,  Ecuador _ 

Belle  of  Portugal _ 

Sept.  25,  1954 _ 

Nov.  19,  1954. . 

31  miles,  304°  true  from  Foca  Island,  Peru _ 

Nov.  14,  1954 _ 

23  miles  southwest  of  Foca  Islands,  Peru _ 

_ do . . 

4°47'  south  latitude,  81°28'  west  longitude,  about 
15  miles  off  coast  of  Peru. 

4°58'  south  latitude,  81°37'  west  longitude _ 

_ _ do. . . 

Feb.  18,  1955 . . 

Off  the  coast  of  Peru  beyond  3  miles _ 

_ do. . . 

. do _ _ _ I _ 

_ do _ 

_ do _ 

_ do _ _ 

_ do. _ _ _ _ _ 

_ do _ 

_ do _ _ _ _ 

_ do _ 

Jan.  18,  1955 _ 

Entered  Port  of  Callao,  Peru _ 

_ do. _ 

_  ...do__ _ _ 1 _  _  .. 

Mar.  27,  1955.  _ 

35  miles  off  coast  of  Ecuador _ _ 

_ do _ _  _ 

Mar.  26,  1955 _ 

25  miles  off  the  coast  of  Ecuador _ 

Western  Pride _ 

_ do.l__ _ _ 

Katie  Lou _ 

Nov.  25, 1955 _ 

3°4'  south  latitude,  80°43'  west  longitude  (18 
miles  from  Santa  Clara  Island,  Gulf  of  Guaya¬ 
quil,  Ecuador). 

2°48'  south  latitude,  80°40'  west  longitude  (about 

Historic . . . 

Jan.  20, 1956 . . 

Santa  Anita...  _ 

18  miles  from  the  coast  of  Ecuador). 

2°48’  south  latitude,  80°40'  west  longitude  (about 
18  miles  from  the  coast  of  Ecuador). 

32  miles,  280°  true  from  Cape  Pasado,  Ecuador.. 

19°45'  south  latitude,  70°37'  west  longitude 
(20  to  25  miles  off  the  coast  of  Chile). 

Commodore . 

Jan.  29,  1956 . 

Normandie _ 

Dec.  13,  1957 . 

Shamrock _ 

Feb.  7,  1961 . . 

Off  coast  of  Ecuador  beyond  3  miles . . 

Do . 

Mar.  21, 1961. 

11.9  miles  off  island  In  Gulf  of  Panama _ 

Normandie . 

May  1961 _ 

11  miles  off  Manta,  Ecuador _  . 

Do _ ^ _ 

Nov.  29, 1961 _ 

15  miles  west  of  Cape  Pasado. . . . . 

Nautilus . . 

Dec.  15,  1961 

Salinas,  Ecuador _ _ _ 

Equator _ _ 

Jan.  27, 1962  _ 

Sank  approximately  40  miles  off  Gorgona 
Island,  Colombia. 

San  Joaquin. . 

Feb.  12, 1962 

Seized  about  8  or  9  miles  off  the  coast  of  Colom- 

bia. 

Jo  Linda . 

Feb.  23, 1962 

4°10'  north  latitude,  78°10'  west  longitude  (25 
miles  off  the  Colombian  coast). 

Saratoga . 

4°10/  north  latitude,  78o10'  west  longitude _ 

V 

Remarks 


Seized  by  Ecuadoran  frigate  Quayas.  Vessel  was  entering  port  because  of 
repairs.  Vessel  was  fined  $5,500. 

Seized  by  Ecuadorans,  vessel  was  of  Panamanian  registry,  no  information 
available. 

Vessel  seized  while  en  route  to  fishing  banks  in  high  seas  off  Peru.  Vessel 
fined  $8,000,  released  after  fine  paid  under  protest. 

Vessel  released  Aug.  18,  1952,  upon  deposit  of  cash  bond  of  $11,600. 

Vessel  in  possession  of  Ecuadoran  fishing  license  issued  in  Panama.  Vessel 
paid  $1,000.  Released  after  being  in  custody  3  weeks. 

I  Vessels  seized  and  taken  into  port  of  Buenaventura.  Reference:  El  Tiempo, 

|  newspaper  in  Bogota,  Colombia,  dated  July  25,  1952. 

Seizure  of  vessel,  no  other  facts  available. 

Ecuadoran  merchant  vessel  Rio  Guayas  attempted  to  stop  and  board  vessel, 
but  Martin  B.  did  not  stop  or  permit  boarding. 

Fine  imposed  and  paid  $3,000  for  vessel  and  bail  for  crew  in  the  amount  of  $2,000. 

Vessel  boarded  by  naval  officers.  Vessel  had  purchased  Ecuadoran  fishing 
license.  Vessel  charged  with  failure  to  clear  vessel  and  vessel  assessed  penalty 
$8,848.50. 

Assessed  penalty  $9,040.50.  Same  as  above. 

$9,040.50.  Same  as  above. 

Vessel  boarded  and  documents  inspected  by  naval  officers  of  Ecuadoran  patrol 
vessel  Bae  Manabi.  Fined  $10,240.50. 

Abandonment  of  Ecuadoran  waters  without  presenting  for  inspection  of  the 
captain  of  the  port,  the  fishing  license  as  well  as  other  pertinent  documents. 
$9,088.50. 

Seized  by  Ecuadoran  patrol  vessel  El  Oro;  fine  imposed  (amount  unknown). 
Vessel  in  distress  at  time  of  seizure. 

No  further  information. 

Seized  by  patrol  vessel  Bae  Manabi.  Fine  imposed,  $12,000. 

Charged  that  in  July  this  vessel  was  sighted  12  miles  off  Manta,  Ecuador,  during 
July.  Vessel  released  after  boarding  by  naval  officers. 

Peruvian  cutter  D-3  Rodriguez  advised  master  to  “come  aboard  immediately 
or  we  will  sink  you.”  Master  refused,  vessel  continued  to  operate  3  miles  off 
the  coast. 

Boarded  by  Peruvian  naval  vessel,  and  request  for  fishing  license.  Released 
and  told  to  get  license  from  Peruvian  consul  in  Los  Angeles. 

Boarded  by  Peruvian  naval  vessel  D-2  Aguirre.  Advised  to  proceed  200  miles 
off  coast. 

Same  as  above. 

Seized  and  fined  $2,000.  Taken  into  port  of  Talara. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Tony  B.  had  engine  trouble. 

Sick  crewmember  aboard  the  Western  Clipper. 

Vessel  stopped,  shot  at.  Chief  Engineer  William  Peck  severely  wounded. 
Vessel  impounded.  $43,481.20  fine  imposed. 

Vessel  seized.  $5,881.10  fine  imposed. 

Vessel  boarded  and  inspected  then  released. 

Do. 

Seized  and  taken  into  port  of  Guayaquil.  Released  Nov.  28,  1955.  Other- 
vessels  were  boarded,  but  their  names  are  unknown.  Ambassador  of  Peru 
notified  by  letter  from  ATA  dated  Nov.  23, 1954. 

Vessel  stopped  by  Ecuadoran  naval  vessel  Atahualpa  ordered  to  proceed  to 
nearest  port.  Ship’s  documents  takeh  and  then  vessel  released. 

Vessel  stopped  by  Ecuadoran  naval  vessel  Athualpa,  ship’s  documents  taken 
and  then  vessel  released. 

Vessel  stopped  by  Ecuador  patrol  vessel,  President  Valasco,  detained  1  hour, 
boarded  by  armed  personnel.  Released  after  search  indicated  no  bait.  ATA 
sent  letter  dated  Feb.  8,  1956,  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  outlining  the  above 
events. 

Chilean  airplane  shot  across  the  bow  of  vessel,  ordered  vessel  to  go  into  port  of 
Iqueque.  Other  vessels  in  vicinity,  Chicken  of  the  Sea,  Starcrest,  Southern 
Pacific,  and  Excalibur.  Total  fine  imposed,  $6,000. 

Ecuadoran  gunboat  stops  vessel,  master  of  Shamrock  leaves  his  vessel  and 
shows  documents  to  patrol  boat. 

Vessel  seized,  crew  and  master  imprisoned  by  Panama.  Paid  $2,500  fine  plus 
costs.  At  time  of  seizure  vessel  having  mechanical  problems  and  under  repair. 

Vessel  stopped,  fishing  activities  interrupted,  and  master  left  and  boarded 
Ecuadoran  patrol  vessel.  License  and  other  ship’s  documents  inspected. 
Vessel  permitted  to  continue  fishing.  4  other  vessels  in  vicinity. 

Vessel  stopped  by  Ecuadoran  patrol  boat  while  it  was  working  on  school  of 
fish.  Papers  inspected  and  then  vessel  released. 

Master  required  to  pay  port  captain  in  Salinas,  Ecuador,  $300  to  avoid  trouble 
with  authorities  and  fish  off  the  coast.  This  vessel  has  paid  $200  for  annual 
registration  fee  and  $4,884  for  fishing  license  for  trip  commencing  on  Nov.  22, 
1961. 

Crew  used  vessel’s  powerboat  to  escape  to  Gorgona  Island.  Crew  denied 
opportunity  to  purchase  fuel,  and  required  to  leave  the  small  vessel  at  the 
island.  After  clearance  from  U.S.  Embassy  in  Bogota  and  Colombian 
authorities,  MV  Cabrillo  went  to  Gorgona  Island  to  pick  up  powerboat.  At 
island,  master  of  Cabrillo  was  told  that  powerboat  would  not  be  released. 
Commandant  on  island  told  him  that  unless  the  Cabrillo  leaves,  the  vessel 
would  be  seized  and  fined.  Powerboat  was  eventually  removed  from  island 
after  U.S.  Embassy  took  further  action. 

Colombian  patrol  vessel  Arc  Gorgona  seized  the  vessel,  placed  armed  guards 
aboard.  Vessel  fined  $2,318.20;  vessel  released. 

Colombian  gunboat  No.  71  came  on  the  vessel  during  early  morning  hours, 
fired  12  rounds.  Jo  Linda  escaped  into  the  darkness  after  a  30-minute  chase. 

Same  Colombian  gunboat  that  shot  at  Jo  Linda  chased  Saratoga,  darkness 
prevented  capture. 
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Seizures,  detentions,  and  other  harassments  of  tuna  vessels — Continued 


THE  FOLLOWING  INFORMATION  IS  BASED  UPON  OFFICIAL  BUSINESS  RECORDS  OF  THE  AMERICAN  TUNABOAT  ASSOCIATION,  UPON 
AFFIDAVITS  OF  MASTERS  OF  TUNA  CLIPPERS,  AND  UPON  VERBAL  REPORTS  RECEIVED  BY  THE  ASSOCIATION  FROM  OTHER  MASTER8 
AND  MANAGING  OWNERS  OF  TUNA  CLIPPERS— Continued 


Name  of  motor  vessel 

Date 

Location 

Mar.  28,  1962 _ 

Off  coast  of  Ecuador  beyond  3  miles _ 

Apr.  3,  1962 _ 

00°08’  south  latitude,  80°59'  west  longitude  (28 
miles  west  of  Cape  Pasado,  Ecuador.) 

1°05'  north  latitude,  80°21'  west  longitude  (20 
miles  northwest  of  Punta  Galera,  Ecuador). 

2°10'  south  latitude,  81°08'  west  longitude  (8 
miles  west  of  Cape  San  Elena,  Ecuador). 

About  15  miles  off  coast  of  El  Salvador _ 

Apr.  16,  1962 _ 

Apr.  17,  1962 . 

Apr.  28,  1962 _ 

Jjune  1962 _ 

Peruvian  coast _ _ 

Scapreme . . .. 

Aug.  3,  1962 _ 

Beyond  3  miles  off  coast  of  Ecuador  between 
Manta  and  Isla  La  Plata. 

5  miles  off  Isla  La  Plata,  Ecuador . . 

Auec.  6,  1962 _ 

Aug.  24, 1962 _ 

Galapagos  Island,  Ecuador _ _ 

Sept.  10, 1962 _ 

_ do _  _ _ _ 

Chicken  of  the  Sea _ 

Oct.  28, 1962 _ 

12  miles  off  Peru _  ...  _ 

_ _do _ _ 

.  ..do.  _ _ _ 

Nov.  5, 1962 _ 

Peru . _ . . . . 

Nov.  14,  1962 _ 

_ do.  _.  _  _ _ 

.do _ _ 

Elsinore _ 

Nov.  18, 1962 _ 

Galapagos,  Ecuador..  _  _  _ _ _ 

.do _ 

_ do _ _ 

Cabrillo _ 

November  1962.... 

15  miles  off  Ecuador _ _ 

_ do..  _ _ _ _ 

..  .do _ _ _ 

do .  ...  . . 

May  25, 1963 _ 

5.5  miles  off  Ecuador _  .... _ 

_ do _ 

_ do _ _  _.  ._  __  _ 

June  12, 1963... 

Ecuador.  _ _ _  _ 

June  19  i  1963 _ 

do.  _ _  _  . . 

Juno  28,  1962 _ 

Isla  de  la  Plata,  Ecuador _  .  _ 

Remarks 


Vessel  seized,  held  in  port  ot  Salinas  for  3  days.  No  fine  imposed. 

Stopped  by  Ecuadoran  patrol  vessel.  Master  of  Normandie  loft  vessel,  and 
showed  logbook  and  other  documents. 

Ecuadoran  patrol  vessel  President  Velasco  stopped  vessel  and  requested  master 
to  leave  vessel.  Vessel  boarded  by  armed  personnel,  who  checked  papers 
and  then  released  the  vessel  for  fishing. 

Vessel  was  setting  net;  armed  men  from  Ecuadoran  patrol  vessel  boarded  and 
inspected  the  ship's  log.  Master  of  the  vessel  ordered  into  port  of  Salinas. 
Master  paid  captain  of  port  $60  and  left  to  continue  fishing. 

Vessel  shot  at,  boarded,  and  seized  while  it  was  en  route  to  San  Diego  with  load 
of  fish  caught  80  miles  off  Costa  Rica.  No  fine. 

Vessel  chased  off  fishing  banks  25  miles  off  Peruvian  coast  by  Peruvian  patrol 
vessels. 

Vessel  seized  and  taken  into  port  and  held  for  about  5  weeks.  No  fine  imposed. 

Vessel  boarded  by  armed  soldiers  and  commandant  of  the  island.  Threatened 
to  seize  the  vessel.  Master  gave  whisky  and  tuna,  then  vessel  permitted  to 
continue  fishing. 

Vessel  taken  under  custody  on  ground  ship’s  papers  irregular.  Vessel  released 
for  fishing  after  a  few  days  delay.  No  fine  imposed. 

Vessel  held  under  custody  on  ground  that  it  abandoned  islands  without  proper 
clearance,  and  that  it  unloaded  fish  in  Panama.  Released  Sept.  13,  1962. 
No  fine  on  vessel  but  master  fined. 

Fined  $5,000  for  fishing  without  license. 

Fined  $10,000  for  fishing  without  license. 

Seized  and  fined  $4 ,000  for  alleged  fishing  without  license  in  Peruvian  waters 
some  6  months  earlier. 

Forced  into  port  but  released  within  24  hours  without  any  fines. 

Do. 

Taken  into  custody  but  released  without  fines. 

Taken  into  custody  and  fined  $150. 

Harassment  by  patrol  boat  but  evaded  seizure  under  cover  of  darkness. 

Do. 

Do. 

Fined  $11,184  and  charged  lioense  fee  of  $3,002. 

Fined  $9,504  and  charged  license  fee  of  $2,582.  The  White  Star  and  Ranger  were 
joined  by  19  other  vessels  as  a  protest.  The  19  vessels  were  not  charged  or 
held. 

Held  temporarily  pending  issuance  of  a  matricula.- 

Boarded  but  released. 

Do. 


Mr.  Kuchel.  Mr.  President,  I  now  read 
some  excerpts  from  the  certified  reports  of 
the  masters  of  some  of  the  many  vessels 
which  have  been  harassed,  seized,  or  de¬ 
tained.  Their  accounts  in  the  20th  century 
are  simply  unbelievable.  This  Nation  under¬ 
went  similar  treatment  by  the  Barbary 
pirates,  but  one  would  not  think  that  the 
supposedly  free,  friendly  countries  of  this 
hemisphere  would  undertake  similar  acts. 

Listen  to  Joe  Lewis,  master  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  fishing  vessel  DV  American  Boy,  who  de¬ 
scribed  the  harassment  of  20  or  so  American 
vessels  by  Peruvian  patrol  boat  No.  69,  which, 
ironically  enough,  is  a  former  vessel  of  the 
U.S.  Navy.  Lewis  describes  how,  during  a 
fishing  trip  that  started  on  October  15,  1962, 
and  ended  on  January  16,  1963,  he  went  into 
the  Peruvian  port  of  Talara  to  purchase  a 
Peruvian  fishing  license.  He  knew  that  he 
would  be  fishing  10  to  30  miles  off  Peru,  but 
he  “knew  of  the  chasings,  boardings,  and 
seizures  of  tuna  vessels,  and  that  forced  me 
to  buy  a  license  because  of  the  thought  of 
my  vessel  being  seized  and  taken  into  a 
Peruvian  port  and  being  delayed.”  Lewis 
states ; 

“Every  day  for  a  week  a  Peruvian  patrol 
boat,  cruiser  type,  No.  69  (ex-U.S.  Navy  ves¬ 
sel)  would  chase  us,  blinking  his  lights  for 
us  to  stop.  I  would  have  to  slow  the  vessel 
down,  turn  my  boat  around  so  the  patrol 
boat  could  get  a  look  at  the  name  of  the 
boat,  and  then  the  patrol  boat  would  proceed 
on  its  way,  and  we  would  then  continue  our 
fishing.  Sometimes  this  patrol  boat  would 
chase  some  boats  two  or  three  times  a  day, 
some  days  he  would  bother  the  vessels  in 
the  vicinity  just  once  a  day.  I  have  been 
fishing  for  23  years,  and  this  is  the  first  time 
a  patrol  boat  chased  me.  I  was  never  closer 
than  7  mUes  from  the  beach.” 

Listen  to  the  sworn  statement  of  George 
Zeluff,  master  of  the  American  fishing  vessel 
DV  Elsinore  describing  events  off  the  Gala¬ 
pagos  Islands  on  November  18,  1962.  Zeluff 
had  purchased  an  Ecuadoran  fishing  license 


for  approximately  $2,400  in  Panama  on  his 
way  to  the  area.  This  permitted  him  to  fish 
in  Ecuadoran  waters  within  the  3 -mile 
limit.  Off  the  Galapagos  Islands,  an  Ecua¬ 
dorian  patrol  boat  stopped  his  vessel  and 
asked  him  to  bring  his  papers  over  for  in¬ 
spection.  Zeluff  did  this.  The  Ecuadoran 
captain  looked  at  his  papers  and  then  stated 
that  he  wanted  the  Elsinore  to  proceed  im¬ 
mediately  to  Wreck  Bay,  San  Cristobal 
Island.  The  captain  kept  the  papers.  How¬ 
ever,  before  leaving  the  cabin,  Zeluff  noticed 
that  his  name  was  on  a  folder  which  the 
captain  had  before  him.  Zeluff  presumed 
this  was  a  list  of  the  names  of  vessels  and 
names  of  skippers  that  purchased  licenses 
from  the  Ecuadoran  Government.  “He  knew 
we  had  a  license  but  wanted  to  go  through 
the  formality  of  clearance,”  wrote  Zeluff. 

At  Wreck  Bay,  the  commandant  awaited 
them.  “Unfortunately,”  he  said,  “they  would 
have  to  wait  untU  the  patrol  boat  got  into 
port  since  the  captain  had  their  papers.” 
Again,  the  Ecuadoran  vessel  was  a  former 
U.S.  vessel.  The  next  morning  the  com¬ 
mandant  told  Zeluff  that  he  would  have  to 
fine  him  $50  since  he  did  not  go  directly  into 
port  for  clearance.  All  this,  despite  the  fact 
that  the  patrol  boat  had  not  yet  arrived. 
Zeluff  then  charted  graphically  the  direct 
course  for  the  captain.  The  result  was  that 
no  fine  was  paid  and  the  papers  were  re¬ 
stored  to  him.  Another  example  of  delay  in 
the  ability  of  American  citizens  to  earn  their 
legitimate  livelihood  on  the  high  seas.  Con¬ 
cludes  Zeluff: 

“When  I  buy  a  license  to  fish  off  the  Ecua¬ 
doran  coast,  I  buy  it  because  I  am  afraid  of 
seizures  outside  of  3  miles.  Fishing  condi¬ 
tions  off  the  Ecuadoran  coast  don’t  require 
us  to  fish  within  3  miles.” 

Some  would  call  this  blackmail,  Mr. 
President. 

Listen  to  Tom  Santos,  the  managing  owner 
of  the  American  fishing  vessel  DV  Ronnie  S. 
He  states  in  his  report  describing  harass¬ 
ment  off  of  Ecuador: 


“I  also  know  that  on  the  basis  of  what  has 
happened  to  me  in  the  past,  nothing  would 
be  done  by  our  Government  to  prevent  the 
actual  seizure;  and  I  did  not  know  what 
would  be  our  Government’s  reaction  after 
the  seizure.  And  how  long  it  would  take  our 
Government  to  get  us  released.  I  have  to  be 
constantly  concerned  about  the  high  cost 
of  operating  my  vessel,  and  you  don’t  catch 
tuna  in  port,  especially  if  you  are  under 
custody  of  a  foreign  government.” 

What  a  sad  day  for  an  American  citizen 
when  he  feels  his  Government  will  not  back 
him  up. 

I  mentioned  earlier  that  the  only  claims 
which  have  been  filed  under  Public  Law  680 
were  against  Ecuador  for  incidents  which  oc¬ 
curred  almost  8  years  ago.  Yet  the  incidents 
continue.  So  do  the  payments  from  the 
U.S.  Treasury  to  reimburse  the  American 
fishermen.  Through  fiscal  year  1963,  our 
Government  had  paid  out  a  total  of  $131,- 
646.80  to  American  fishermen  who  had  filed 
the  appropriate  claims.  There  are  many 
other  claims  yet  to  be  filed. 

William  T.  Kuuse,  master  of  the  American 
fishing  vessel  Cabrillo,  reports  that  on  Au¬ 
gust  6,  1962,  he  was  boarded  by  Ecuadorans. 
The  captain  of  the  port  of  La  Plata  was  in 
charge  of  the  boarding  party.  The  Ecuado¬ 
rans  were  in  a  regular  fishing  vessel,  yet 
uniformed  men  were  on  board.  Kuuse  pro¬ 
duced  a  radiogram  indicating  the  existence 
of  a  valid  Ecuadoran  fishing  license.  The 
captain  of  the  port  claimed  it  was  a  restricted 
area  and  that  he  wanted  to  take  the  Cabrillo 
into  Manta. 

Now  listen  to  this: 

“He  then  acted  and  talked  as  though  he 
was  interested  in  a  handout.  He  asked  me 
about  the  payment  of  money  to  him.  We 
told  him  that  the  vessel  had  no  money,  but 
we  did  offer  him  cigarettes  and  whisky.  He 
accepted  this  offer  *  *  *.  We  gave  him  nine 
cartons  of  cigarettes,  and  seven  bottles  of 
whisky.  We  also  gave  liim  4  or  5  tons  of 
tuna  we  had  in  the  nets.  There  was  no  real 
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inspection  of  the  vessel  by  the  captain  of 
the  port  or  the  other  Ecuadorans.” 

The  harassment  was  over  as  a,  result  of 
tuna,  cigarettes,  and  whisky. 

I  have  on  file  similar  statements  by  the 
dozens. 

The  question  now  is  what  should  be  done 
about  this  and  similar  petty  and  major  out¬ 
rages? 

On  October  24,  1963,  Under  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  James  K.  Carr  replied  on  behalf 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  a  letter 
I  had  earlier  written  on  this  matter.  He 
noted  that  his  Department  “is  deeply  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  problem  and  the  need  for 
effective  remedial  action.”  The  Under  Sec¬ 
retary  writes  that  Interior  has  worked  closely 
with  the  State  Department  “over  the  years 
seeking  solutions  through  customary  diplo¬ 
matic  channels.”  He  points  out,  however: 

“These  efforts  to  work  out  solutions 
through  diplomatic  channels,  although  in 
some  cases  useful,  in  general  have  not  proved 
overly  fruitful.  The  same  may  be  said  of 
attempts  to  find  solutions  in  large  multi¬ 
lateral  international  conferences,  and  it  be¬ 
comes  increasingly  clear  that  the  United 
States  must  take  perhaps  more  drastic  action 
to  protect  its  fishermen  than  it  has  taken 
before.” 

Mr.  Carr  states  that  the  amendment  which 
I  have  introduced  on  behalf  of  myself  and 
my  colleague  from  California  [Mr.  Engle] 
“is  one  such  course  of  action.”  The  Under 
Secretary  adds,  on  behalf  of  the  Department : 

“It  seems  to  us  also  that  there  is  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  propriety  of  giving  aid  to  govern¬ 
ments  which  engage  in  such  harassment.” 

He  is  absolutely  correct.  Now  is  the  time 
for  the  elected  and  executive  representatives 
of  the  American  people  to  stand  up  and  be 
counted  on  this  question  of  the  protection  of 
American  citizens’  rights  on  the  high  seas. 
The  freedom  of  the  seas  must  be  preserved. 
The  Senate  of  the  United  States  now  has  a 
historic  opportunity  to  keep  faith  with  a 
proud  tradition  and  to  reassert  this  doctrine 
so  that  all  the  world  will  know  that  freemen 
everywhere  shall  be  able  to  continue  to  earn 
their  livelihood  by  fishing  beyond  the  recog¬ 
nized  international  territorial  limits  of  any 
nation. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  leter  to  me  from  Under  Secretary 
Carr,  dated  October  24,  1963,  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  October  24,  1963. 
Hon.  Thomas  H.  Ktjchel, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Kdchel:  Reference  is  made 
to  your  letter  of  October  17,  1963,  regarding 
the  harassment  of  U.S.  fishing  vessels  off 
the  coasts  of  various  South  American  coun¬ 
tries.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  is 
deeply  concerned  with  the  problem  and  the 
need  for  effective  remedial  action. 

We  have  worked  closely  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  over  the  years  seeking 
solutions  through  customary  diplomatic 
channels.  In  this  connection,  you  will 
doubtless  recall  that  representatives  of  the 
Department  have  been  active  in  the  negotia¬ 
tions  with  Ecuador  which  have  been  under¬ 
way  almost  continuously  since  June  of  this 
year. 

These  efforts  to  work  out  solutions  through 
diplomatic  channels,  although  in  some  cases 
useful,  in  general  have  not  proved  overly 
fruitful.  The  same  may  be  said  of  attempts 
to  find  solutions  in  large  multilateral  inter¬ 
national  conferences,  and  it  becomes  increas¬ 
ingly  clear  that  the  United  States  must  take 
perhaps  more  drastic  action  to  protect  its 
fishermen  than  it  has  taken  before. 


The  amendment  to  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961  which  you  and  Senator  Engle 
have  proposed  is  one  such  course  of  action. 
The  bill  Introduced  in  the  Senate  by  Senator 
Engle  (S.  1651)  is  another,  as  are  those 
introduced  in  the  House  by  Congressmen 
Van  Deerlin  and  Pelly  (H.R.  6656  and  7815) . 
Our  reports  on  these  bills  are  in  course  of 
preparation.  They  illustrate  approaches 
that  merit  serious  consideration  unless  ef¬ 
forts  through  customary  channels  show 
striking  progress.  A  most  effective  sanction, 
if  other  considerations  warrant  it,  would  be 
to  deny  to  a  country  which  harasses  U.S. 
fishing  vessels  the  privilege  of  marketing  its 
fishery  products  in  the  United  States.  It 
seems  to  us  also  that  there  is  a  question  of 
the  propriety  of  giving  aid  to  governments 
which  engage  in  such  harassment. 

We  appreciate  the  interest  of  Members  of 
the  Congress  in  this  matter  and  their  initia¬ 
tive  in  taking  action  which  points  the  way 
to  effective  remedies.  We  are  compiling  a 
list  of  the  violations  of  the  rights  of  U.S. 
fishing  vessels  on  the  high  seas  off  South 
America  in  recent  years  and  will  forward 
this  to  you  in  the  next  few  days. 

Sincerely  yours, 

James  K.  Carr, 

Under  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Mr.  Kuchel.  The  letter  in  part  reads  as 
follows : 

“We,”  meaning  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  “have  worked  closely  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  over  the  years  seeking  solutions 
through  customary  diplomatic  channels.  In 
this  connection,  you  will  doubtless  recall  that 
representatives  of  the  Department  have  been 
active  in  the  negotiations  with  Ecuador 
which  have  been  underway  almost  continu¬ 
ously  since  June  of  this  year. 

“These  efforts  to  work  out  solutions 
through  diplomatic  channels,  although  in 
some  cases  useful,  in  general  have  not  proved 
overly  fruitful.” 

I  repeat  that  statement.  The  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  affirmatively  state  that  our 
effort  to  work  out  the  problems  of  illegal 
seizure  of  American  tuna  boats  on  the  high 
seas  has  not  worked  out  very  well  through 
the  use  of  diplomatic  channels. 

The  letter  continues  as  follows : 

“The  same  may  be  said  of  attempts  to  find 
solutions  in  large  multilateral  international 
conferences,  and  it  becomes  increasingly 
clear  that  the  United  States  must  take  per¬ 
haps  more  drastic  action  to  protect  its  fisher¬ 
men  than  it  has  taken  before.” 

I  agree.  I  salute  the  Department. 

I  repeat: 

“It  becomes  increasingly  clear  that  the 
United  States  must  take  perhaps  more  dras¬ 
tic  action  to  protect  its  fishermen  than  it 
has  taken  before.” 

Hallelujah,  Mr.  President.  That  is  the 
basis  on  which  two  Californians  offer  the 
Senate  an  opportunity  to  deny  any  Alliance 
for  Progress  assistance  if,  in  the  language  of 
our  amendment: 

“Such  country  as  (1)  has  extended,  or 
hereafter  extends,  its  jurisdiction  for  fishing 
purposes  over  any  area  of  the  high  seas  be¬ 
yond  three  miles  from  the  coastline  of  such 
country,  and  (2)  hereafter  imposes  any  pen¬ 
alty  or  sanction  against  any  United  States 
fishing  vessel  on  account  of  its  fishing  activi¬ 
ties  in  such  area.” 

That  means  that  the  amendment  is  pros¬ 
pective  in  character.  It  is  not  retroactive. 

We  then  go  on  to  say  in  our  amendment: 

“The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not 
be  applicable  in  any  case  in  which  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  jurisdiction  is  made  pursuant  to 
international  agreement  to  which  the  United 
States  is  a  party.” 

That  language  is  in  our  amendment,  so 
that  there  is  a  flexibility  written  into  this 
provision  of  our  amendment  clothing  the 
executive  branch  of  our  Government  with 


the  right  to  negotiate  relative  to  interna¬ 
tional  agreements  with  any  country  or  group 
of  countries  with  respect  to  the  question  of 
extending  the  territorial  jurisdiction  seaward 
of  the  traditional  or  historical  3 -mile  limit. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  the  resolution 
by  the  American  Tunaboat  Association,  a  let¬ 
ter  from  the  Seafarers’  International  Union 
of  North  America,  a  letter  from  the  Cannery 
Workers  &  Fishermen’s  Union,  and  sundry 
telegrams  from  interested  citizens  all  favor¬ 
ing  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  If  my  able  friend  will 
permit  me  one  moment,  I  wish  to  yield 
first  to  my  colleague  from  California. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
gratulate  my  esteemed  colleague  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  California  for  bringing 
this  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
and  for  offering  this  amendment.  I  con¬ 
cur  in  it. 

One  of  .the  problems  has  been  that 
there  have  been  elastic  rules.  Some 
countries  claim  jurisdiction  200  miles 
from  their  shoreline;  some  12  miles;  some 
3  miles. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  action  of  my 
colleague  in  bringing  this  matter  to  the 
attention  of  this  august  body  will  bring 
this  problem  within  the  framework  of 
action  which  will  bring  about  a  solution 
of  the  problem  which  has  bothered  many 
other  countries  as  well  as  our  own. 

I  am  glad  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  my  colleague. 
I  am  honored,  as  the  people  of  California 
are,  I  am  sure,  that  he  has  joined  me  in 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Washington,  who,  I  am  glad  to 
note,  is  a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  What  the  Senator 
from  California  has  stated  probably 
points  up  more  vividly  than  anything 
else  the  necessity  of  having  some  kind 
of  international  conference  on  conser¬ 
vation  on  the  high  seas  and  the  rules  of 
the  game.  It  is  interesting,  in  noting 
that  Peru  claims  jurisdiction  200  miles 
out  from  her  shores,  to  remember  that 
the  late  President  Roosevelt  established  a 
military  line  during  World  War  II,  to  the 
effect  that  we  would  attack  any  enemy 
approaching  200  miles  within  the  shores 
of  our  friends  to  the  south. 

The  Peruvians  have  since  used  that 
distance  as  the  line  for  fishing.  It  was 
never  intended  to  be  a  line  for  fishing. 
We  have  had  some  troubles  with  Japan¬ 
ese  fishermen.  It  is  time  to  sit  down  and 
tell  the  other  nations  that  we  are  going 
to  have  some  definite  rules  of  conserva¬ 
tion  for  fishing  on  the  high  seas;  and 
that  if  we  do  not,  there  will  be  no  fishing 
left  on  the  high  seas. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  emi¬ 
nently  correct. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  Peruvians  say, 
“If  you  buy  a  license,  you  can  come  to 
fish.”  That  is  a  bit  of  legalized  pres¬ 
sure,  or  even  legalized  blackmail. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Perhaps  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  does  not  belong  in  this 
particular  bill,  but  sometimes  one’s 
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patience  is  exhausted  and  we  are  forced 
to  do  something  once  in  a  while  to  re¬ 
mind  people,  whether  they  be  in  South 
America,  Japan,  or  operating  in  the  Ber¬ 
ing  Sea,  that  we  should  sit  down  and 
draft  some  rules  so  that  people  can  fish 
on  the  high  seas  and  still  conserve  those 
fisheries. 

There  is  no  other  answer  to  this  prob¬ 
lem.  These  people  run  all  over  us. 
Someone  has  suggested  that  this  problem 
should  be  settled  in  a  diplomatic  way. 
The  trouble  is  that  it  has  not  been  set¬ 
tled  in  a  diplomatic  way.  The  Senator 
from  California  has  no  other  choice,  I 
have  no  other  choice,  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  has  no  other  choice,  but  to  suggest 
this  amendment  to  the  bill.  It  is  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  representatives  of  the 
countries  involved  should  sit  down  and 
reach  a  solution  of  these  problems  in  a 
diplomatic  way,  but  they  do  not  want  to 
do  it.  They  run  all  over  us,  and  use  us 
for  everything.  I  am  like  the  Senator 
from  California — I  air^  becoming  a  little 
tired  of  people  running  over  us. 

That  is  why  I  join  the  Senator  in  sup¬ 
porting  his  amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  wish  to  thank  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Washington. 
There  is  no  U.S.  Senator  who  is  more  in¬ 
timately  acquainted  with  these  problems 
than  the  Senator  from  Washington. 
This  problem  is  not  going  to  be  solved 
by  acceding  to  another  country  attempt¬ 
ing  to  claim  jurisdiction  200  miles  sea¬ 
ward. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  This  is  not  an  iso¬ 
lated,  new  case.  This  has  been  going  on 
for  a  long,  long  time. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  It  goes  on  and  on 
and  on.  I  have  listened  to  the  argument 
in  Peru  that  President  Franklin  D. 
Roosevelt  during  World  War  II  estab¬ 
lished  the  200-mile  line  where  we  stated 
that  it  was  not  neutral  territory.  That, 
there,  was  good  reason  for  it,  but  they 
have  taken  the  line  for  fishing. 

I  believe  that  Ecuador  is  doing  the  same 
thing.  Chile,  also,  in  some  respects;  and 
I  believe  it  is  time - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  It  is  time  that  we 
told  these  people  that  they  had  better  sit 
down  with  us  in  an  international  con¬ 
ference  and  work  out  some  decent,  hon¬ 
est,  sensible  rules  of  the  game  for  fishing 
on  the  high  seas  and  to  practice  conser¬ 
vation,  because  if  we  do  not  do  so,  if  this 
sort  of  thing  continues  as  in  the  Bering 
Sea  in  Alaska,  and  south  of  the  Aleutian 
chain,  in  25  years’  time  there  will  be  no 
fish  for  anyone  to  catch. 

Therefore,  I  join  wholeheartedly  with 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  in  supporting  his  amendment. 

The  South  American  countries  talk 
about  their  people  having  to  make  a  liv¬ 
ing.  Of  course,  we  wish  the  Peruvian 
people  to  make  a  living  by  fishing  if  they 
wish  to  do  so,  but  in  San  Pedro,  Calif., 
there  are  literally  hundreds  of  people 
who  have  to  rely  upon  decent,  honest 
fishing  for  tuna  on  the  high  seas.  They 
also  practice  conservation.  These  other 
nations  do  not.  But,  if  they  purchase  a 
license,  they  can  get  in  on  the  act. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  my  friend  the 
Senator  from  Washington. 


Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy  of  New  York  in  the  chair) .  Does 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
my  friend  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  NELSON.  I  understand  that  a 
fishing  boat  from  any  country  can  go 
down  to  Peru  and  purchase  a  license  and 
fish  within  the  200 -mile  area;  is  that  not 
correct? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Were  all  the  American 
ships  involved  in  the  incidents  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  recited  fishing  admittedly  with¬ 
in  the  200-mile  limit? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  NELSON.  In  the  case  of  the  ship 
which  brought  the  team  in  which  came 
in  with  the  sick  engineer,  were  they 
charged  with,  and  did  they  admit  having 
fished  within  the  200-mile  limit? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  There  is  no  question 
about  that.  The  answer  is  “Yes.” 

Mr.  NELSON.  What  do  we  recognize 
for  the  purposes - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Three  miles,  plus  12 
miles  historically  in  the  gulf. 

Mr.  NELSON.  In  other  words,  any 
other  country  could  fish  within  the - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  Four  miles  out  constitutes  inter¬ 
national  waters,  and  freedom  of  the  seas. 

Mr.  NELSON.  What  is  generally  ac¬ 
cepted  as  being  international  law? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  would  bow  to  the 
superior  wisdom  of  the  Senator  from 
Washington  on  this  question — but  the 
general  acceptance  is  a  tendency  toward 
12  miles  rather  than  to  3  miles.  But, 
3  miles  is  historic.  To  contend  that  one 
can  assert  jurisdiction  seaward  200  miles 
is  fantastic. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Are  there  any  other 
countries  in  the  world  which  assert  juris¬ 
diction  200  miles  seaward? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  There  are. 

Mr.  NELSON.  What  countries  would 
they  be? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mainly  in  this  hemi¬ 
sphere.  Chile,  Ecuador,  and  Peru  are 

pvq  TYlfll  PQ 

Mr.  NELSON.  That  is  200  miles? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct, 
but  the  major  countries  of  the  world  have 
not  tried  to  do  this.  The  Senator  from 
Washington  put  his  finger  on  the  basis 
on  which  our  neighbors  to  the  south 
have  attempted  to  justify  this  jurisdic¬ 
tion,  but  the  United  States  is  not  going 
to  attempt  to  assert  its  jurisdiction  200 
miles  seaward.  Neither  are  any  of  the 
other  major  maritime  nations  of  the 
world.  But  the  trend  is  dangerous.  If 
this  country  were  placed  in  the  position 
of  acquiescing  to  a  fantastic  claim  of  200 
miles  seaward  jurisdiction  on  the  part  of 
one  country  in  this  hemisphere,  we  would 
be  doing  more  than  ruining  sound  con¬ 
servation,  we  would  be  doing  more  than 
damaging  or  failing  to  protect  our  fel¬ 
low  Americans.  We  would  be  damaging 
our  own  security  interests. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  We  would  be  clos¬ 
ing  about  17  places  in  the  world  as  to 
jurisdiction  on  navigation,  but  fishing 
would  be  a  different  thing,  when  we  are 
trying  only  to  suggest  that  we  have  fish¬ 
ing  rules  on  the  basis  of  a  historic  limit 
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which  has  been  in  existence  over  the 
years. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  For  centuries. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  In  New  England 
and  other  places,  but  we  never  objected. 
We  must  sit  down  with  those  people  and 
talk  to  them  and  attempt  to  reach  an 
agreement. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Can  the  Senator  tell  me 
whether  the  Japanese  have  ever  made 
this  assertion? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Japanese  Govern¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  NELSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No — not  over  12  miles, 
in  any  event;  as  of  1963,  the  Japanese 
claimed  1  league. 

Mr.  NELSON.  To  refresh  my  memory, 
I  remember  listening  to  debate  on  this 
same  question  2  years  ago;  and  it  was  my 
understanding  that  the  argument  was 
made  that  this  was  not  an  appropriate 
amendment  to  include  in  a  foreign  aid 
bill;  is  my  memory  not  correct? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Two  years  ago. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Two  years  ago.  I  re¬ 
call  that  the  argument  made  then  was 
that  this  amendment  was  not  an  appro¬ 
priate  amendment  to  attach  to  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  bill.  In  any  event,  countries 
often  negotiate  settlement  of  this  matter; 
was  that  not  the  argument  made  at  that 
time? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  argument  was 
used  by  those  who  opposed  my  amend¬ 
ment.  They  did  not  prevail.  They  lost 
in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  NELSON.  The  amendment  was 
adopted  and  was  taken  to  conference 
and  was  later  removed  in  conference. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  regret  that  that  was 
the  fact. 

Mr.  NELSON.  Is  the  Senator  aware  of 
our  Government  being  connected  with 
any  negotiations  on  this  specific  prob¬ 
lem  in  the  past  2-year  period? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  the  past  2  years? 

Mr.  NELSON.  Since  the  amendment 
was  adopted  2  years  ago. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Two  years  ago,  it  is 
quite  fair  to  say,  the  State  Department 
attempted  to  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  a  number  of  our  so-called  South 
American  neighbors.  My  recollection  is 
that  their  attempts  were  unavailing. 
However,  once  again,  this  rash  of  arrests 
at  gunpoint  96  miles  seaward  off  the 
coastline  of  Peru  have  taken  place.  Let 
me  say  to  the  Seneator  that  if  the  Senate 
adopts  my  amendment  today — the  same 
amendment  which  was  adopted  2  years 
ago — in  my  judgment,  it  will  strengthen 
the  hand  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  in  any  potential  negotia¬ 
tions  in  the  future,  because  the  U.S.  Sen¬ 
ate  will  have  ruled  on  the  problem. 

Mr.  NELSON.  One  more  question.  I 
understood  the  Senator  to  say  that  any 
country  could  go  to  Peru  and  purchase 
a  license.  Why  is  the  license  fee  differ¬ 
ent  in  the  cases  the  Senator  cited? 
Someone  paid  $9,000  and  someone  else 
paid  $2,700. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  suppose  the  tonnage 
of  the  craft  involved  was  one  of  the 
criteria  used.  I  do  not  know.  But  this 
rash  of  arrests  and  violent  discrimination 
of  the  historic  doctrine  of  freedom  of  the 
seas  broke  out  a  week  ago  yesterday. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


13021 


June  lb,  1965 


Mr.  NELSON.  How  much  foreign  aid 
did  we  give  Peru  last  year? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  believe  it  was  $5  mil¬ 
lion  plus. 

Mr.  NELSON.  How  much  did  the  Ex¬ 
port-Import  Bank  give?  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  have  any  figures  on  that? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  not  have  any  fig¬ 
ures  on  that  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  believe  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  discover  that  the  destroyers  who 
did  the  shooting  were  built  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  They  were  given  to 
Peru  as  a  part  of  foreign  military  aid, 
I  believe. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  have  not  checked 
this — I  wish  to  be  sure — but  I  am  rather 
sure  that  the  destroyers  the  Peruvians 
used  were  ones  which  we  built. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  believe  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  my  distinguished  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Alaska,  who,  I  am  glad  to  state,  is  a 
coauthor  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  California.  I 
think  the  phrase,  “This  is  where  we  came 
in,”  is  very  appropriate. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  in  the  col¬ 
loquies  during  the  past  few  minutes, 
there  were,  2  years  ago,  similar  flagrant 
violations  and  acts  of  ruthlessness  on 
the  high  seas  by  several  of  the  govern¬ 
ments  on  the  west  coast  of  South  Amer¬ 
ica.  At  that  time  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  offered  a  similar  amendment.  It 
was  opposed  on  the  floor  on  the  ground 
that  we  should  not  handle  this  problem 
in  this  way,  that  it  should  be  handled  by 
diplomatic  approach,  that  the  State  De¬ 
partment  should  move  in  and  negotiate 
a  settlement.  It  was  said  in  other  words, 
that  that  was  the  way  to  do  it. 

What  happened?  When  we  went  to 
conference,  the  opposing  arguments  of 
the  State  Department  prevailed.  They 
said  they  would  handle  the  problem. 

Two  years  have  passed  since  then.  The 
same  offenses  are  being  repeated.  I  am 
not  hopeful,  but  I  would  hope  that  this 
amendment,  if  enacted,  would  not  suffer 
the  same  demise  in  conference  that  the 
previous  similar  amendment  suffered. 
History  would  not  be  repeating  itself  so 
often  if  we  were  firmer  in  these  matters. 
The  Senator’s  amendment  is  the  way  to 
stop  these  abuses.  If  we  say  we  will 
leave  it  to  diplomacy,  but  the  other  peo¬ 
ple  do  not  heed  our  urgent  pleas,  then 
we  do  better  by  adopting  such  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  support  the  amendment.  Several 
countries  have  committed  outrageous 
acts.  Countries  which  are  receiving  our 
bounty  and  are  performing  them  should 
be  rebuked  by  the  simple  method  of  not 
giving  them  any  more  funds. 

I  should  like  to  see  the  amendment 
amended  to  provide  that  any  fines  which 
have  been  levied  shall  be  refunded  to  the 
victims,  so  that  the  provisions  of  the 
amendment  will  apply  not  only  to  the 
future,  but  also  to  situations  in  which 
our  citizens  have  been  brutally  treated 
and  fined  and  humiliated,  at  gun  point, 
and  that  they  will  not  suffer  the  con¬ 
sequences  of  such  indecent  acts. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  If  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  California  will  allow  me  to 
say  a  word,  I  point  out  that  somewhat 
similar  actions  have  occurred  in  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico  and  in  the  Caribbean,  com¬ 
mitted  by  friendly  countries  there.  We 
have  had  continued  troubles  of  this  kind 
with  respect  to  our  quite  large  shrimp 
fleet  from  Florida  and  other  States  along 
the  gulf. 

I  should  like  to  make  three  comments, 
if  I  may. 

The  first  is  that  the  State  Department 
has  been  exceedingly  diligent,  rather 
than  otherwise,  in  trying  to  negotiate  this 
matter  to  a  settlement.  I  regret  that  it 
has  been  unable  to  do  so.  These  coun¬ 
tries  do  not  claim  a  200-mile  expanse  out 
into  the  Caribbean  or  the  gulf,  but  they 
do  claim  a  much  longer  distance  than 
we  are  accustomed  to  claim.  We  gen¬ 
erally  claim  3  miles,  except  as  to  certain 
places  in  the  gulf. 

First.  I  wish  to  state  that  the  State 
Department  has  been  exceedingly 
diligent.  It  has  been  trying  its  level  best 
to  bring  about  a  diplomatic  settlement 
of  this  problem  with  the  Republics  of 
Mexico,  Nicaragua,  and  Honduras,  but 
has  failed. 

Second.  I  support  the  amendment,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  only  by  voting  for  an  amend¬ 
ment  of  this  kind  that  we  can  show  that 
here  is  a  situation  that  should  be 
terminated  and  that  we  do  back  the  State 
Department  in  its  urgent  insistence  that 
the  problem  be  straightened  out  diplo¬ 
matically. 

However,  I  would  prefer,  so  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  that  two  changes  be  made  in 
the  amendment. 

First.  I  should  like  to  leave  out  the 
words  “under  the  Alliance  for  Progress,” 
because  the  nations  along  the  west  coast 
and  the  east  coast  of  Latin  America 
are  not  the  only  ones  in  the  world  which 
now  are  claiming  a  great  deal  of  further 
jurisdiction  for  fishing  purposes.  I  do 
not  wish  to  make  it  appear  that  we  are 
making  this  apply  only  to  these  nations, 
which  in  general  are  our  good  friends. 

Second.  I  would  rather  have  a  fixed 
mileage  inserted  in  the  amendment, 
whatever  that  might  be,  than  to  have  it 
left  as  it  is  now,  for  several  reasons; 
first,  that  we  recognize  two  different 
mileages  ourselves,  one  with  respect  to  all 
maritime  States  except  as  to  certain 
States  along  the  gulf,  and  another  as  to 
certain  States  along  the  gulf.  Second, 
this  is  a  question  which  has  come  before 
the  International  Court,  which  that 
Court  has  found  to  be  a  very  difficult 
matter  to  straighten  out.  In  the  case  of 
the  Norwegian  boundary,  for  control  of 
fishing,  they  ruled  that  in  that  case  it 
extended,  as  I  recall,  4  miles  out  beyond 
some  outer  islands,  which  are  a  con¬ 
siderable  milfeage  themselves  beyond  the 
mainland  of  Norway. 

The  next  reason  why  I  think  we  should 
have  a  fixed  mileage  is  that  we  have  tried 
in  the  General  Convention  of  the  nations 
of  the  world  to  arrive  at  a  fixed  mileage 
greater  than  our  3 -mile  limit.  We  have 
supported  a  fixed  mileage  greater  than 


that.  We  came  within  one  or  two  votes, 
I  believe,  of  achieving  that  purpose. 
The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  keeps  up  much  closer  with 
these  matters,  and  he  will  correct  me,  I 
am  sure,  if  I  am  in  error,  but  I  believe 
we  lost  by  one  vote  in  getting  a  required 
consensus,  whatever  it  was,  of  bringing 
the  nations  of  the  world  in  this  conven¬ 
tion  to  reaching  a  common  agreement 
on  what  mileage  should  be  specified  as 
international  law. 

If  this  amendment  goes  to  confer¬ 
ence — and  I  hope  it  will — I  would  like 
very  much  to  have  the  conferees  consider 
putting  in  there  the  mileage  which  we 
offered  in  this  convention  and  came 
within  an  eyelash  of  having  adopted, 
rather  than  the  3 -mile  limit. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  me  2  min¬ 
utes? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  2  minutes 
to  the  Senator.  Then  I  shall  wish  to  say 
a  few  words  about  it,  and  the  Senator 
from  California  may  engage  in  colloquy 
with  me  on  it  then. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  the  amend¬ 
ment  can  be  strengthened  and  be  made 
much  less  hostile  in  its  application  with 
respect  to  certain  nations  which  in  the 
main  are  friendly  to  us  by  adopting  the 
two  suggested  changes  I  have  offered. 
Of  course  I  shall  support  the  amendment 
because  I  find  there  is  no  other  way  to 
show  our  complete  disapproval  of  the 
rugged  treatment  our  boats  have  been 
getting,  both  on  the  west  coast  and  on 
the  east  coast  of  certain  Latin  American 
nations. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  Florida.  I  modify  my  amendment 
by  striking  out  the  words  “under  the 
Alliance  for  Progress.”  In  that  way  we 
can  provide  a  denial  of  assistance  across 
the  board. 

I  must  decline  to  accept  the  second 
recommendation  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida.  In  the  long  run,  if  this  amend¬ 
ment  were  to  become  law,  it  would  still 
provide  sufficient  flexibility  on  behalf  of 
our  executive  branch  to  reach  an  appro¬ 
priate  and  reasonable  decision  with  re¬ 
spect  to  this  subject.  I  should  like  to 
accept  his  first  suggestion,  but  not  his 
second. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  my  friend. 
I  made  the  suggestion  because  our  coun¬ 
try  has  taken  a  stand  for  a  limit  beyond 
the  3 -mile  limit,  and  came  within  one 
or  two  votes,  I  believe,  of  having  that 
suggestion  adopted  as  international  law. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  3  minutes. 

I  know  that  this  amendment  is  well 
intended.  Its  purpose  is  good.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is  the  kind  of  amendment  that 
has  soured  me  on  the  foreign  aid  bill. 
It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  aid  bill. 
It  is  the  kind  of  amendment  that  casts 
discredit  on  the  whole  activity  of  AID, 
because  it  relates  to  diplomatic  and  per¬ 
haps  even  military  matters.  If  the  Sen¬ 
ator  wishes  really  to  be  effective,  we 
could  have  the  U.S.  Navy  go  down  there 
and  sink  that  destroyer,  whether  or  not 
it  was  supplied  by  us  in  the  first  instance. 
That  would  get  action. 
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To  make  a  small  amount  of  aid  de¬ 
pendent  on  these  conditions  is  the  worst 
kind  of  distortion  of  aid.  It  lends  cre¬ 
dence  to  one  of  the  most  general  criti¬ 
cisms,  namely,  that  we  are  trying  to  buy 
the  subservience  of  the  world  by  hand¬ 
ing  out  a  few  dollars.  I  always  regret 
that  we  are  accused  of  that.  This  is  the 
worst  kind  of  dollar  diplomacy. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  If  my  able  friend 
really  means  it  when  he  suggests  that  the 
U.S.  Navy  proceed  to  Peruvian  waters 
and  intercept  or  otherwise  interdict  the 
movements  of  a  Peruvian  man-of-war,  I 
do  not  doubt  that  he  would  have  some 
groups  cheering  him.  I  am  sure  that  he 
says  that  in  jest.  He  has  a  hard  enough 
task  getting  this  legislation  through  the 
Senate.  Here,  I  believe,  the  bill  should 
be  amended  in  this  proposed  fashion. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  not  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation.  There  are  other  ways 
to  approach  the  question. 

To  refresh  the  minds  of  Senators,  un¬ 
der  the  United  Nations  a  conference  was 
held  on  the  law  of  the  seas  and  methods 
that  might  be  followed.  Many  coun¬ 
tries  which  are  involved  were  heard. 
As  someone  has  said,  that  conference 
came  within  one  or  two  votes  of  agree¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  the  way  to  solve 
the  problem.  It  still  is  the  only  way  to 
solve  it.  Our  efforts  ought  to  be  directed 
toward  entering  into  an  agreement  on 
a  general  program  to  solve  the  problem. 
The  proposal  is  a  distortion  of  aid.  It 
is  a  proposal  to  use  aid  to  try  to  buy 
subservience  to  general  principles  and  to 
what  our  idea  of  what  international  law 
should  be.  If  that  principle  is  applica¬ 
ble  in  the  present  case  as  to  the  law  of 
the  sea,  it  could  be  applicable  to  anything 
else.  If  we  started  that  kind  of  program, 
I  could  request  that  no  aid  be  given  to 
any  nation  that  does  not  accept  Arkansas 
poultry  tax  free.  Such  a  measure  would 
be  fine.  My  people  would  applaud  it.  It 
would  make  recipient  countries  buy 
Arkansas  poultry.  They  would  have  to 
get  it  from  us. 

So  there  are  all  kinds  of  extraneous, 
ulterior  purposes  that  we  could  achieve. 
I  am  as  much  for  selling  poultry  as  I  am 
for  helping  the  tuna  fishermen.  I  am 
for  the  tuna  fishermen.  But  the  pro¬ 
posal  is  not  the  way  to  help  them.  It 
will  only  discredit  the  aid  program. 
The  proposal  would  make  the  bill  a  kind 
of  catch-all  for  everyone’s  grievances. 
There  are  plenty  of  grievances  to  go 
around.  The  proposed  amendment  is 
not  the  way  to  solve  them. 

When  we  get  to  conference,  I  believe 
Congressmen  will  recognize  that  this  is 
not  the  way  to  solve  the  grievances. 

I  do  not  think  the  proposal  would  help 
in  the  case  of  Peru  in  the  slightest.  A 
very  small  amount  of  aid  is  involved. 
Peru  could  live  without  it.  This  meas¬ 
ure  would  probably  infuriate  the  Peru¬ 
vians.  They  would  probably  say,  “Those 
big  rich  so-and-so’s  can’t  make  us  do 
this.  They  can  go  straight  to — ”  which 
a  number  of  countries  have  said. 

I  do  not  believe  that  we  should  put 
them  in  that  position.  There  are  other 


ways  to  go  about  handling  the  problem. 
It  might  be  handled  through  the  State 
Department,  or  if  we  should  decide  to 
be  really  tough,  our  approach  ought  to 
be  through  the  Department  of  Defense. 
If  we  really  desire  that  kind  of  approach, 
we  ought  to  say,  “No  military  assistance 
should  be  given  to  a  country  that  takes 
in  our  boats.”  I  do  not  advocate  such 
a  measure,  but  in  any  case  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  aid  program  should  be 
made  to  bear  the  burden  of  all  griev¬ 
ances  that  accumulate  from  all  sources. 
Clearly  the  proposal  is  not  a  part  of  the 
aid  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask,  as  a  parliamen¬ 
tary  inquiry,  whether  the  amendment  is 
germane  to  the  aid  bill?  We  are  operat¬ 
ing  under  a  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  that  no  nongermane  amendments 
may  be  considered.  I  believe  that  the 
amendment  is  alien  to  the  aid  bill.  It  is 
an  effort  to  cure  or  to  reach  an  affront 
that  is  very  legitimate  affront.  I  do  not 
deny  that  the  Senator  from  California 
has  a  grievance.  What  we  have  heard 
is  a  very  uncivilized  thing  to  do  to  the 
tuna  fishermen.  It  is  an  affront  to  the 
United  States  as  a  whole.  But  it  does 
not  have  anything  to  do  with  the  aid 
program.  It  is  brought  in  here  by  the 
back  door  and  an  effort  is  made  to  attach 
it  to  the  bill.  The  Senator  has  many 
precedents  for  the  proposed  action.  The 
Senate  has  often  done  it.  I  do  not  com¬ 
plain  about  the  Senators  action,  but  I 
have  always  disapproved  of  that  ap¬ 
proach,  as  the  Senator  knows.  I  have 
never  approved  efforts  to  use  the  foreign 
aid  bill  to  try  to  open  the  Suez  Canal  or 
to  criticize  someone  for  bigotry,  as  was 
done  in  the  past  year  or  so.  These  irrele¬ 
vant  matters  should  not  be  brought  into 
the  aid  program.  The  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  has  plenty  of  burdens  of  its  own. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  make 
the  point  of  order - 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Before  the  Senator  makes 
his  point  of  order,  will  he  permit  me  to 
ask  a  few  questions? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  understand  that  the  bound¬ 
aries  which  the  amendment  would  estab¬ 
lish  for  fishing  purposes  in  other  areas 
also  apply  to  the  coastal  waters  of  the 
United  States? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  These  countries  are 
asserting  boundaries  far  different  from 
ours. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  However,  would  the 
same  principle  apply  to  the  waters  of  the 
United  States  beyond  the  distance  recog¬ 
nized  by  the  United  States? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  not  sure  I 
understand  the  Senator’s  question. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  For  example,  if  we  should 
recognize  a  distance  of  6  miles  from  the 
Peruvian  shore  as  the  proper  limitation 
of  Peruvian  waters  for  fishing  purposes, 
would  we  then  expect  that  the  same  dis¬ 
tance  would  be  applicable  for  fishing  pur¬ 
poses  with  respect  to  U.S.  waters? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  would  assume 
that  would  be  true. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  What  is  sauce  for  the 
goose  should  be  sauce  for  the  gander — 
and  in  this  case  we  would  be  the  gander. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  know  that 
that  is  what  the  Senator  was  seeking. 
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A  reasonable  interpretation — although 
we  are  not  always  reasonable — would 
certainly  contemplate  that  we  would 
apply  to  ourselves  any  restriction  that  we 
would  try  to  place  upon  others. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  My  next  question  is  as 
follows:  Would  a  limitation  established 
for  fishing  purposes  apply  also  for  other 
purposes,  such  as  oil  exploration  or  per¬ 
haps  sponge  fishing,  if  the  fishermen  go 
out  that  far  for  sponges?  Would  we 
have  a  different  limitation  for  different 
commodities? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  We  certainly  as¬ 
sert  rights  in  the  field  of  oil  exploration 
that  we  do  not  in  others.  As  far  as  oil 
rights  are  concerned,  we  apply  the  princi¬ 
ple  of  our  rights  extending  to  the  Con¬ 
tinental  Shelf,  not  the  territorial  limits. 

This  is  a  complicated  question  which 
we  cannot  solve  by  the  amendment. 
Many  other  questions  arise.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  why  should  we  apply  the  proposal 
only  to  Latin  America? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  have  now  modified 
the  amendment  by  striking  out  “under 
the  Alliance  for  Progress.” 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  amendment 
would  apply  to  Africa,  Asia,  and  every¬ 
where  else. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  We  do  not  have  any 
trouble  with  any  African  nation  sending 
its  gunboats  100  miles  to  sea  and  picking 
up  American  boats.  The  trouble  that  we 
are  having  is  with  Peru.  That  is  what 
the  amendment  would  seek  to  help 
remove. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  We  might  have 
it - 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  On  the  point  raised 
by  the  distingused  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont,  I  wish  the  Record  to  show  that  at 
the  most  recent  international  convention 
a  rule  was  adopted  embracing  as  inter¬ 
national  law  applicable  to  all  nations  the 
so-called  Truman  doctrine  by  which,  out 
to  the  Continental  Shelf,  oil  deposits  and 
mineral  deposits  can  be  developed  and 
controlled  solely  by  the  nation  which 
owns  the  shoreline. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Yes;  that  was  agreed 
to.  But  we  lost  by  a  close  vote  the  other 
proposal  relating  to  fishing  limits. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  that  same  limita¬ 
tion  apply  to  all  commodities? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  In  Geneva  we  had 
a  conference  on  what  we  call  the  law  of 
the  seas  and  whether  we  should  extend 
our  3-mile  limit.  As  I  recall,  the  Rus¬ 
sians  and  other  nations  desired  a  12- 
mile  limit.  There  was  a  long  discussion. 
The  conference  lasted  3  weeks.  A  meas¬ 
ure  providing  for  a  12-mile  limit  was 
agreed  to.  The  Defense  Department  op¬ 
posed  the  proposal  on  the  grounds  that 
if  we  should  extend  the  territorial  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  nations  to  12  miles,  we 
would  close  many  straits,  such  as  Gi¬ 
braltar  and  the  Straits  of  Dover.  There 
are  17  of  them. 

But  all  through  the  thread  of  the 
thinking  of  the  conference  was  the  fact 
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that  for  fishing  a  different  situation  ap¬ 
plied,  and  that  nations  should  have  the 
right  or  at  least  some  equity  in  main¬ 
taining  their  historical  fishing  grounds. 
For  example,  I  refer  to  the  Grand  Banks 
of  New  England.  In  relation  to  his¬ 
torical  fishing  grounds,  we  could  not  lay 
a  line  3  miles  or  12  miles  out  from  the 
shoreline.  In  some  cases  the  historical 
fishing  grounds  might  go  out  50  miles 
and  turn.  It  depends  on  how  the  shelf 
of  the  ocean  is  located. 

We  tried  desperately  to  get  the  con¬ 
ferees  to  discuss  navigation  and  terri¬ 
torial  legal  rights  and  to  remove  fishing 
from  those.  I  believe  the  consensus  of 
the  Geneva  meeting  was  that  we  should 
do  so. 

Then  2  years  ago  the  Senate,  in  the 
Trade  Expansion  Act,  unanimously 
adopted  an  amendment  which  called 
upon  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  call  an  international  conference  on 
fishing  rights,  which  would  involve  the 
Continental  Shelf  and  historical  rights. 
The  conference  has  never  taken  place. 
Meanwhile,  the  Senator  from  California 
and  I,  since  the  conference  has  not  taken 
place,  have  had  to  resort  to  all  kinds  of 
other  ways  to  call  attention  to  the  prob¬ 
lem.  As  I  have  mentioned  before,  one 
aspect  of"  the  problem  is  the  200-mile 
limit  off  of  Peru.  Two  years  ago  I  talked 
to  the  Peruvians  about  the  problem. 
They  said,  “This  is  the  line  that  the 
United  States  set.”  During  the  war  we 
set  a  line  concerning  which  we  said  that 
any  enemy  warship  could  not  come  with¬ 
in  200  miles  of  Peru,  Chile,  or  Ecuador. 
Indeed,  we  established  it  all  over  the 
hemisphere,  stating  that  the  waters 
within  those  boundaries  were  not  neu¬ 
tral  waters. 

They  have  been  using  this  area  for 
fishing.  Their  historic  fishing  grounds 
do  not  extend  200  miles.  The  shelf  does 
not  extend  200  miles.  It  happens  that 
the  two  currents  of  the  ocean,  the  Hum¬ 
boldt  Current  and  the  Japanese  Current, 
meet  at  that  point.  That  is  where  all 
the  plankton  and  other  small  fish  con¬ 
gregate.  It  is  a  huge  fishing  grounds. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  2 
minutes  yielded  to  the  Senator  from 
Washington  have  expired. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  an  addi¬ 
tional  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  We  lost  the  12- 
mile  limit  by  about  two  votes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  result  was 
close. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  But  it  was  mainly 
on  legal  and  military  grounds,  not  on 
fishing  grounds. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  wish  to  explore  the 
exact  meaning  of  the  amendment.  The 
amendment  provides: 

No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  to  any 
county  which  hereafter  extends  its  jurisdic¬ 
tion  for  fishing  purposes  over  an  area  of  the 
high  seas  beyond  that  recognized  by  the 
United  States. 

I  construe  that  language  to  mean 
that  the  United  States  would  take  it 


upon  itself  to  fix  the  area  within  which 
fishing  might  be  done  beyond  its  shores; 
and  when  it  fixed  such  an  area,  the  same 
mileage  would  become  applicable  to 
other  nations  in  the  Western  Hemis¬ 
phere. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Everywhere. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  the  United  States 
has  a  right  to  say  that  the  distance  shall 
be,  let  us  say,  15  miles,  on  what  theory 
of  reasoning  can  we  deny  to  Peru  or 
other  nations  the  right  to  say  that  the 
distance  shall  be  30  miles? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  only  theory  is 
that  we  are  giving  aid,  and  they  are  not. 
Therefore,  they  would  have  to  comply  in 
order  to  obtain  aid.  It  is  a  bad  theory. 
We  are,  in  effect,  saying,  “We  have  set 
the  rules,  and  you  must  comply;  other¬ 
wise,  you  will  get  no  aid.”  In  my  opin¬ 
ion,  that  is  an  improper  use  of  the  aid 
program. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  language  of  the 
amendment  as  it  is  now  drawn  would 
not  provide  for  equal,  mutual  rights 
among  nations  of  the  Western  Hem¬ 
isphere.  The  United  States  would  arro¬ 
gate  to  itself  the  power  to  declare  what 
the  distance  from  shore  shall  be  within 
which  fishing  could  be  done. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  other  nations 
would  have  to  abide  by  what  we  declared 
to  be  the  rules. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Or  else  not  receive 
any  aid. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  correct.  We 
do  not  follow  that  practice  now,  but  the 
amendment  seeks  to  establish  such  a 
practice.  The  language  provides  that 
“no  assistance  shall  be  furnished” - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  In  other  words, 
according  to  the  language  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  if  other  nations  do  not  recognize 
what  we  say  is  the  limit,  they  will  receive 
no  aid.  We  might  just  as  well  say,  “If 
you  do  not  recognize  what  we  say,  we 
will  send  a  gunboat,  for  we  have  control 
over  the  seas.” 

To  use  the  aid  program  in  this  manner 
is  wrong.  First,  it  is  undiplomatic.  If 
diplomacy  fails,  the  traditional  next 
method  has  been  to  use  the  Marines. 
But  to  follow  the  practice  proposed  by 
the  amendment  would  be  an  improper 
use  of  aid.  It  would  be  beyond  the  scope 
of  the  aid  program. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Based  upon  my 
knowledge  of  the  Anglo-Saxon  system  of 
jurisprudence,  I  feel  impelled  to  say  that 
the  basic  principle  underlying  justice  re¬ 
quires  that  rights  and  obligations  be 
mutual.  One  cannot  ascribe  to  himself 
a  greater  right  than  he  is  willing  to  give 
to  another  person  who  is  jointly  engaged 
in  a  common  purpose  with  him. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  is 
correct.  We  tried  to  follow  that  proce¬ 
dure  in  the  conference,  as  has  been  re¬ 
lated.  We  came  close  to  arriving  at  a 
mutual  agreement.  I  hope  we  shall  re¬ 
vive  that  effort  and  continue  to  try  to 
reach  an  agreement.  That  is  the  proper 
way  to  proceed. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  now  2:15  p.m.  We 
spent  an  hour  and  a  half  on  a  noncon- 
troversial  amendment,  and  we  have  now 
spent  an  hour  and  a  half  on  this  amend¬ 


ment.  I  am  ready  to  vote.  We  spent  an 
hour  on  a  similar  amendment  last  year. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  on  my 
amendment,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Harris  in  the  chair).  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  . 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden]  ,  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Russell],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  and 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Tal- 
madge]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell], 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
SmathersI  are  necessarily  absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  [Mr.  Dodd]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  would  vote  “yea”  and  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  would  vote 
“nay.” 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers]  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick] 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Tower]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong] 
is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Ben- 
next]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick],  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would  each 
vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  59, 
nays  24,  as  follows: 

[No.  123  Leg.] 

YEAS — 59 


Aiken 

Gore 

Murphy 

Allott 

Gruening 

Muskie 

Anderson 

Hartke 

Nelson 

Bartlett 

Hickenlooper 

Pearson 

Bible 

Hill 

Prouty 

Boggs 

Holland 

Randolph 

Burdick 

Hruska 

Robertson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Inouye 

Saltonstall 

Cannon 

Jackson 

Scott 

Carlson 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Simpson 

Case 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Smith 

Church 

Kuchel 

Sparkman 

Clark 

Magnuson 

Stennis 

Cotton. 

McCleUan 

Symington 

Curtis 

McIntyre 

Thurmond 

Dirksen 

Metcalf 

Williams,  N  J. 

Eastland 

MiUer 

Williams,  Del. 

EUender 

Montoya 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

Fannin 

Morse 

Mundt 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

No.  107- 
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NAYS— 24 


Bass 

Javits 

McNamara 

Bayh 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Monroney 

Brewster 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Morton 

Cooper 

Lausche 

Pastore 

Douglas 

Long,  La. 

Proxmire 

Fulbright 

Mansfield 

Ribicoff 

Harris 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Hart 

McGovern 

Young,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 

-17 

Bennett 

Long,  Mo. 

Russell,  S.C. 

Byrd,  Va. 

McGee 

Russell,  Ga. 

Dodd 

Mondale 

Smathers 

Dominick 

Moss 

Talmadge 

Fong 

Neuberger 

Tower 

Hayden 

Pell 

So  Mr.  Kuchel’s  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
President,  I  share  the  concern  of  the 
Senator  from  California  when  fishing 
boats  are  seized  on  the  high  seas  by 
other  nations.  I  think  it  is  imperative 
that  all  nations  understand  that  we  will 
not  stand  by  as  U.S.  vessels  and  seamen 
are  detained  for  fishing  in  waters  that 
are  historically  international. 

As  a  Senator  from  a  State  with  long 
tradition  in  the  fishing  industry,  I  fully 
understand  the  economic  difficulties  and 
necessities  that  cause  our  fishermen  to 
seek  out  their  catch.  The  fact  that  one 
nation,  or  a  group  of  nations,  arbitrarily  • 
decides  to  exclude  others  from  the 
coastal  areas  for  hundreds  of  miles,  adds 
one  more  burden  to  an  industry  that 
currently  is  attempting  to  overcome 
many  hardships. 

Despite  my  strong  views  on  this  mat¬ 
ter,  I  voted  against  this  amendment  to 
stop  our  entire  aid  assistance  to  Peru  or 
to  any  other  nation  that  restricts  inter¬ 
national  fishing  rights.  I  can  see  no 
relationship  between  an  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  designed  to  help  developing  na¬ 
tions  to  grow  and  prosper  as  partners  in 
the  free  world  and  a  diplomatic  dispute 
over  fishing  rights.  The  adoption  of  this 
amendment  in  effect  tells  the  people  of 
Peru  that  they  must  alter  their  position 
on  fishing  limitations  or  we  will  not 
assist  their  growth  into  a  strong  and 
democratic  nation.  We  are  not  calling 
for  consultation  or  international  discus¬ 
sion;  we  are  simply  refusing  to  assist 
them  in  eliminating  their  slums,  improv¬ 
ing  their  farms,  or  in  their  defense 
against  communism,  because  they  are 
fining  our  fishing  vessels.  It  seems  to 
me,  Mr.  President,  that  these  are  totally 
unrelated  matters. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  amendments  and  ask 
that  they  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Har¬ 
ris)  .  The  clerk  will  state  the  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  3, 
line  12 - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendments  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendments  will  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point. 


The  amendments  offered  by  Mr.  El- 
lender  are  as  follows :  * 

On  page  23,  line  12,  after  the  word  “or” 
insert  “(except  as  required  pursuant  to 
agreements  entered  into  prior  to  June  30, 
1967)”. 

On  page  24,  beginning  in  line  9  with  the 
comma,  strike  out  all  through  the  word 
"amended”  in  line  11. 

On  page  25,  between  lines  8  and  9,  insert 
the  following: 

“(5)  Assistance  of  the  type  now  carried  on 
under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  through  the  use 
of  surplus  agricultural  commodities.  All 
proposals  in  this  category  shall  be  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  of  the  House  of  Representatives.” 

On  page  25,  line  12,  after  “(a)  ”  insert  “and 
assistance  of  the  type  now  carried  on  under 
title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954”. 

On  page  26,  line  4,  strike  out  “twelve”  and 
insert  “sixteen”. 

On  page  26,  line  13,  strike  out  the  period 
and  insert  a  semicolon. 

On  page  26,  between  lines  13  and  14,  insert 
the  following: 

“(4)  Two  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate,  to  be 
designated  by  the  Vice  President. 

“(5)  Two  members  of  the  Commtitee  on 
Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
to  be  designated  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  on 
June  8,  I  offered  an  amendment  that 
would  have  had  the  effect  of  striking 
from  the  bill  reference  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954.  The  amendments  were  not 
acceptable  in  that  form. 

In  the  meantime  I  discussed  the  mat¬ 
ter  with  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee,  who  was  interested  in  the 
amendment.  This  morning  we  arrived  at 
the  point  at  which  the  amendments  are 
acceptable  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fttlbright],  as  well 
as  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Morse]. 

These  amendments  would: 

First.  Permit  contracts  entered  into 
under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  before 
June  30,  1967,  to  be  carried  out  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  their  terms. 

Second.  Require  legislative  proposals 
with  respect  to  matters  covered  by  that 
law  to  be  covered  in  a  separate  category 
of  the  President’s  proposals  under  sec¬ 
tions  702  and  703  of  the  bill,  and  pre¬ 
serve  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Committees 
on  Agriculture  over  such  proposals. 

Third.  Provide  for  appointment  of  two 
members  from  each  of  the  Committees 
on  Agriculture  to  the  Temporary  Plan¬ 
ning  Committee  provided  for  by  section 
704  of  the  bill. 

The  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1964  now  author¬ 
izes  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  for  foreign  currencies,  which 
then  are  to  be  devoted  to  uses  specified 
by  the  sales  agreement.  Sales  agree¬ 
ments  can  now  be  entered  into  through 
December  31,  1966,  and  section  109  of 
that  act  now  provides  that  no  transac¬ 


tions  can  be  undertaken  after  that  date 
“except  as  required  pursuant  to  agree¬ 
ments  theretofore  entered  into.”  Sec¬ 
tion  701  of  the  bill,  by  prohibiting  any 
assistance  being  furnished  pursuant  to 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  Act 
after  June  30,  1967,  would  prevent  con¬ 
tracts  under  that  act,  or  any  extension 
of  it,  from  being  carried  out  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  their  terms  and  in  accordance 
with  that  law.  Passage  of  section  701 
in  its  present  form  would  cut  across  con¬ 
tracts  which  have  already  been  entered 
into  under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  Act  and  prevent  new  contracts 
from  being  entered  into  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  .of  that  act.  The  amend¬ 
ments  would  permit  contracts  entered 
into  prior  to  June  30,  1967,  under  that 
act,  or  any  extension  of  it,  to  be  carried 
out  in  accordance  with  their  terms. 

The  amendments  would  also  require 
assistance  of  the  type  now  carried  on 
under  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  to  be 
set  up  in  a  separate  category  of  the 
President’s  legislative  proposals  under 
section  703.  Section  703  now  provides 
for  four  categories.  The  amendments 
would  provide  for  a  fifth  category,  and 
provide  further  that  the  proposals  in 
that  category  be  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Agriculture.  All  proposals 
would  still  be  included  in  a  single  pack¬ 
age,  but  the  proposals  which  fall  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  would  be 
in  a  separate  category  within  that  pack¬ 
age,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  over  that  part  of  the  package 
would  be  maintained. 

The  Temporary  Planning  Committee 
established  by  section  704  of  the  bill 
would  make  recommendations  to  the 
President  prior  to  his  sending  legislative 
proposals  to  Congress.  Under  section 
704  that  Committee  is  composed  of  12 
members,  8  of  whom  would  be  members 
of  the  Foreign  Relations  and  Foreign 
Affairs  Committees.  Since  the  Plan¬ 
ning  Committee  would  be  considering 
matters  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committees  on  Agriculture,  there  should 
be  some  representation  of  these  Com¬ 
mittees  on  the  Temporary  Planning 
Committee.  The  amendments,  there¬ 
fore,  increase  the  membership  of  the 
Temporary  Planning  Committee  to  16 
and  provide  that  the  additional  4  mem¬ 
bers  would  be  appointed;  2,  from  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  and  2  from  the  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture. 

Mi-.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Senator  yield  to  me  5  minutes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  has 
suggested  certain  changes  in  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  committee  amendment  as 
it  relates  to  Public  Law  480. 

I  know  the  Senator  shares  my  objec¬ 
tive  in  trying  to  bring  the  various  forms 
of  aid  together  in  a  package  for  individ¬ 
ual  countries  so  some  policy  direction 
can  be  extended  that  will  apply  to  all 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  lJf,  1965 

forms  of  aid,  whether  it  takes  the  form 
of  agricultural  commodities,  military 
commodities,  or  manufactured  commo¬ 
dities. 

His  amendment  takes  account  of  the 
fact  that  agreements  under  title  I  of 
Public  Law  480  may  call  for  delivery  over 
a  period  of  several  years,  but  they  are 
financed  by  the  United  States  in  a  single 
year.  In  this  sense,  commodity  agree¬ 
ments  are  different  from  other  foreign 
aid  commitments,  which  may  be  nego¬ 
tiated  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
Congress,  but  on  which  we  are  called 
upon  to  make  good  for  3,  4,  5,  or  more 
years  whenever  a  foreign  aid  bill  or  ap¬ 
propriation  is  before  us. 

A  major  purpose  of  the  committee 
amendments  was  to  serve  notice  upon 
the  administration  and  upon  all  coun¬ 
tries  receiving  assistance  that  whatever 
had  been  negotiated  with  them  under 
existing  law  was  not  to  be  considered 
in  effect  after  June  30,  1967.  This  was 
to  wipe  the  slate  clean,  so  to  speak,  so 
that  Congress  could  take  a  fresh  look  at 
aid  without  the  necessity  of  considering 
that  all  the  on-going  programs  were  to 
be  continued,  no  matter  what  conclusions 
its  temporary  planning  committee  might 
reach  about  the  value  of  the  programs. 

However,  I  recognize  that  title  I  con¬ 
tracts  call  for  delivery  over  a  period  of 
years  largely  because  the  receiving  coun¬ 
try  lacks  storage  space  for  the  commodi¬ 
ties  if  they  were  to  be  delivered  all  at 
one  time.  Since  these  contracts  do  not 
oblige  Congress  to  continue  providing 
money  over  the  period  of  the  delivery, 
I  believe  that  the  exception  called  for 
in  the  Ellender  amendment  is  a  reason¬ 
able  one. 

I  hope  it  will  be  kept  in  mind  that  the 
Temporary  Planning  Committee  is  not 
to  plan  an  end  to  foreign  aid,  but  how 
it  can  reasonably  and  usefully  be  con¬ 
tinued.  It  will,  of  course,  make  some 
findings  and  recommendations  for  the 
extension  of  food  under  Public  Law  480, 
including  title  I,  to  follow  after  June  30, 
1967.  But  let  me  stress  that  will  in  no 
way  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  Committee  of  the 
Senate. 

So  I  hope  there  will  be  no  misunder¬ 
standing  that  the  Morse  amendment 
contemplates  that  no  more  food  will  be 
sent  abroad  under  title  I.  The  purpose 
instead  is  to  better  organize  it  as  a  part 
of  the  total  aid  to  a  given  country. 

I  hope,  also,  that  there  will  be  no  hasty 
actions  downtown  in  an  effort  to  enter 
into  a  lot  of  long-term  commitments 
prior  to  the  June  30,  1967,  date  called 
for  in  the  Ellender  amendment.  The 
fact  that  the  commitments  will  be  hon¬ 
ored  under  this  amendment  will  be  no 
justification  for  an  effort  to  undercut  the 
work  of  the  planning  committee. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oregon.  I  assure  him  that  under 
the  present  Public  Law  480  any  con¬ 
tracts  must  be  submitted  to  the  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  and  the 
Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  been  in  discussion  with  the  Sena¬ 
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tor  from  Louisiana  and  other  Senator's 
in  the  course  of  preparation  of  the 
amendment.  It  is  a  good  amendment, 
and  it  outlines  what  is  intended  to  be 
accomplished. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  the  Senator’s  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  on  page  26  have  the 
effect  of  enlarging  the  temporary  plan¬ 
ning  committee  to  16  rather  than  12 
members  by  adding  2  members  each  from 
the  Agriculture  Committees  of  each 
House? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  add  2 
members  from  the  House  committee  and 
2  members  from  the  Senate  committee, 
and  increase  the  total  from  12  to  16. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Then  the  figure  “12” 
should  be  changed  to  “16.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  would  have  to 
be  corrected.  It  can  be  done. 

I  understand  that  that  change  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  amendment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  taken  care  of,  then. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  yield  back  his 
time? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendments  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  yielded  back. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  266 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  on  behalf  of  myself  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  I 
call  up  my  amendment  identified  as  No. 
266,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
they  be  printed  in  the  Record  without 
being  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  266)  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record  are  as  follows: 

On  page  18  amend  section  301(e)  as  fol¬ 
lows:  (A)  Between  lines  13  and  14  insert: 

“(1)  Amend  subsection  (e)(1),  which  re¬ 
lates  to  expropriations  and  related  matters, 
by  inserting  ‘(including  the  issuance  of  new 
investment  guaranties)  ”  after  the  words 
“The  President  shall  suspend  assistance’  and 
by  inserting  ‘pursuant  to  procedures  sub¬ 
stantially  equivalent  to  those  set  forth  in 
the  Convention  on  the  Settlement  of  Invest¬ 
ment  Disputes  Between  States  and  Nationals 
of  Other  States  submitted  to  governments 
by  the  International  Bank  for  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  and  Development’  after  the  words 
‘which  may  include  arbitration’.” 

(B)  Renumber  subsections  (1)  and  (2)  as 
(2)  and  (4),  respectively. 

(C)  Between  lines  18  and  19  insert: 

—  “(3)  Add  the  following  subparagraph  to 
subsection  (e) : 

‘“(3)  No  assistance  (including  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  new  investment  guaranties)  shall  be 
furnished  in  connection  with  any  project  if 
property  used  in,  or  concession  rights  relat¬ 
ing  to,  the  same  or  a  substantially  similar 
predecessor  project  are  the  subject  of  a  bona 
fide  claim  by,  or  of  a  Judgment  or  award  in 
favor  of,  any  United  States  citizen  or  any 
corporation,  partnership,  or  association  not 
less  than  50  per  centum  beneficially  owned 
by  United  States  citizens  that  such  property 
or  rights  were,  without  consent,  on  or  after 
the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  subjected  to 
expropriatory  or  other  similar  acts  as  de¬ 
scribed  in  subparagraphs  (1)(A),  (1)(B), 


and  ( 1 )  (C)  of  this  subsection,  unless  the 
property  or  rights  which  are  the  subject  of 
such  claim,  judgment,  or  award  are  restored 
to  the  claimant,  pursuant  to  the  mandate  of 
a  judgment  or  award  or  under  terms  agreed 
to  by  the  claimant’.” 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  amendments  proposed  by  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  and  myself  are 
In  the  nature  of  expropriation  amend¬ 
ments  referring  to  the  cessation  of  aid 
after  expropriation. 

In  the  law  at  the  present  time,  or  even 
as  proposed  in  the  bill,  there  is  a  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  whether  or  not  the  cancella¬ 
tion  of  certain  contracts  is  covered  in 
the  so-called  Hickenlooper  amendment 
adopted  heretofore. 

The  amendments  arise  specifically  be¬ 
cause  of  the  following  situation:  Some 
American  companies  received  a  conces¬ 
sion  and  a  development  contract  for  some 
extensive  bauxite  deposits  in  Guinea. 

In  1961  and  1962  the  Government  of 
Guinea  canceled  the  concession  after  the 
American  companies  had  spent  several 
million  dollars  in  the  development  of  that 
concession.  Thereafter,  AID  proposed  to, 
and  actually  has,  as  I  understand,  issued 
an  investment  guarantee  to  another 
company  subsequent  to  the  cancellation 
of  the  first  contract  with  American  com¬ 
panies  in  connection  with  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  bauxite  deposit. 

The  amendments  provide  that  when  a 
contract  of  this  nature  has  been  nullified 
by  a  foreign  country,  new  investment 
guarantees  to  other  American  companies 
shall  not  be  issued  by  AID. 

Perhaps  I  had  better  read  the  three 
ways  in  which  the  amendments  would 
change  the  existing  law. 

They  would  clarify  the  present  law, 
first,  by  expressly  declaring  what  is 
clearly  already  true — that  suspension  of 
assistance  includes  suspension  of  the  is¬ 
suance  of  new  investment  contracts. 

The  question  of  whether  new  invest¬ 
ment  guarantees  are  covered  or  not  has 
been  in  some  dispute.  AID  takes  the 
position  that  the  new  investment  guar¬ 
antees  are  not  covered  by  the  Hicken¬ 
looper  amendment.  But  this  makes  it 
clear  that  they  are. 

Second,  by  requiring  that  the  arbitra¬ 
tion  procedures  contemplated  by  the 
statute  must  be  at  least  equivalent  to 
those  set  forth  in  the  Convention  on  the 
Settlement  of  Investment  Disputes  re¬ 
cently  drawn  up  by  the  World  Bank  with 
the  support  of  the  United  States  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  governments  for  acceptance. 
The  World  Bank  Convention  provides 
for  binding  arbitration.  Moreover,  the 
Bank’s  ability  to  withhold  future  loans 
offers  some  promise  that  an  award  made 
under  the  standards  of  its  Convention 
will  be  more  likely  to  be  complied  with 
than  otherwise  might  be  the  case. 

Third,  by  expressly  cutting  off  all 
forms  of  assistance  to  a  successor  project 
which  involves  the  use  of  property  or 
rights  which  are  the  subject  of  an  ex- 
proporiation  claim  by  a  predecessor  con¬ 
cessionaire  having  the  requisite  Ameri¬ 
can  ownership,  until  these  claims  are 
satisfactorily  settled.  This  suspension 
of  assistance  applies  to  expropriation 
cases  in  which  the  expropriatory  acts  oc¬ 
curred  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961. 
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Mr.  President,  this  provision  is  not 
retroactive.  Since  AID  has  already 
gone  forward  and  issued  new  investment 
guarantees  to  a  new  company  on  this 
same  concession,  which  had  been  actually 
cancelled  by  the  Government  of  Guinea 
to  other  investors,  since  that  has  already 
been  done  by  AID,  this  amendment 
would  not  attempt  to  go  back  and  now 
deny  this  new  investment  guarantee,  but 
it  does  affect  investment  guarantees  in 
the  future. 

It  would  also  affect  the  speedy  settle¬ 
ment  of  claims  for  the  seizures  already 
effected. 

I  hold  in  my  hand  a  memorandum  on 
this  particular  subject,  which  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo¬ 
randum  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows : 

Memorandum  on  Expropriations  op  Ameri¬ 
can-Owned  Property  in  Guinea 

A  serious  problem  has  arisen  in  Guinea 
where  the  Government  of  the  Republic  in 
1961  and  1962  expropriated  the  concession 
contract  as  well  as  all  the  assets  of  Ameri¬ 
can-owned  companies  engaged  in  developing 
the  extensive  bauxite  deposits  of  Guinea. 
Thereafter,  in  1963,  Guinea  entered  into  a 
new  contract  with  another  American-owned 
company  to  develop  the  same  deposits.  This 
second  contract,  which  is  held  by  Harvey 
Aluminum  Co.  of  Delaware,  was  made  ex¬ 
pressly  contingent  on  the  issue  to  Harvey  by 
the  U3.  Government  of  investment  guar¬ 
antee  contracts  guaranteeing  that  company’s 
investments  in  Guinee. 

Representatives  of  AID  on  May  21,  1965, 
advised  the  American-owned  members  of  the 
consortium,  Reynolds  Metals  Co.,  Aluminum 
Co.  of  America,  Aluminium,  Ltd.,  and  Kaiser 
Aluminum  &  Chemical  Corp.,  that  the  United 
States,  for  reasons  of  policy,  was  seriously 
considering  issuing  a  guarantee  to  Harvey 
simultaneously  with  approval  by  Guinea  of 
a  procedure  for  arbitration  of  the  claims  of 
the  consortium.  The  American-owned  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  consortium,  whose  total  invest¬ 
ment  in  Guinea  is  approximately  $25  million, 
have  vigorously  protested  that  such  action 
by  the  U.S.  Government  would  destroy  or 
at  the  least  seriously  prejudice  the  interests 
of  the  American  owners  by  depriving  them 
of  any  prospect  of  securing  specific  perform¬ 
ance  of  the  obligations  of  the  Government 
of  Guinea  and  by  relegating  them  to  the 
uncertain  prospect  of  an  arbitration  as  to 
which  there  exists  no  means  of  enforcing 
an  award  if  Guinea  refused  to  recognize  it, 
and  no  economic  means  of  paying  the  award 
even  if  Guinea  wanted  to  do  so. 

Despite  these  protests,  on  June  9,  1965, 
AID  announced  that  it  had  issued  specific 
risk  guarantees  to  Harvey  Aluminum  Co.  of 
Delaware  covering  investments  of  $16  to  $20 
million  in  the  Boke  project  in  Guinea. 

Quite  apart  from  the  staggering  losses 
faced  by  the  American-owned  members  of 
the  consortium,  there  is  obviously  at  stake 
a  larger  question  of  public  policy  as  to  the 
administration  of  the  AID  program  in  gen¬ 
eral  and  of  the  investment  guarantee  pro¬ 
gram  in  particular.  That  larger  question  is 
whether  the  United  States  as  a  Government 
should  do  anything  to  assist  a  country  which 
has  engaged  in  confiscation  of  the  interests 
of  one  group  of  American  investors,  to  effec¬ 
tuate  a  similar  arrangement  for  the  same 
purposes  with  another  investor.  In  prin¬ 
ciple,  this  question  has  already  been  an¬ 
swered  by  the  Congress  in  enacting  section 
620(e)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act.  It  is 
believed  that  the  issuance  of  an  investment 
guarantee  with  respect  to  the  successor  con¬ 
cessionaire  in  Guinea  violates  both  the  spirit 
and  the  letter  of  the  statute.  However, 


since  it  appears  that  the  executive  branch 
has  committed  itself  to  go  ahead,  it  must 
be  assumed  that  it  finds  some  ambiguity  in 
the  law. 

Accordingly,  it  is  proposed  to  clarify  the 
existing  language  of  the  Hickenlooper  anti¬ 
expropriation  amendment  in  section  620 
(e)  (1)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  in  two 
respects  and  to  add  a  new  subparagraph  (3) 
to  assure  that  U.S.  investment  guarantees 
will  not  be  available  for  a  project  where  one 
U.S.  party  to  a  concession  agreement  has 
been  ousted  and  no  satisfactory  settlement 
has  been  made.  The  clarifying  amendments 
in  section  620(e)  (1)  make  clear  that  an  in¬ 
vestment  guarantee  constitutes  assistance 
within  the  prohibitions  of  that  provision 
and  that  any  arrangement  for  arbitrating 
an  investment  dispute  that  is  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  that  provision  must  meet 
the  procedural  standards  for  arbitrations  set 
out  in  the  World  Bank  Convention  on  the 
arbitration  of  investment  disputes  (includ¬ 
ing  advance  acceptance  of  the  arbitration  as 
binding).  The  new  subparagraph  620(e)(3) 
insures  that  (in  addition  to  the  protections 
of  an  American  investor  provided  under  620 
(e)(1)),  where  a  U.S.  concession  agreement 
has  been  repudiated  without  consent  and 
without  compensation,  no  assistance  shall  be 
given  to  the  successor  project  unless  there 
has  been  a  satisfactory  settlement  of  the 
rights  of  the  predecessor  concessionaire. 
This  latter  provision  should  discourage  the 
repudiation  of  concession  agreements  and 
transfer  of  concession  rights  to  a  higher 
bidder  and  thus  give  U.S.  holders  of  con¬ 
cession  agreements  some  further  protection 
against  loss  of  their  concession  rights. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  have  taken 
the  amendment  up  with  the  chairman  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  and  I 
would  like  to  have  it  verified  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama,  the  coauthor  of  the 
amendment,  who  was  in  the  Chamber 
just  a  moment  ago,  that  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  chairman  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee  and  Senator  in 
charge  of  the  bill  is  willing  to  take  the 
amendment  to  conference,  so  that  we 
may  inquire  a  little  further  into  the  de¬ 
tails  of  the  particular  subject  matter  and 
present  it  to  the  conference. 

If  it  is  meritorious,  we  would  hope  to 
support  it  vigorously  in  conference.  If 
there  is  some  reason  why  it  should  not 
be  taken  to  conference,  that,  of  course, 
would  have  an  effect  on  it.  But  we  should 
take  it  to  conference. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  left  the 
Chamber,  I  had  an  opportunity  to  check 
with  him.  The  Senator  is  temporarily 
absent  from  the  Chamber,  but  he  advised 
me  that  he  is  perfectly  amenable  to  tak¬ 
ing  the  amendment.  He  is  a  cosponsor 
of  the  amendment.  The  chairman  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  is  also 
amenable  to  taking  the  amendment  to 
conference. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Idaho.  Therefore,  we  will 
examine  it  a  little  later,  if  that  is  satis¬ 
factory  to  tHA  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  statement 
which  has  been  prepared  by  the  group, 
which  is  an  explanation  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  may  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  questions 
and  answers  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 


Questions  and  Answers  Regarding  1965 

Amendments  to  Hickenlooper  Amend¬ 
ment 

Question.  What  is  the  basic  purpose  for 
the  amendment? 

Answer.  The  basic  purpose  is  to  clarify  the 
original  meaning  of  the  Hickenlooper 
amendment  and  to  correct  certain  misappre¬ 
hensions  which  may  arise  as  a  result  of  the 
State  Department’s  handling  of  the  Guinea 
expropriation  case  in  which  a  successor 
American-owned  concessionaire  has  been 
awarded  Un  investment  guaranty  contract 
covering  the  Boke’  bauxite  deposits  before 
the  claims  of  the  prior  American-owned 
concessionaire  have  been  settled. 

Question.  What  changes  specifically  does 
the  proposed  amendment  make  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  Hickenlooper  amendment? 

Answer.  It  clarifies  its  purposes  in  three 
ways : 

1.  By  expressly  declaring  what  is  clearly 
already  true  that  suspension  of  assistance 
includes  suspension  of  the  issuance  of  new 
investment  guaranty  contracts. 

2.  By  requiring  that  the  arbitration  proce¬ 
dures  contemplated  by  the  statute  must  be 
at  least  equivalent  to  those  set  forth  in  con¬ 
vention  on  the  settlement  of  investment  dis¬ 
putes  recently  drawn  up  by  the  World  Bank 
with  the  support  of  the  United  States  and 
referred  to  governments  for  acceptance.  The 
World  Bank  Convention  provides  for  binding 
arbitration.  Moreover,  the  Bank’s  ability  to 
withold  future  loans  offers  some  promises 
that  an  award  made  under  the  standards  of 
its  convention  will  be  more  likely  to  be  com¬ 
plied  with  than  otherwise  might  be  the  case. 

3.  By  expressly  cutting  off  all  forms  of 
assistance  to  successor  project  which  involves 
the  use  of  property  or  rights  which  are  the 
subject  of  an  expropriation  claim  by  a  pred¬ 
ecessor  concessionaire  having  the  requisite 
American  ownership,  until  these  claims  are 
satisfactorily  settled.  This  suspension  of 
assistance  applies  to  expropriation  cases  in 
which  the  expropriatory  acts  occurred  on  or 
after  the  effective  date  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961  (i.e.,  Sept.  4,  1961). 

Question.  Why  was  the  Hickenlooper 
amendment  disregarded  by  the  State  De¬ 
partment  in  the  Guinea  expropriation  case? 

Answer.  It  is  said  that  lawyers  in  the  De¬ 
partment  ruled  that  the  amendment  did  not 
apply  timewise  since  it  applies  to  expropria¬ 
tions  taking  place  after  January  1,  1962, 
whereas  the  expropriation  decree  in  Guinea 
was  dated  in  November  1961.  However,  that 
decree  by  its  own  terms  did  not  become 
finally  effective  and  irrevocable  until  Febru¬ 
ary  1962. 

Question.  Does  the  State  Department  ac¬ 
cept  the  policy  of  the  Hickenlooper  amend¬ 
ment? 

Answer.  Secretary  Rusk  appearing  before 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  in  1963 
clearly  accepted  the  principle  of  the  Hick¬ 
enlooper  amendment  and  stated  that  “our 
experience  thus  far  has  meant  that  that 
amendment  has  been  a  good  thing.” 

Question.  Does  the  proposed  amendment 
invalidate  investment  guarantee  contracts 
already  issued  to  investors? 

Answer.  No,  all  outstanding  guarantee 
contracts  including  those  recently  issued  to 
Harvey  Aluminum  Co.  remain  unaffected  by 
the  proposed  amendments.  Whether  the 
Harvey  guarantee  was  legally  issued  under 
the  present  language  seems  open  to  ques¬ 
tion.  The  proposed  amendment'  does  not 
affect  this  situation. 

Question.  Does  the  proposed  amendment 
impair  any  commitment  as  to  investment 
guarantees  already  made  to  the  Government 
of  Guinea? 

Answer.  No,  the  sanctions  of  the  proposed 
amendment  operates  prospectively  only. 
The  outstanding  commitments  of  the  United 
States  to  Guinea  with  respect  to  investment 
guarantees  for  Boke  are  not  impaired,  since 
they  have  already  been  made. 
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Question.  How  much  aid  is  Guinea  re¬ 
ceiving  from  the  United  States? 

Answer.  In  addition  to  investment  guar¬ 
antees,  Guinea  is  programed  to  get  about 
$15.6  million  from  prior  year  authorized 
programs  still  in  the  pipeline.  Figures  for 
new  authorization  are  still  confidential. 

Question.  Would  future  programs  be  af¬ 
fected  by  the  proposed  amendment? 

Answer.  Yes,  the  proposed  amendment 
would  in  effect  prohibit  further  assistance 
in  connection  with  the  Boke  project  until 
settlement  of  the  claims  of  the  American- 
owned  companies  whose  interests  were  ex¬ 
propriated. 

Question.  What  is  the  total  of  these 
claims? 

Answer.  Approximately  $25  million. 

Question.  What  companies  are  interested 
in  these  claims? 

Answer.  The  American-owned  companies 
are:  Reynolds  Metals  Co.,  Kaiser  Aluminum 
&  Chemical  Corp.,  Aluminum,  Ltd.,  and 
Aluminum  Co.  of  America. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
is  yielded  back.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hickenlooper] — No. 
266. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  the  time 
to  be  charged  to  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMENDMENTS  NOS.  249  AND  250 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendments  Nos.  249  and  250. 
I  shall  offer  a  modification  and  ask  that 
they  be  treated  as  joined  together. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  state 
the  amendments. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  further 
reading  of  the  amendments  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

“(f)  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act— 

‘(1)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  re¬ 
served  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance 
under  part  I  of  this  Act  to  Pakistan  shall  not 
exceed  an  amount  equal  to  75  per  centum  of 
the  amount  specified  for  such  purpose  for 
such  country  in  the  presentation  material 
submitted  to  the  Congress  during  its  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1963; 
and  _ 

“‘(2)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  re¬ 
served  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance 
under  part  II  of  this  Act  to  Pakistan  shall  not 
exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  respective 
amounts  specified  for  such  purpose  for  such 
country  in  such  presentation  material. 

'  '(b)  The  President  shall  determine  the 
amounts  by  which  the  sums  available  for  as¬ 
sistance  to  Pakistan  are  less  than  the  sums 
which,  but  for  the  provisions  of  this  section. 


would  have  been  available  for  such  purpose, 
and  such  amounts  shall  be  deducted  from 
appropriations  or  other  funds  available  for 
such  purpose  and  deposited  in  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury.'  ” 


On  page  18,  after  line  22,  add  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“(f)  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section 
as  follows : 

“  'Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  Act — 

“‘(1)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  re¬ 
served  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance 
under  part  I  of  this  Act  to  India  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  an  amount  equal  to  75  per  centum  of 
the  amount  specified  for  such  purpose  for 
such  country  in  the  presentation  material 
submitted  to  the  Congress  during  its  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1963;  and 

“‘(2)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  re¬ 
served  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance 
under  part  II  of  this  Act  to  India  shall  not 
exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  respective 
amounts  specified  for  such  purpose  for  such 
country  in  such  presentation  material. 

“‘(b)  The  President  shall  determine  the 
amounts  by  which  the  sums  available  for  as¬ 
sistance  to  India  are  less  than  the  sums 
which,  but  for  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
would  have  been  available  for  such  purpose, 
and  such  amounts  shall  be  deducted  from 
appropriations  or  other  funds  available  for 
such  purpose  and  deposited  in  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury.’  ” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  wish  his 
amendments  to  be  considered  en  bloc? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes.  I  wish  to  explain 
them.  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  need. 

Amendment  No.  249  deals  with  Paki¬ 
stan,  and  amendment  No.  250  deals  with 
India.  I  wish  to  have  them  considered 
together. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection  the  amendments  will  be 
considered  en  bloc. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  problem  I  shall 
discuss  involves  a  common  problem  with 
both  countries. 

As  I  pointed  out,  both  amendments 
refer  to  “presentation  material  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  during  its  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1963.”  That  wording  should  be 
changed  to  “Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1965”  in  each  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  modified  accord¬ 
ingly. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  these 
two  amendments,  which  I  shall  now 
discuss  as  though  they  were  combined  in 
one  amendment,  would  limit  aid  to 
Pakistan  in  fiscal  year  1966  to  75  percent 
of  the  sum  submitted  in  the  briefing 
presentation.  As  we  know,  the  figures 
showing  the  amounts  expected  to  be  ex¬ 
tended  to  individual  countries  in  the 
coming  year  cannot  be  published,  so  the 
language  of  my  amendment  calls  for  a 
percentage  reduction  in  the  total  esti¬ 
mate,  rather  than  a  fixed  dollar  amount. 

I  am  merely  saying  that  whatever  the 
figure  is,  instead  of  granting  that  figure, 
the  figure  to  be  granted  should  be  only 
75  percent  of  it. 

My  second  amendment,  No.  250  would 
similarly  limit  India  to  75  percent  of  the 
estimate  for  the  forthcoming  fiscal  year. 

Both  amendments  apply  to  military 
and  economic  aid. 

Mr.  President,  the  administration  will 
have  no  difficulty  cutting  out  25  percent 


to  India  and  25  percent  to  Pakistan. 
There  are  no  “bare  bones"  connectqd 
with  the  proposal  for  Pakistan  and 
India.  In  my  judgment,  they  are  nolf, 
only  covered  with  fat  representing  en¬ 
tirely  too  large  a  proposal,  but  they  are 
also  indicative  of  the  type  of  waste,  in¬ 
efficiency,  and  also  unsound  military  aid 
policies  which  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  been  criticizing  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  for  some  years. 

Nowhere  in  the  world  is  American 
forign  aid  being  wasted  more  cynically 
than  in  these  two  countries.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  our  economic  aid  was  being 
undermined  by  a  war  effort  that 
threatens  and  endangers  American  se¬ 
curity  interests  in  that  part  of  the  world. 
And  what  other  reason  is  there  for 
American  aid?  Why  else  do  we  extend 
so  much  assistance,  military  and  eco¬ 
nomic,  to  these  nations? 

If  Pakistan  and  India  would  stop  their 
warmaking  efforts,  if  they  would  stop 
building  up  their  military  power  so  that 
if  they  come  to  war  over  Kashmir  they 
will  be  able  to  fight  a  bloody  war  100  per¬ 
cent  equipped  on  each  side  with  Ameri¬ 
can  military  aid,  then  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  would  be  urging  more  money  for 
the  development  of  economic  freedom 
for  the  underprivileged  people  of  India 
and  Pakistan.  But  the  time  has  come  to 
call  a  halt  to  the  type  of  military  aid  and 
wasteful  economic  aid  that  characterizes 
so  much  of  the  foreign  aid  program  of 
both  Pakistan  and  India. 

We  do  it  only  because  we  thought  at 
one  time  that  American  security  inter¬ 
ests  would  be  preserved  by  the  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  that  we  have  been 
pouring  into  Pakistan  and  India. 

But  programs  that  were  started  in  the 
1950’s  for  this  purpose  have  not  been 
revised  when  the  conditions  that  gave 
rise  to  them  changed.  And  conditions 
between  India  and  Pakistan  have 
changed  radically.  For  both  countries; 
the  primary  foreign  concern  is  for  the 
contested  border  areas.  Into  that  con¬ 
test  they  are  putting  the  military  aid  we 
extended  both  of  them,  and  our  economic 
assistance  is  subsidizing  that  war  effort 
of  India  and  Pakistan. 

Through  fiscal  year  1964  we  gave  Paki¬ 
stan  $2,630  million  in  economic  loans  and 
grants.  The  date  for  her  military  aid 
remains  classified. 

That  puts  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  in  a  delicate  position.  All  I  can 
say  to  the  American  people  about  it  is 
that  it  is  tremendous.  It  is  huge.  It 
ought  to  be  cut.  It  is  inexcusable  that 
the  present  administration  continues  its 
policies  of  secrecy  in  connection  with 
keeping  concealed  what  it  proposed  to 
make  available  to  India  and  Pakistan  by 
way  of  military  aid. 

It  is  classified  for  only  one  reason — 
not  to  keep  it  from  Russia  or  China  or 
even  the  American  people,  but  primarily 
to  keep  it  from  India.  Obviously,  if  In¬ 
dia  knew  how  much  U.S.  military  equip¬ 
ment  had  been  sunk  into  Pakistan — and 
it  works  the  other  way,  too,  when  it 
comes  to  Pakistan  wanting  to  know  how 
much  India  will  get — she  would  demand 
even  moi-e  from  us  than  we  have  already 
agreed  to  give  her  in  order  to  equalize 
her  military  forces  with  those  of 
Pakistan. 
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In  both  countries,  American  aid  takes 
the  form  primarily  of  loans  to  make  pos¬ 
sible  a  higher  level  of  imports  than 
either  country  could  maintain  out  of 
foreign  earnings.  Despite  the  fact  that 
both  of  them  have  for  several  years  re¬ 
ceived  large  general  loans,  there  is  no 
indication  that  either  India  or  Pakistan 
is  reaching  a  point  where  these  loans 
may  be  reduced. 

The  presentation  shows  that  the 
minimum  aid  to  both  countries  planned 
for  fiscal  year  1966  is  the  sum  extended 
to  them  in  fiscal  year  1965.  It  is  ex¬ 
pected  and  anticipated  that  under  this 
year’s  authorization,  economic  assist¬ 
ance  to  India  and  Pakistan  will  be  in¬ 
creased  over  what  it  was  last  year. 

In  the  case  of  India,  an  increase  of 
some  14  percent  is  contemplated,  and  in 
the  case  of  Pakistan,  an  increase  of  some 
10  percent. 

The  major  international  activity  of 
both  countries  in  the  last  year  has  been 
their  confrontation  npt  only  over  Kash¬ 
mir,  but  more  recently  over  a  border 
area  on  the  Arabian  Sea. 

In  the  case  of  Pakistan,  she  is  using 
the  billions  in  military  aid  we  have  al¬ 
ready  furnished  her,  and  she  is  using  it 
in  violation  of  the  very  law  under  which 
we  are  expecting  to  give  her  more  mili¬ 
tary  equipment  in  fiscal  year  1966. 

Do  not  forget  that,  as  I  pointed  out 
the  other  day  in  my  argument  for  a  cut 
in  military  aid,  no  country  has  the  right 
to  use  our  military  aid  for  the  purpose 
of  making  war  or  planning  to  make  war 
on  a  neighbor  or  another  country.  That 
is  in  violation  of  the  law.  But  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  winks  at  it.  Our  Government 
continues  to  pour  out  the  money. 

To  compound  the  fatuity,  under  this 
bill,  we  are  going  to  give  her  even  more 
military  aid  than  she  received  last  year. 

But  now  we  plan  to  start  giving  India 
large-scale  military  aid.  That  is  how 
the  Pentagon  figures  to  keep  the  peace 
of  the  world  and  to  keep  the  peace  be¬ 
tween  India  and  Pakistan.  How  silly 
can  we  be?  It  does  not  make  common- 
sense.  If  the  time  ever  comes  when 
commonsense  is  the  ci'iterion  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  developing  a  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram,  then  the  senior  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  will  have  won  his  battle. 

I  am  hoping  that  the  Morse  formula 
in  the  bill  will  be  retained  in  conference. 
I  am  hoping,  as  a  result  of  the  Morse 
amendments,  that  by  the  beginning  of 
fiscal  year  1967  we  shall  have  a  thorough¬ 
going  reworking  of  our  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  by  the  special  committee  or  com¬ 
mission  that  is  being  provided  for.  I  am 
satisfied  that  any  study  by  any  such 
group  of  impartial  men  will  result  in 
recommendations  for  drastic  reforms  in 
our  foreign  aid  program,  and  that  the 
Senate  will  be  surprised  how  many  of 
those  recommendations  will  be  down  the 
line  of  the  various  amendments  which 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  has  been  px-o- 
posing  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  for  the 
past  several  years. 

But,  of  coui’se,  now  we  plan  to  start 
giving  India  large-scale  military  aid,  too. 
That  is  how  the  Pentagon  figures  to  keep 
peace  between  them.  First,  it  winks  at 
the  provisions  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  that  require  a  nation  to  use  our  mili¬ 
tary  aid  only  for  purposes  specified  and 


makes  them  ineligible  for  any  equipment 
used  for  other  activities.  The  war  with 
India  is  not  one  of  the  purposes  for  which 
our  aid  can  be  used.  Yet  the  tanks  and 
other  mobile  equipment  we  have  so  gen¬ 
erously  furnished  to  Pakistan  have  no 
value  anywhere  except  on  the  borders 
facing  India.  Pakistan  probably  could 
not  use  it  at  all  against  Russia  or  China 
because  her  borders  with  those  countries 
are  mountainous.  But  it  is  just  right 
to  use  on  the  plains  where  Pakistan  ad¬ 
joins  India. 

After  winking  at  the  clear  provisions 
of  the  law,  the  Pentagon  then  evens  up 
the  imbalance  it  created  in  the  first  place 
by  beginning  to  arm  India.  And  to  pac¬ 
ify  Pakistan  over  the  new  arms  aid  to 
India,  we  sweeten  the  pot  for  Pakistan  by 
increasing  her  arms  aid  over  last  year. 

It  is  no  wonder  that  all  this  also  re¬ 
quires  more  economic  aid  to  finance  their 
two  war  effox-ts.  The  more  military  aid 
we  furnish  them  to  fight  each  other,  or 
to  get  ready  to  fight  each  other,  the  more 
economic  aid  they  will  need  to  pay  for 
the  war  effort.  But  they  will  get  that, 
too,  under  the  terms  of  the  bill. 

Are  not  conditions  bad  enough  in  Asia? 
Are  we  not  already  complaining  of  the 
lack  of  suppox-t  for  our  war  in  Vietnam 
among  the  large  nations  of  Asia?  Is  it 
not  bad  enough  that  neither  Pakistan 
nor  India  supports  the  war  in  Vietnam, 
without  our  equipping  and  financing 
them  in  a  war  with  each  other? 

Pakistan  and  India  have  no  intention 
of  supporting  us  in  Vietnam.  They  have 
told  us  so  over  and  over  again.  The 
Prime  Minister  of  India  is  highly  criti¬ 
cal  of  American  policy  in  Vietnam.  It  is 
interesting,  is  it  not,  that  he  was  within 
a  stone’s  throw  of  the  United  States  only 
the  other  day  on  a  visit  to  Canada?  We 
are  aware  of  the  unfortunate  diplomatic 
blooper  that  resulted  in  the  Prime  Minis¬ 
ter  of  India  bypassing  the  United  States 
while  he  was  on  a  visit  to  the  Prime 
Minister  of  Canada. 

We  know  what  the  Foreign  Minister  of 
Pakistan  has  said  to  us.  He  came  to 
Washington  to  say  it  to  us,  and  said  it 
right  into  our  teeth  at  the  Press  Club  not 
so  many  months  ago.  Pakistan  is  one 
of  the  members  of  the  SEATO  Treaty, 
about  which  we  have  had  so  much  to  say 
in  the  past. 

When  a  correspondent  asked  the 
Prime  Minister  of  Pakistan,  “Do  you  in¬ 
tend  to  be  of  any  help  to  us  in  South 
Vietnam?”  He  replied,  “No.”  He  fol¬ 
lowed  his  “No”  by  saying,  “That  is  the 
problem  of  the  United  States.  Our  prob¬ 
lem  is  with  India.” 

Yet  we  are  pouring  millions  of  dollars 
into  India  and  Pakistan  to  enable  them 
to  prepare  for  war  against  each  other. 
I  do  not  understand  the  nonsense  of  it. 

While  I  criticize  Pakistan  and  India 
at  this  moment,  there  are  those  who  do 
not  want  to  go  to  the  record,  who  get  the 
idea  that  I  am  against  the  people  of  India 
and  the  people  of  Pakistan.  Quite  the 
contrary.  To  them  I  say,  “Come  along 
and  support  those  of  us  who  are  trying  to 
clean  up  the  stinking  mess  in  military 
and  economic  aid  that  we  are  financing 
to  the  extent  of  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  of  taxpayers’  money  every  year. 
Help  us  who  are  trying  to  clean  it  up. 
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and  you  will  find  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  voting  for  more  aid  than  is  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill,  but  an  entirely  different 
type  of  aid:  an  aid  that  will  not  help  the 
militai-y  oligai'chs,  an  aid  that  will  not 
help  to  prepare  the  world  for  war,  an  aid 
that  will  not  make  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  Communists  month  after 
month.” 

Our  aid  program  is  the  best,  propa¬ 
ganda  that  the  Communists  need  in  many 
an  undei’developed  area  in  the  world  to 
drive  people  into  the  arms  of  the  Com¬ 
munists. 

Help  us  l-eally  to  clean  up  aid,  as  my 
amendment  proposes  to  do.  It  would  do 
so  to  a  small  degree,  I  admit;  but  it  is 
something.  It  says  to  India  and  Paki¬ 
stan:  “We  are  going  to  cut  by  25  percent 
the  amount  of  aid  we  give  you.”  Perhaps 
that  will  cause  them  to  do  a  little  an¬ 
swering  to  their  constituents,  who  will 
want  to  know,  “How  come?”  That  may 
help  to  cause  a  discussion  in  India  and 
Pakistan  of  the  facts  and  may  result  in  a 
cleaning  up  of  the  AID  program  that  we 
have  been  sponsoring  in  those  countries 
for  many  a  year. 

This  amendment  is  an  approach  that 
will  help  to  bring  to  an  end  some  of  the 
abuses  that  have  developed  in  the  aid 
program  in  Pakistan  and  India.  I  can¬ 
not  understand  the  concern  of  some  Sen¬ 
ators  about  cutting  aid  to  Pakistan.  Do 
they  think  that  Pakistan  is  closer  to  us 
than  she  is  to  Red  China?  We  know 
what  the  record  of  Pakistan  is  vis-a-vis 
Red  China.  The  leaders  of  Pakistan 
have  made  it  perfectly  clear  to  us  that 
they  will  not  join  us  in  our  concern 
about  Red  China.  Pakistan  deals  with 
Red  China.  It  has  entered  into  air  ar¬ 
rangements  and  negotiations  with  Red 
China.  Pakistan  has  entered  into  trade 
with  Red  China.  Pakistan  plays  both 
sides  of  the  street.  But  we  pour  millions 
of  dollars  of  aid  into  Pakistan  at  the 
same  time  she  is  strengthening  her  rap- 
port  with  Red  China. 

One  of  the  arguments  I  hear  from 
Senatoi-s  is,  “You  will  have  Pakistan  do¬ 
ing  more  business  with  Red  China  if  you 
follow  the  proposal  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon.”  I  do  not  buy  that  argu¬ 
ment  of  international  blackmail.  Paki¬ 
stan  is  not  the  only  country  concerning 
which  the  argument  of  international 
blackmail  is  used.  If  there  is  any  coun- 
try  that  thinks  it  can  shake  down  the 
U.S.  Government  with  the  threat,  “If 
you  don’t  give  us  what  we  ask  for,  we  will 
go  to  Russia,”  my  answer  is,  “Go  quickly, 
and  Godspeed.  Go  on  in,  go  into  the 
orbit  of  the  Communists,  and  see  how 
you  like  it.” 

I  tell  Senatoi's  that  if  those  countries 
stewed  in  the  juices  of  communism  for 
awhile,  they  might  recognize  how  im- 
poii,ant  it  is  to  get  on  the  side  of  freedom. 

I  shall  never  adopt  the  blackmail 
argument:  “If  we  do  not  do  this  or  that, 
they  will  go  into  the  embrace  of  the 
Communists.”  Pakistan  has  been  hug¬ 
ging  Red  China  for  many  months.  I  am 
not  interested  in  her  embraces  on  the 
basis  of  Such  a  two-timing  course  of  con¬ 
duct  on  the  part  of  Pakistan. 

No;  the  time  has  come  when  the  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayers  have  a  right  to  have  Con¬ 
gress  start  cutting  back  on  the  wasteful 
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program  of  aid  to  India  and  Pakistan. 
Let  the  program  be  changed  into  a  good 
program,  and  it  will  then  be  a  program 
that  will  help  the  poor  people  of  India 
and  Pakistan. 

Judging  by  my  trips  to  India  and  Pak¬ 
istan,  one  can  have  nothing  but  deep 
sympathy  for  the  millions  of  people  of 
those  two  underdeveloped  nations.  I  do 
not  like  to  have  the  impoverished  con¬ 
ditions  of  the  people  of  India  and  Paki¬ 
stan  used  as  an  excuse  by  my  government 
for  continuing  the  wasting  of  millions  of 
dollars  on  so-called  military  aid  to  build 
up  the  military  power  of  Pakistan  and 
India  to  threaten  the  peace  of  that  part 
of  the  world. 

Senators  know  what  will  happen  if 
those  two  countries  get  into  a  war.  Of 
course,  we  shall  not  be  able  to  stand  by. 
We  could  not  stand  by  and  let  a  hot  war 
develop  in  that  part  of  the  world.  That 
is  why  I  have  said  so  many  times  that 
all  our  military  aid,  not  only  to  India  and 
Pakistan,  but  to  Greece  and  Turkey, 
and  other  places,  as  well,  does  not 
strengthen  the  security  of  the  United 
States.  That  is  poppycock.  That  kind 
of  military  aid  would  not  be  of  any  help 
to  us  in  case  of  a  war  with  Russia.  If 
we  got  into  a  war  with  Russia,  we  would 
not  be  making  any  use  of  the  Indian  or 
Pakistani  troops,  or  the  troops  of  Greece 
or  Turkey.  We  wnuld  not  be  making  use 
of  any  of  their  equipment.  Such  a  war 
would  be  a  nuclear  war. 

All  the  countries  into  which  we  have 
been  pouring  military  aid  are  completely 
dependent  on  the  United  States  for  their 
own  protection  and  security  in  case  of  a 
war  with  Russia.  They  live  under  the 
canopy  of  American  nuclear  protection. 
Their  military  power  would  be  of  no  help 
to  us  in  case  of  a  war  with  Russia.  Such 
a  war  would  be  fought,  and  fought 
quickly,  with  nuclear  power;  and,  of 
course,  out  of  it  would  come  no  victors — 
neither  the  United  States  nor  Russia. 

So  long  as  Pakistan  and  India  con¬ 
tinue  to  receive  U.S.  aid  in  increasing 
amounts,  even  when  it  is  being  squan¬ 
dered  in  their  private  quarrel,  they  will 
continue  to  jeopardize  the  peace  of  Eu¬ 
rope.  They  will  do  it  with  our  money. 
Both  India  and  Pakistan  are  a  threat  to 
peace  in  Asia.  So  long  as  they  prepare 
for  war  against  each  other,  they  must  be 
charged  with  being  a  threat  to  the  peace 
of  the  world. 

Of  course,  the  response  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  is  what  it  always  is  in  foreign 
aid  matters.  It  will  say  that  furnishing 
economic  and  military  aid  enables  us 
to  exercise  some  degree  of  influence  over 
their  policies. 

That  is  more  poppycock.  That  is  al¬ 
ways  the  purpose  of  our  aid:  to  inter¬ 
fere  in  the  affairs  of  other  nations. 

But  the  sad  thing  is  that  the  officials 
who  think  they  are  influencing  events 
are  not  influencing  anything.  They 
think  they  have  accomplished  something 
worthwhile  when,  in  effect,  they  get 
Pakistan  or  India  to  do  something  useful 
to  their  economies  in  exchange  for  more 
U.S.  aid.  When  they  have  paid  India 
or  Pakistan  to  do  the  right  thing,  they 
think  that  is  exerting  “influence.” 

That  is  more  poppycock. 

But  when  India  and  Pakistan  want  to 
fight  each  other,  we  have  no  influence. 


I  say  they  should  do  it  on  their  own. 
They  should  make  their  war  out  of  their 
own  national  effort,  and  not  out  of  ours. 

As  it  is,  my  amendment  would  not 
reduce  aid  to  India  and  Pakistan  by 
25  percent  below  current  amounts  be¬ 
cause  the  program  calls  for  increases 
next  year  in  economic  and  military  aid 
to  both  countries.  The  effect  of  my 
amendment  would  be  to  reduce  their  as¬ 
sistance  levels  by  perhaps  10  to  15  per¬ 
cent  from  last  year. 

In  my  opinion,  such  a  reduction  will 
do  more  to  stabilize  the  subcontinent 
than  anything  the  United  States  has 
done  yet.  It  will  do  more  to  forestall 
a  new  war  in  Asia  than  anything  we 
have  done  yet.  And  it  will  have  a  salu¬ 
tary  effect  upon  other  recipients  of  aid 
who  may  think  twice  before  diverting 
U.S.  assistance  to  purposes  other  than 
that  for  which  it  is  extended. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  To  whose 
time  will  the  quorum  be  charged? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
time  for  the  quorum  may  be  charged  to 
time  allotted  to  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  is  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  designed  two 
amendments  which  relate  to  India  and 
Pakistan.  These  amendments  arbitrarily 
select  those  two  countries,  I  feel,  without 
giving  full  consideration  to  some  of  the 
conditions  that  prevail  there. 

We  are  all  concerned  by  some  of  the 
things  which  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
has  set  out.  We  do  not  like  to  see  those 
countries  quarreling  between  themselves. 
However,  we  must  recognize  that  condi¬ 
tions  exist  in  those  countries  which  re¬ 
quire  a  greater  expenditure  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  national  defense  than  they  would 
perhaps  like  to  make. 

Pakistan  and  India  are  not  necessarily 
countries  in  which  a  reduction  of  this 
kind  would  be  consistent  with  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  United  States. 

The  naming  of  specific  countries  in 
legislation,  except  perhaps  in  the  case 
of  Communist  countries,  is  a  bad  prac¬ 
tice.  Such  a  practice  would  set  a  pre¬ 
cedent  and  violate  the  procedures  fol¬ 
lowed  in  both  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  and  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  we 
must  remember  that  there  has  already 
been  a  $200  million  cut  in  the  amount 
that  would  be  provided  for  in  the  bill. 
The  impact  of  that  cut,  plus  the  25 -per¬ 
cent  reduction  proposed  in  the  two  pend¬ 
ing  amendments,  ought  to  be  kept  in 
mind. 


The  Senate  has  rejected  larger  cuts, 
cuts  across  the  board,  and  percentage 
cuts.  I  do  not  believe  that  it  would  be 
wise  or  advisable  to  select  these  two 
particular  countries  and  agree  to  a  per¬ 
centage  cut  such  as  has  been  proposed 
here,  in  addition  to  the  cut  which  has 
been  made  across  the  board. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  pref¬ 
ace  my  remarks  with  the  statement  that, 
during  my  service  in  the  Senate,  I  have 
fought  to  introduce  economy  into  the 
business  management  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment. 

I  yield  to  no  one  with  respect  to  that 
issue  in  the  fight  which  I  have  made. 
I  have  also  fought  for  the  reduction  of 
the  amount  allocated  under  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act.  However,  there  comes 
a  time  when  the  reductions  reach  a  point 
which  endangers  the  very  security  of  our 
country. 

Last  Friday  the  amount  allocated  to 
the  foreign  assistance  program  was  re¬ 
duced  by  $200  million.  The  reduction 
proposed  by  the  pending  amendments  is 
classified.  The  exact  amount  cannot 
be  identified. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  has  stated 
that  he  chose  the  25  percent  reduction 
so  as  to  maintain  the  secrecy  of  the  true 
amount  allocated  to  Pakistan  and  India. 
We  must  recognize  that  there  are  nations 
that  are  in  a  forefront  position  in  the 
defense  of  the  free  nations  of  the  world. 
A  number  of  them  have  already  been 
identified  on  the  floor  today.  India  and 
China  are  within  the  group  which  are  on 
the  perimeter  of  the  massive  strength 
of  China  and  Russia. 

In  our  approach  to  the  problem  of  pre¬ 
venting  the  expansion  of  communism, 
and  thus  protecting  the  security  of  our 
country,  all  of  the  responsible  persons 
in  Government  in  the  Truman  adminis¬ 
tration,  the  Eisenhower  administration, 
and  the  Johnson  administration  have 
taken  the  position  that  there  are  certain 
nations  on  the  perimeter  of  Russia  which 
must  be  strong  so  as  to  prevent  the  ab¬ 
sorption  of  those  countries  by  either 
Russia  or  Red  China.  I  have  already 
stated  that  India  and  Pakistan  are  two 
of  those  nations.  Greece  has  been  men¬ 
tioned.  Other  countries  are  Turkey, 
Taiwan,  Korea,  Iran,  Vietnam,  Thailand, 
Pakistan,  the  Philippines,  and  other  na¬ 
tions. 

Let  us  take  a  look  at  the  situation  as  it 
prevails  in  India,  Pakistan,  Afghanistan, 
Russia,  and  China.  Red  China  invaded 
India.  If  India  falls  to  the  Communists, 
we  have  not  a  chance  in  the  world  of 
saving  that  area  of  the  earth  from  Com¬ 
munist  control. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  has  made 
the  statement  that  the  money  provided 
by  us  was  being  used  primarily  for  the 
acquisition  and  implementation  of  mili¬ 
tary  men  with  equipment  to  be  used  on 
the  plains  separating  Pakistan  and  In¬ 
dia.  I  beg  to  differ  with  that  statement. 
A  careful  examination  of  the  records  will 
show  that  equipment  is  being  used,  and 
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many  men  who  have  been  placed  in  the 
military  service  are  being  equipped  to 
fight  in  the  mountains  separating  China 
and  India. 

Consider  Pakistan.  It  is  true  that 
there  is  a  critical,  painful,  and  dangerous 
division  between  Pakistan  and  India ;  but 
the  fact  remains  that  the  officials  in  our 
State  Department  and  the  military  de¬ 
partments  have  kept  that  subject  in 
mind  and  have  provided  aid  on  the  basis 
of  removing  in  the  largest  degree  pos¬ 
sible  the  danger  of  conflict  between  Pak¬ 
istan  and  India.  There  has  been  no 
conflict.  Those  in  our  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  and  in  our  State  Department  are 
just  as  conscious  of  that  fact  as  is  the 
Senator  from  Oregon. 

But  we  must  go  beyond  that  question. 
The  countries  involved  are  not  only  Paki¬ 
stan  and  India.  Afghanistan  is  allied  1 
with  Russia ;  and  it  is  a  dangerous  threat 
to  Pakistan.  The  aid  which  we  are  giv¬ 
ing  to  Pakistan  in  part  is  intended  to 
maintain  and  secure  Pakistan  against 
any  assault  by  Afghanistan. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  go  back 
to  Ohio  and  tell  the  people  I  have  voted 
for  the  reduction  of  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  beyond  the  reductions  already 
made.  It  probably  would  be  a  most  pop¬ 
ular  position  to  take.  But,  my  col¬ 
leagues,  and  Mr.  President,  there  is  an 
aspect  of  service  in  the  Congress  that  is 
more  important  than  the  invitation  of 
popularity  with  the  voters,  and  that  im¬ 
portant  aspect  is  to  maintain  the  se¬ 
curity  of  our  Nation  and  to  make  cer¬ 
tain  that  the  Communists  shall  not,  bit 
by  bit,  conquer  the  various  nations  of  the 
world. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  May  I  have  2  addi¬ 
tional  minutes? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield  2  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Thereby  we  would  be 
put  in  a  dangerous  position. 

Do  we  at  any  time  recognize  the  tech¬ 
nique  of  the  Communists?  Their  tech¬ 
nique  is  to  topple  one  nation  after  an¬ 
other.  There  is  no  purpose  to  make  a 
mass  assault  upon  all  at  one  time.  They 
know  that  if  they  take  Laos  today,  Viet¬ 
nam  tomorrow,  Thailand  the  next  day, 
and  Malaysia  the  following  day,  they 
will  keep  advancing  toward  conquest  of 
the  world. 

The  nations  that  are  the  objects  of 
the  cuts  sought  to  be  made  by  the  Sena- 
ator  from  Oregon  are  on  the  periphery 
of  China  and  Russia.  We  should  not 
cut  that  amount.  I  say  this  with  the 
deepest  respect  for  the  Senator  from 
Oregon.  I  know  of  his  intent  and  sin¬ 
cerity  of  purpose  in  believing  that  what 
he  is  doing  is  right.  However,  I  am  of 
the  judgment  that  what  he  now  advo¬ 
cates,  erroneously  and  innocently,  would 
not  be  in  the  interest  of  the  security  and 
preservation  of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  had  promised  to 
yield  first  to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  find 
myself  in  the  same  position  as  does  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  with  respect  to  the 


intentions  and  views  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon.  I,  too,  will  welcome  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  debate  this  question  and  to 
enlarge  our  views.  I  think  this  is  a  most 
constructive  exercise.  After  all,  the 
batting  average  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  been  rather  high  with  many 
of  his  amendments,  so  I  oppose  this  one 
because  I  deeply  believe  it  is  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  our  Nation  to  oppose  it. 

I  happen  to  know  something  of  those 
countries.  I  have  been  in  them.  I 
sponsored  the  first  grain -aid -to-India 
measure,  providing  for  200  million  bush¬ 
els  of  grain,  to  save  India  from  starva¬ 
tion.  I  know  something  of  the  govern¬ 
mental  operations  in  Pakistan,  from 
contacts  with  friends  who  hold  high  dip¬ 
lomatic  and  other  positions.  I  have 
been  there,  as  I  have  been  in  India. 

Let  us  remember  that  we  are  dealing 
with  the  tremendous  thrust  of  Com¬ 
munist  China.  When  I  was  in  India — 
and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  who  will  follow  me,  can  verify 
this  fact — economic  progress  in  India 
was  measured  in  terms  of  economic  prog¬ 
ress  in  Communist  China.  If  India  was 
not  doing  as  well  as  Communist  China, 
there  was  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  some 
to  want  to  follow  the  lead  of  Communist 
China.  The  question  of  whether  the 
Chinese  worked  harder  than  the  Indians 
in  making  that  economic  progress  did 
not  seem  to  be  considered  too  much. 

Second,  we  are  now  engaged  in  Asia; 
and  there  are  many  American  casualties 
there.  The  struggle  is  not  only  in  South 
Vietnam,  but  it  involves  all  of  southeast 
Asia. 

Though  we  may  not  be  able  to  tell 
from  the  people  of  South  Vietnam 
whether  they  want  us  to  do  what  we 
are  doing,  we  can  tell  from  the  great 
majority  of  the  millions  of  people  in 
southeast  Asia  that  they  believe  in  what 
we  are  doing.  India  is  where  the  bulk  of 
the  population  of  that  part  of  Asia  is. 

I  do  not  believe  that,  if  we  cut  off  aid 
to  India  and  Pakistan,  the  attitude  as 
between  Pakistan  and  India  would 
change.  There  might  be  a  change  for 
the  worse,  because  the  situation  might 
then  be  ripe  for  demagogues  who  would 
be  urging  a  different  policy.  Bad  as  we 
may  think  the  situation  is,  it  could  be 
a  great  deal  worse,  much  as  we  may  dis¬ 
like  something  that  Shastri  or  Ayub 
Khan  have  done.  So  it  would  be  short¬ 
sighted  and  would  be  working  against 
our  own  interests  to  make  this  cut,  if 
we  are  to  maintain  any  position  what¬ 
ever  there. 

If  all  of  Asia  is  not  to  be  overthrown 
by  Communist  China,  it  will  be  prevented 
only  if  this  great  population  base  is  re¬ 
tained  on  the  side  of  freedom.  When 
that  is  compared  to  what  is  at  stake  in 
a  cut  of  this  character,  I  do  not  believe 
that  it  adds  up  at  all.  I  hope  very  much 
that  the  Senate,  particularly  at  this  time, 
and  in  this  crisis,  will  not  take  such  an 
ill-advised  action  as  to  deprive  us  of  all 
hope  of  a  population  balance  in  favor 
of  freedom  by  jeopardizing  it  in  any  way 
whatever. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  yield  me  30 
seconds? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield  30  seconds 
to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  30 
seconds. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  emphasize  the  fact 
that  the  per  capita  income  of  India  6 
years  ago  was  $60.  The  per  capita  in¬ 
come  of  China  was  above  that.  Today, 
the  per  capita  income  in  India  is  $83, 
which  is  above  that  of  China.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  made  mention  of  that  fact  concerning 
this  parallel,  to  see  which  will  produce 
the  better  economy. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Constantly.  It  was 
made  a  political  issue  in  India.  We  would 
be  serving  ourselves  most  ill  advisedly  if 
we  gave  that  advantage  to  those  who 
would  tear  down  any  government  which 
has  anything  whatever  to  do  with  the 
United  States  or  the  free  world.  There 
are  millions  of  such  people  in  India  today. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Alabama  for 
yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kentucky  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say,  first,  that  I  have  followed  closely  the 
amendments  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Oregon — as  I  did  last  year.  I  say  now, 
as  I  said  then,  that  I  believe  he  has, 
more  than  anyone  else,  prompted  a 
thorough  debate  upon  the  substantive 
question  of  the  foreign  aid  program. 

Speaking  with  respect  to  the  pending 
amendment,  let  me  say — as  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  has  just  said — that  the  mate¬ 
rial  is  classified  and,  therefore,  I  am  in 
no  position  to  say  whether  the  amount 
of  military  aid  furnished  to  India  or 
Pakistan,  is  sufficient,  or  if  it  is  inade¬ 
quate;  but  I  wish  to  touch  upon  a  few 
general  considerations. 

During  my  service  in  the  Senate,  I 
have  tried  to  be  as  objective  as  I  can 
concerning  the  situation  in  India  and 
Pakistan,  because  I  served  in  India  as 
Ambassador  in  1955  and  1956. 

There  is  no  issue  which  touches  more 
the  emotions  and  interests  of  the  peo¬ 
ples  of  India  and  Pakistan  than  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  Kashmir.  Unfortunately,  this 
deep  feeling  has  persisted  since  parti¬ 
tion,  which  was  accompanied  by  riots 
and  bloodshed  at  the  time  of  partition, 
and  it  has  been  exacerbated  by  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  Kashmir,  which  has  not  been  set¬ 
tled.  While  I  hope  that  the  two  coun¬ 
tries  wall  make  every  effort  to  reach  a 
settlement,  in  my  judgment,  it  may  be 
years  before  that  problem  is  settled. 

I  move  to  another  situation  which  is 
more  recent.  We  remember  that  in  the 
early  fifties  Communist  China  made  its 
first  move  into  Tibet,  and  later  swallowed 
up  that  country  against  its  promises  and 
commitments. 

Later,  Communist  China  without 
warning,  and  in  breach  of  its  agreement 
with  India,  invaded  India,  in  the  north¬ 
west  and  northeast.  If  it  had  pursued 
its  attack  for  a  distance  of  only  40  or  50 
miles,  it  would  have  been  able  to  cut  off 
the  northeast  area  of  India  entirely. 

We  must  remember  that  India  resisted 
that  attack  with  bravery.  Unfortunate¬ 
ly,  not  many  countries  resist  Communist 
aggression;  but,  India  fought  to  main- 
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tain  its  territorial  integrity  and  sover¬ 
eignty.  It  had  refused  military  aid  from 
the  United  States  until  that  time,  and 
had  chosen  to  purchase  its  equipment, 
both  in  the  United  States  as  well  as  in 
other  countries.  But  when  attacked,  in 
dire  straits,  it  called  upon  the  United 
States  for  aid,  which  we  furnished. 

The  Communist  Chinese  did  not  pur¬ 
sue  the  advantage  which  they  first  ob¬ 
tained,  but  the  Chinese  are  now  located 
upon  the  top  mountains  in  the  north¬ 
east  looking  down  into  the  valleys  of 
India  posing  the  threat  of  attack,  which 
sorely  tries  the  economy  of  India.  If 
the  Chinese  should  attack  against  that 
area  in  India,  it  is  possible  they  could 
cut  off  this  northeast  region;  and  it 
would  be  a  matter  of  touch  and  go 
whether  they  would  be  able  to  conquer 
great  poi*tions  of  India. 

It  is  certain  that  India  would  resist, 
but  the  ability  to  do  so  depends  in  large 
measure  upon  aid  which  the  United 
States  furnishes.  Let  us  remember  that 
India  does  defend  itself,  as  it  has  fought 
with  bravery  in  its  own  wars,  and  in 
World  War  I  and  II,  as  an  ally. 

While  India  does  not  agree  with  all 
our  policies,  and  at  times  in  my  view  has 
been  unreasonable  in  its  statements 
about  United  States  policy,  nevertheless, 
a  compelling  fact  stood  out  in  my  ex¬ 
perience  in  India.  More  than  any  other 
country  in  southeast  Asia,  India  has 
deep  seated  democratic  traditions,  it 
practices  democracy,  not  alone  at  the 
government  level  but  at  all  levels  of  its 
population.  Its  people  appreciate  the 
same  values  which  we  appreciate — free¬ 
dom  of  speech,  freedom  of  the  press,  free 
elections,  independent  courts,  and  all  the 
values  which  America  holds  dear. 

There  are  more  than  400  million  peo- 
.  pie  in  India.  If  it  should  fall  it  could  be 
the  last  blow  to  the  flourishing  of  demo¬ 
cratic  government  and  democratic  values 
in  southeast  Asia. 

I  am  not  qualified  to  speak  about  the 
situation  in  Pakistan - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  has 
expired. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  proceed 
for  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kentucky  is  recognized  for 
1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  COOPER.  We  do  know  that  its 
people  are  brave  people  and  brave 
fighters.  It  is  my  judgment  that  Paki¬ 
stan  would  not  succumb  to  an  attack 
from  the  north  without  fighting. 

I  hope  that  a  settlement  can  be  arrived 
at  between  India  and  Pakistan.  I  do 'not 
believe  it  will  be  an  easy  settlement.  I 
do  not  believe  that  the  United  States  can 
force  a  settlement,  although  our  good 
offices  may  help. 

Let  me  make  one  further  point.  I 
commend  the  Senator  for  the  initiation 
of  a  committee  to  reassess  our  foreign 
aid  program.  I  believe  it  would  be  better 
to  let  this  committee  make  its  recom¬ 


mendations  before  taking  such  a  drastic 
step  as  this  amendment  proposes. 

The  United  States  is  making  a  great 
effort  against  aggression  in  South  Viet¬ 
nam,  a  situation  which  is  one  of  concern, 
but  with  which  we  shall  have  to  stick 
until  some  light  is  seen.  I  believe  that  it 
would  be  a  great  mistake  to  cripple  our 
assistance  to  India  which  is  trying  to  de¬ 
fend  itself  against  the  same  basic  aggres¬ 
sor,  Communist  China. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for 
3  minutes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  has  been  nothing 
attempted  in  defense  of  all  the  waste  in 
India  and  Pakistan,  but  there  is  no  deny¬ 
ing  the  fact  that  waste  is  present — mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  worth  of  it. 

Last  Friday,  I  read  into  the  Record 
the  titles  of  the  reports  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  of  the  United  States. 

If  Senators  will  read  those  reports,  my 
2  5 -percent  proposed  reduction  will  not 
even  begin  to  cover  the  waste  which  the 
Comptroller  General  finds. 

I  do  not  know  what  more  is  needed 
in  the  way  of  evidence  than  the  reports 
of  the  Comptroller  General. 

Do  not  forget  that  I  am  talking  about 
a  figure  which  is  higher  than  the  pres¬ 
ent  lqvel.  I  am  talking  about  a  figure 
of  a  25-percent  cut  on  a  secret  figure 
about  which  the  Government  will  not 
inform  the  American  people,  and  which 
is  higher  than  the  present  level. 

Let  me  respectfully  say  that  there  has 
not  been  one  argument  advanced  in  the 
Senate  this  afternoon  which  would  justi¬ 
fy  an  increase.  My  dear  friend  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ohio  [Mr.  LauscheI  says  that 
he  would  be  proud  to  go  back  to  Ohio 
and  tell  his  people  that  he  voted  for  it. 

He  thinks  that  will  make  him  popular. 
Let  me  say  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
that  that  flag  has  been  waved  into  so 
many  tatters  that  if  he  thinks  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  makes 
him  popular,  he  could  not  be  more 
wrong. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  is  now  riding 
the  crest  of  popularity,  but  the  people 
will  catch  up  with  him,  and  the  people 
will  want  to  know  why  he  was  not  willing 
to  stand  up  against  this  program  and 
say  it  is  dead  wrong. 

The  Senator  talked  about  the  policy¬ 
makers  of  the  past.  Let  me  say  that  I 
am  interested  in  the  policy  because  it  is 
a  wrong  policy.  I  am  not  moved  by  the 
Senator’s  citing  me  to  wrong  policy¬ 
makers.  We  have  been  following  this 
wrong  policy  now  for  some  time,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  ought  to  change  it  and  that  we 
ought  to  proceed  to  adopt  a  policy  that 
will  protect  the  American  people  from 
this  shocking  waste. 

To  my  good  friend  from  Kentucky,  let 
me  say  that  he  could  not  possibly  explain 
away,  by  any  language  that  he  could 
concoct,  the  fact  that  Pakistan  has  been 
playing  with  our  enemy,  the  fact  that 
Pakistan  has  been  supporting  our  enemy, 
the  fact  that  Pakistan  has  been  entering 
into  deals  with  Red  China.  I  do  not 
propose  to  give  Pakistan  a  sky-is-the- 
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limit  appropriation  this  year.  I  believe 
it  would  be  psychologically  a  good  thing 
to  tell  Pakistan,  “We  will  not  give  you  all 
this  money.  We  will  cut  you  back  25 
percent.” 

Where  is  the  Prime  Minister  of  India? 
The  Prime  Minister  of  India  has  not  been 
handing  us  any  bouquets.  The  Prime 
Minister  of  India  has  been  expressing 
disagreement  with  us.  The  Prime  Min¬ 
ister  of  India  has  got  himself  into  such 
a  position  by  his  criticism  that - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  myself  1  more 
minute. 

The  President  of  the  United  States  de¬ 
cided  to  postpone  the  Prime  Minister’s 
visit  to  the  United  States.  I  believe  that 
action  was  a  diplomatic  curve  ball.  But 
it  was  thrown.  Nevertheless,  we  have 
not  been  getting  from  the  Indian  Gov¬ 
ernment  what  we  ought  to  be  receiving, 
in  terms  of  their  being  our  allies.  I  do 
not  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
or  the  Senator  from  Ohio  in  the  desire  to 
do  something  for  the  masses  of  the  In¬ 
dian  people  and  the  masses  of  the  Paki¬ 
stani  people.  However,  building  up  their 
potential  to  make  war  is  not  the  way  to 
do  it. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  says  that 
the  Kashmir  issue  is  a  highly  emotional 
issue  in  India  and  in  Pakistan.  We 
take  judicical  notice  of  it.  However,  this 
kind  of  aid  intensifies  emotionalism  and 
stirs  up  their  adrenal  glands  and  makes 
it  a  great  danger  to  the  peace  of  the 
world. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  myself  1  more 
minute. 

What  we  ought  to  be  saying  is  that  we 
are  willing  to  consider  a  total  revision  of 
our  program  of  economic  aid  and  try  to 
go  in  there  and  help  those  people  eco¬ 
nomically. 

I  close  by  saying  to  my  good  friend 
from  Ohio  that  he  joined  me  2  years  ago 
in  regard  to  aid  for  a  steel  plant.  In 
my  judgment  he  was  right  then. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from  Ohio 
is  quite  right  in  trying  to  cut  back  that 
amount,  and  we  did  cut  it  back.  I  wish 
he  would  recognize  the  fact  that  we 
should  cut  back  this  sum. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  delighted  to  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  only  difference 
between  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and 
me  is — if  I  can  for  the  moment  say  this 
arrogantly — that  I  was  right  2  years  ago 
and  I  am  right  today.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  was  right  2  years  ago,  and  is 
wrong  today. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  believe  the  Senator 
has  properly  labeled  it;  it  is  arrogance, 
all  right.  I  will  accept  his  description 
of  it. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 
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Mr.  COOPER.  I  agree  with  the  state¬ 
ment  the  Senator  has  made.  As  we  rec¬ 
ognized  the  dire  danger  to  India  when  it 
was  threatened  with  invasion  by  Com¬ 
munist  China,  I  think  India  could  have 
been  more  understanding  of  the  situation 
that  we  face  in  Vietnam. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  close  by  saying  two 
things.  I  will  support  my  Comptroller 
General.  I  have  heard  no  answer  from 
anyone  as  to  why  we  should  walk  out  on 
our  Comptroller  General.  We  should 
stop  this  waste  which  has  been  found  to 
exist  around  the  world  in  foreign  aid. 

This  is  an  important  psychological 
weapon  that  we  ought  to  use  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  this  afternoon.  We  ought 
to  serve  notice  on  those  countries  that 
they  cannot  continue  to  use  our  military 
aid,  in  many  instances  illegally,  and  ex¬ 
cept  to  continue  to  get  support  from  us 
to  the  extent  of  the  huge  funds  that  they 
are  seeking. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Kan¬ 
sas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oregon  for  the  fight  he  has  led  during 
the  hearings  on  the  foreign  aid  bill  and 
also  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  believe 
he  is  rendering  a  real  service  to  Congress 
and  to  the  people. 

I  shall  not  support  him  on  his  amend¬ 
ment,  however;  I  rise  at  this  time  be¬ 
cause  we  have  been  talking  about  funds 
that  are  classified.  There  are  some 
funds  that  are  not  classified,  and  they 
are  very  substantial.  I  refer  to  the 
Cooley  loan  currencies  that  are  available. 
The  two  countries  that  have  the  largest 
amount  of  such  currencies  are  India  and 
Pakistan.  Together  they  lead  all  the 
countries  in  which  we  have  Cooley  loan 
currencies  available.  At  the  present 
time  $30,806,000  of  Cooley  loan  funds  are 
available  in  India.  The  second  largest 
amount  is  in  Egypt,  with  $23,864,000. 
The  third  is  in  Pakistan,  with  $15,116,000. 
I  mention  this  because  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon  spoke  about  the 
recommendations  of  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office. 

The  committee  report,  on  page  18, 
states  that  we  supported  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  General  Accounting 
Office  in  regard  to  section  301,  which 
deals  with  these  Cooley  loan  funds. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  these 
two  paragraph,  dealing  with  the  use  of 
foreign  currencies,  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
from  the  report  (No.  170)  was  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

XTSE  OF  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES 

Section  301(c)  of  the  bill  amends  section 
612  of  the  act,  which  relates  to  the  use  of 
foreign  currencies,  by  redesignating  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  as  subsection  (b).  The  latter  was 
redesignated  as  section  104  (t)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954  by  section  2  of  Public  Law  88-638. 

The  committee  adopted  two  amendments 
relating  to  foreign  currencies  which  were 
proposed  by  the  General  Accounting  Office. 
One  amendment  (sec.  301(c)  of  the  bill)  con¬ 
tains  substitute  language  for  the  second  par¬ 
agraph  of  redesignated  section  612(b)  of  the 
act.  It  provides  that  all  appropriate  steps 
shall  be  taken  to  assure  that,  to  the  max¬ 
imum  extent  possible,  U.S. -owned  currencies 


are  utilized  instead  of  dollars,  and  that  no 
dollar  funds  shall  be  spent  for  goods  and 
services  when  foreign  currencies  are  available 
unless  the  administrative  official  approving 
the  voucher  certifies  as  to  the  reason  for  the 
use  of  dollars  in  each  case.  The  amendment 
applies  to  all  U.S. -owned  currencies.  Under 
present  law,  only  foreign  currencies  which 
are  determined  to  be  excess  to  U.S.  needs  are 
required  to  be  utilized  in  lieu  of  dollars. 

The  other  amendment  (sec.  301(d)  of  the 
bill)  proposed  by  the  GAO  changes  the  head¬ 
ing  of  section  613  to  read  “Accounting,  Valu¬ 
ation,  Reporting,  and  Administration  of  For¬ 
eign  Currencies,”  and  adds  a  new  subsection 
(d)  which  deals  with  interest  rates  on  de¬ 
posits  of  foreign  currencies.  It  provides  that 
in  cases  where  assistance  is  furnished  on  a 
basis  which  will  result  in  the  accrual  of  for¬ 
eign  currency  proceeds  to  the  United  States, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  issue  reg¬ 
ulations  requiring  that  the  agreements  gov¬ 
erning  the  furnishing  of  such  assistance 
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include  provisions  for  the  receipt  of  interest 
income  on  the  foreign  currencies  deposited 
in  authorized  depositaries  at  a  rate  “not  less 
favorable  than  the  highest  interest  rate  law¬ 
fully  obtainable  from  the  recipient  country 
or  agencies  thereof  in  the  respective  coun¬ 
tries.”  Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
amendment  the  Secretary  of  State  may  waive 
the  interest  income  requirement  if  he  deter¬ 
mines  it  not  to  be  in  the  national  interest 
and  promptly  reports  such  determination  to 
the  Congress. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  table  show¬ 
ing  the  Cooley  loan  currencies  available 
in  foreign  countries  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


Cooley  loan  currencies  available 


Country 


Unit  of  currency 


Foreign 


U.S. 


equivalent 


Latin  America: 

Bolivia _ 

Colombia  >. 
Paraguay.. 

Peru  1 _ 

Far  East: 


Peso _ 

_ do— . 

Guarani. 
Sole _ 


Thousands 
28,901 
419 
61,  626 
13, 305 


Thousand 
dollars 
2,  433 
30 
489 
496 


China  (Taiwan) _ 

Indonesia _ 

Korea _ 

Philippines _ 

Near  East  and  south  Asia: 


New  Taiwan  dollar. 

Rupiah _ 

Hwan _ 

Peso. _ 


308, 189 
902,  586 
430,  747 
4,389 


7,705 
1,  746 
1,689 
1, 125 


Cyprus _ 

Greece _ 

India _ 

Iran _ 

Israel _ 

Pakistan _ 

Turkey _ 

United  Arab  Republic  (Egypt) 


Pound... 

Drachma. 

Rupee... 

Rial _ 

Pound _ 

Rupee _ 

Lira _ 

Pound... 


184 
116, 324 
189, 198 
43, 379 
24, 341 
72,634 
55, 923 
10, 355 


514 
3, 877 
39,  806 
578 
8, 114 
15, 116 
6, 214 
23, 864 


Africa: 


Congo _ 

Ethiopia _ 

Guinea _ 

Ivory  Coast. 

Morocco _ 

Sudan _ 

Tunisia _ 


Franc... 

Dollar.  . 

Franc... 

Franc. 

Dirham. 

Pound. . 

Dinar... 


170, 156 
421 
583, 376 
112,626 
9,962 
634 
1,373 


1,134 

169 

2,367 

459 

1,986 

1,827 

2,635 


Total 


124, 373 


1  Applications  exceed  funds  available. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  no  ill  will  between  the  Senator  from 
Orgeon  and  myself. 

Mr.  MORSE.  At  long  last  we  are 
agreed. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  love  him  and  I  ad¬ 
mire  him  for  the  tenacity  with  which 
he  fights  for  his  cause.  I  marvel  at  his 
extensive  knowledge  of  the  many  sub¬ 
jects  that  come  before  us.  However,  I 
cannot  concede  that  he  is  always  right. 
Sometimes  he  might  be  wrong. 

Mention  has  been  made  about  aid  to 
India  to  build  a  steel  plant  there.  That 
is  the  only  reason  for  my  taking  the  floor 
at  this  time.  India  wanted  to  borrow  a 
billion  dollars  from  us  to  build  a  steel 
plant.  The  plant  was  to  be  built  and 
operated  by  the  Government.  My  theory 
was — and  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
joined  me — that  if  Russia  keeps  giving 
aid  for  the  purpose  of  nationalizing  in¬ 
industry,  that  system  is  intended  to  be 
helpful  to  Russia.  In  other  words  rail¬ 
roads,  electric  power  companies,  water 
supply  companies,  steel  manufacturing 
companies,  and  all  types  of  business  are' 


to  be  nationalized.  When  Russia  gives 
aid  it  expects  that  result. 

India  wanted  to  borrow  our  money  to 
nationalize  the  steel  plants.  I  concluded, 
and  I  believe  rightfully  so,  that  even  if 
nationalization  is  good  for  Russia,  it  is 
not  good  for  the  United  States.  There¬ 
fore  when  we  grant  money  or  lend  money 
for  a  steel  plant  we  ought  to  insist  that 
it  be  privately  operated. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  joined  with 
me  in  that  view.  I  think  we  were  both 
right  at  that  time.  If  the  same  issue 
were  to  come  before  us  tomorrow  I 
I  would  again  take  the  same  position 
that  I  did  in  1962. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President.  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  wish  to  have  his 
amendments  considered  en  bloc? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thought  that  was  un¬ 
derstood  already. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  not  so  informed.  Without  ob¬ 
jection  the  amendments  will  be  consid¬ 
ered  en  bloc.  All  time  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  has  been  yielded  back  and  has 
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expired.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Moss],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell],  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ers]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pell],  and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers],  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick] 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Tower]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong] 
is  absent  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick],  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  25, 
nays  63,  as  follows: 

[No.  124  Leg.] 

YEAS— 25 


Anderson 

Gruening 

Russell,  S.C. 

Bible 

Hruska 

Simpson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Stennis 

Cannon 

McClellan 

Symington 

Curtis 

Montoya 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

Morse 

WiUiams,  Del. 

EUender 

Mundt 

Young,  Ohio 

Ervin 

Pearson 

Fannin 

Robertson 

NAYS — 63 

Aiken 

Hartke 

Metcalf 

Allott 

Hayden 

Miner 

Bartlett 

Hickenlooper 

Mondale 

Bass 

Hill 

Monroney 

Bayh 

Holland 

Morton 

Bennett 

Inouye 

Murphy 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Muskie 

Brewster 

Javits 

Nelson 

Burdick 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Pastore 

Carlson 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Prouty 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Proxmire 

Church 

Kuchel 

Randolph 

Clark 

Lausche 

Ribicoff 

Cooper 

Long,  Mo. 

SaltonstaU 

Cotton 

Long,  La. 

Scott 

Dirksen 

Magnuson 

Smith 

Douglas 

Mansfield 

Sparkman 

Fulbright 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Gore 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.  J. 

Harris 

McIntyre 

Yarborough 

Hart 

McNamara 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

NOT  VOTING— 

-12 

Byrd,  Va. 

McGee 

Russell,  Ga. 

Dodd 

Moss 

Smathers 

Dominick 

Neuberger 

Talmadge 

Fong 

Pell 

Tower 

So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendments  Nos.  249 
and  250  were  rejected  en  bloc. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
about  to  send  to  the  desk  another  amend¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  Pakistan  and 
India,  because  I  should  like  to  have 
another  yea-and-nay  vote  on  the  issue. 


This  amendment  seeks  to  cut  aid  to 
India  and  Pakistan  by  10  percent.  It 
would  still  leave  those  countries  more 
than  their  present  allowance  because, 
as  I  said  earlier,  the  secret  figure,  the 
figure  that  the  administration  will  not 
disclose  to  the  American  people,  would 
increase  by  10  to  15  percent  the  amount 
that  India  and  Pakistan  are  presently 
receiving.  This  amendment  seeks  to 
hold  the  amount  in  the  neighborhood 
of  what  they  are  now  getting,  but  does 
not  provide  less  than  what  they  are  now 
getting.  They  would  receive  a  little 
more.  This  amendment  seeks  to  cut  aid 
to  Pakistan  and  India  by  10  percent. 

I  ask  that  the  amendment  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  18, 
after  line  22  add  the  following: 

(f)  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section 
as  follows : 

“Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act — 

“(1)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or 
reserved  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  assist¬ 
ance  under  part  I  of  this  Act  to  Pakistan  and 
India  shall  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to  90 
per  centum  of  the  amount  specified  for  such 
purpose  for  each  country  in  the  presentation 
material  submitted  to  the  Congress  during 
its  consideration  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1965;  and 

“(2)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  re¬ 
served  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance 
under  part  II  of  this  Act  to  Pakistan  and 
India  shall  not  exceed  90  per  centum  of  the 
respective  amounts  specified  for  such  pur¬ 
pose  for  each  country  in  such  presentation 
material. 

“(b)  The  President  shall  determine  the 
amounts  by  which  the  sums  available  for 
assistance  to  Pakistan  and  India  are  less 
than  the  sums  which,  but  for  the  provisions 
of  this  section,  would  have  been  available 
for  such  purpose,  and  such  amounts  shall 
be  deducted  from  appropriations  or  other 
funds  available  for  such  purpose  and  de¬ 
posited  in  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury.” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  on  this 
amendment,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes;  then  I  shall  be  ready 
to  vote. 

I  ask  for  the  adoption  of  the  10-per¬ 
cent  cut  for  the  following  reasons: 

First.  It  would  continue  the  allow¬ 
ances  for  Pakistan  and  India  at  an 
amount  slightly  more  than  they  are 
presently  getting  because  the  program 
figure  would  give  them  between  10  and 
15  percent  more  than  they  are  now  re¬ 
ceiving. 

In  round  numbers,  this  is  what  might 
be  called  a  break-even  amount.  They 
probably  would  receive  no  more  than 
they  are  getting  now. 

Second.  I  ask  Senators  to  approve  the 
amendment  on  the  basis  of  the  argument 
I  made  in  support  of  the  previous 
amendment,  and  because  the  Comptrol¬ 
ler  General  finds  in  his  report  that  there 
is  plenty  of  room  for  a  reduction  in  aid. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  a  point 
of  order.  It  is  impossible  to  hear  what 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  is  saying. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
point  of  order  is  well  taken.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  may  pro¬ 
ceed. 


Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  did  not 
hear  me,  I  wish  to  repeat  what  I  was 
saying,  because  he  knows  that  I  place 
great  reliance  on  him  to  follow  the  facts. 

This  amendment,  which  would  cut  the 
amount  of  aid  by  10  percent,  would  pro¬ 
vide  as  much  aid  as  India  and  Pakistan 
are  getting  at  present,  if  not  a  little 
more. 

Second.  The  10-percent  cut  can  be 
made,  based  upon  the  findings  of  the 
Comptroller  General,  because  of  the 
kind  of  waste  that  is  taking  place. 

Third.  This  cut  ought  to  be  made  for 
sound,  psychological  reasons,  as  a  warn¬ 
ing  to  India  and  Pakistan,  because  both 
countries  are  using  American  military 
aid  illegally  under  the  aid  act.  Some  of 
the  activities  in  which  they  are  engaging 
with  military  aid  are  prohibited;  but,  as 
I  said  in  my  earlier  speech,  we  wink  at 
it.  We  ought  not  to  wink  at  it.  More¬ 
over,  their  war  efforts  are  eating  up  the 
aid  we  are  giving  them  for  development. 

This  is  a  fair  amendment.  It  would 
have  salutary  effects  not  only  in  Paki¬ 
stan  and  in  India,  but  also  in  other  parts 
of  the  world. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  the  Senator  pro¬ 
posing  a  cut  across  the  board,  or  is  his 
proposal  concentrated  on  military  aid? 

Mr.  MORSE.  No;  it  cuts  both  eco¬ 
nomic  and  military  aid  by  10  percent 
each. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  believe  that  the  case  for 
continuing  economic  aid  is  much 
stronger  than  the  case  for  military  aid? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Oh,  yes;  but  there  will 
still  be  an  ample  supply  for  economic 
aid.  The  cut  could  be  made  in  support 
assistance  alone,  for  that  matter.  That 
is  a  form  of  military  aid  but  is  couched 
in  economic  language. 

But  what  can  I  do?  I  cannot  go 
through  the  book  and  say,  “Cut  an 
amount  here,  cut  an  amount  there,  cut 
somewhere  else.”  I  cannot  give  the 
Senator  those  facts. 

It  is  fair  to  say  to  the  administration 
that  what  we  believe  it  should  do  is  to 
cut  economic  and  military  aid  by  10  per¬ 
cent  from  what  they  are  scheduled  to 
receive. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Then  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  would  have  discretion  as  to  where 
the  cut  would  apply? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  3  minutes. 

First,  I  object  strenuously  to  any  leg¬ 
islation  that  would  pick  out  specific 
countries,  particularly  countries  which, 
while  they  are  misbehaving  at  the  mo¬ 
ment,  are  two  of  the  strongest  English- 
speaking  countries  in  that  part  of  the 
world.  I  see  no  reason  to  insult  them,  as 
this  amendment  would  do,  by  picking  on 
them  specifically. 

I  voted  the  other  day,  together  with  a 
number  of  other  Senators,  to  reduce  mil¬ 
itary  assistance  generally.  That  would 
certainly  have  had  an  impact  on  those 
countries.  But  I  will  not  vote  for  an 


13034 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


amendment  that  picks  out  two  of  our 
allies  and  specifically  cuts  aid  to  them. 

Next,  India  and  Pakistan  do  not  get 
supporting  assistance,  as  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  said  they  do.  They  receive 
development  loans  and  economic  assist¬ 
ance  and,  of  course,  military  hardware. 

Furthermore,  the  program  for  the 
coming  year  is  presented  within  a  range 
of  magnitude.  It  is  not  clear  whether 
this  cut  would  be  10  percent  of  the  top  or 
the  bottom  figures  of  the  range,  although 
I  do  not  think  that  is  significant.  But 
the  lower  figure  of  the  range  of  the  pro¬ 
jected  program  for  the  coming  year  is 
the  same  as  it  is  for  the  current  year. 
The  exact  amount  of  next  year’s  pro¬ 
gram  has  not  been  determined. 

The  main  reason  why  I  oppose  the 
amendment  is  that  it  picks  out  two  im¬ 
portant  countries  and  levels  specific  crit¬ 
icism  at  them,  criticism  which  I  am  sure 
they  would  resent.  The  way  to  deal 
with  their  misuse  of  arms  is  through 
diplomatic  channels,  as  we  have  done 
with  Greece  and  Turkey.  The  same  ar¬ 
gument  could  be  made  with  respect  to 
Turkey  and  Greece.  While  we  do  not 
approve  of  the  quarrel  that  now  inter¬ 
rupts  their  relations,  we  do  not,  on  the 
other  hand,  want  to  slap  them  in  the 
face.  We  must  do  the  best  we  can  and 
hope  that  the  difficulty  may  be  solved  in 
the  traditional  manner. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  is  the  proper 
way  to  use  the  aid  program.  I  hope  the 
Senate  will  reject  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

My  figure  is  taken  from  the  briefing 
book.  My  figure,  showing  that  these 
countries  would  receive  about  10  percent 
more  than  they  got  last  year,  was  given 
to  me  by  a  member  of  the  staff  after 
examination  of  the  books. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  looks  in  the  book,  this  falls 
within  a  range.  If  one  were  to  take  the 
highest  possible  figure  and  assume  that 
is  what  they  would  get,  that  could  be. 
However,  the  range  between  what  they 
received  last  year  and  a  higher  figure 
would  not  be  significant.  I  do  net  rely 
on  that  as  the  main  reason.  I  have 
stated  my  main  reason. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  10 
percent  figure  that  I  am  using  would  end 
up  with  Pakistan  and  India  not  getting 
less  than  they  received  this  year.  I  think 
that  they  would  end  up,  even  with  the 
10  percent  figure,  receiving  a  little  more 
than  they  did  this  year. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  remain¬ 
der  of  my  time. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Oregon.  On  this  question,  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 


the  senior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender].  If  he  were  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  he  would  vote  “yea”;  if  I  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  vote,  I  would  vote  “nay.”  I 
withhold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Hill],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  and  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell], 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick] 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Tower]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong] 
is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pear¬ 
son]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick]  and  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Pearson]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  26, 
nays  58,  as  follows: 

[No.  125  Leg.] 

YEAS— 26 


Bible 

Gruening 

Robertson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hruska 

Russell,  S.C. 

Camion 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Simpson 

Cotton 

McClellan 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Montoya 

Symington 

Douglas 

Morse 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

Mundt 

Williams,  Del. 

Ervin 

Murphy 

Young,  Ohio 

Fannin 

Randolph 

NAYS— 58 

Aiken 

Hartke 

Metcalf 

Allott 

Hayden 

Miller 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Mondale 

Bartlett 

Holland 

Monroney 

Bass 

Inouye 

Morton 

Bayh 

Jackson 

Muskie 

Bennett 

Javits 

Nelson 

Boggs 

Jordan, Idaho 

Pastore 

Brewster 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Prouty 

Burdick 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Proxmire 

Carlson 

Kuchel 

Ribicoff 

Case 

Lausche 

Saltonstall 

Church 

Long,  Mo. 

Scott 

Clark 

Long,  La. 

Smith 

Cooper 

Magnuson 

Tydings 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fulbright 

McCarthy 

Yarborough 

Gore 

McGovern 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Harris 

McIntyre 

Hart 

McNamara 
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Byrd,  Va. 

Dodd 

Dominick 

Ellender 

Fong 

Hill 


NOT  VOTING— 16 


McGee 

Moss 

Neuberger 

Pearson 

Pell 

Russell,  Ga. 


Smathers 

Sparkman 

Talmadge 

Tower 


So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendments,  and  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  they  may  be  considered 
en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Without  objection,  the  amendments 
will  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendments. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendments  be  dispensed  with  and 
that  they  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  offered  by  Mr.  Javits 
are  as  follows: 

S.  1837 

On  page  3,  between  lines  5  and  6  insert 
the  following: 

“(a)  Amend  section  201  (e),  which  relates 
to  general  authority,  by  inserting  after  the 
comma  at  the  end  of  clause  (1)  the  follow¬ 
ing:  ‘and  that  periodic  progress  reports 
will  be  made  with  respect  to  the  self-help 
measures,  public  and  private,  planned  and 
achieved  in  the  recipient  country.’." 

On  page  3,  line  6,  strike  out  “(a)”  and 
insert  “(b)”. 

On  page  3,  line  13,  strike  out  “(b)”  and 
insert  “(c)”. 

S.  1837 

On  page  9,  line  4,  strike  out  “Section  252” 
and  substitute  “Title  VI  of  chapter  2  of 
part  I”. 

On  page  9,  between  lines  6  and  7,  insert 
the  following: 

“(a)  Amend  section  251(e),  which  re¬ 
lates  to  general  authority,  by  inserting  after 
the  comma  at  the  end  of  clause  (1)  the 
following:  ‘and  that  periodic  progress  re¬ 
ports  will  be  made  with  respect  to  the  self- 
help  measures,  public  and  private,  planned 
and  achieved  in  the  recipient  country,’.” 

(b)  Amend  section  252,  which  relates  to 
authorization,  as  follows: 

On  page  9,  line  7,  strike  out  “(a)”  and 
substitute  “(1) 

On  page  9,  line  12,  strike  out  “(b)”  and 
substitute  “(2)”. 


Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  the  two 
amendments  are  designed  to  achieve  the 
same  objective;  one  relates  to  the  Devel¬ 
opment  Loan  Fund,  the  other  to  the  Al¬ 
liance  for  Progress. 

I  yield  myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendments  seek 
to  do  one  thing.  They  seek  to  pinpoint 
the  fact  that  self-help  measures  taken 
by  aid  recipients — both  public  and  pri¬ 
vate — are  now  essential  elements  of  the 
forign  aid  policy  of  the  United  States. 

This  could  include  anything  ranging 
from  invitation  by  a  country  to  private 
foreign  investment  to  reforms  in  the  tax 
system. 

An  analysis  of  the  20  reports  required 
under  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  indicates  that  in  none 
of  them  is  there  a  specific  requirement 
for  progress  reports  on  the  self-help 
measures  which  are  being  taken  by 
countries  receiving  aid. 
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These  amendments  are  based  on  the 
idea  which  came  from  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce  of  the  United  States,  that  we 
should  pinpoint,  specify,  and  require 
specificity  as  to  what  countries  are  doing, 
on  a  country-by-country  basis,  in  the 
way  of  self-help — public  and  private — 
for  themselves.  There  should  be  a 
country-by-country  report  as  to  what  is 
being  done  in  the  way  of  self-help  meas¬ 
ures  and  the  progress  made  under  those 
measures. 

These  amendments  would  write  into 
law  the  current  AID  practice  of  taking 
stock  of  its  efforts  to  encourage  sound 
economic  self-help  reforms  before  spend¬ 
ing  good  money  after  bad.  I  am  aware 
that  AID  under  the  able  leadership  of 
David  Bell,  has  made  it  a  special  point 
to  put  development  loan  borrowers  on 
notice  that  they  cannot  expect  endless 
assistance  from  U.S.  taxpayers  without 
taking  the  sometimes  painful  steps  nec¬ 
essary  to  cure  their  economic  ills  rather 
than  simply  treat  the  symptoms. 

However,  this  body  has  taken  the  posi¬ 
tion  over  the  last  several  years,  rightly  I 
believe,  that  administrative  practices — 
or  even  regulations — cannot  be  consid¬ 
ered  adequate  insurance  against  personal 
administrative  whims  of  change.  If  the 
Senate  has  said  one  thing  clearly  about 
the  aid  program,  it  has  said  that  it  must 
be  strictly  accountable  to  Congress. 

The  fact  is  that  this  requirement — ac¬ 
countability — on  the  part  of  the  receivers 
of  aid  is  the  heart  and  spirit  of  our  entire 
aid  effort  as  we  now  know  it.  We  say 
to  the  developing  countries  of  the  world 
in  effect,  “Yes,  we  will  help  you  to  de¬ 
velop — provided  you  make  the  effort  to 
use  our  aid  wisely  and  well.’’ 

Sound  economic  reforms,  of  course, 
may  vary  from  country  to  country. 
There  is  nothing  in  this  amendment 
which  would  force  a  given  set  of  criteria 
upon  any  proud  less-developed  nation. 

The  country  development  plan  as  it  is 
now  emerging  in  many  of  the  aid-recipi¬ 
ent  countries,  need  not  and  does  not  lead 
to  a  so-called  government  planned  econ¬ 
omy.  The  country  development  plan, 
as  it  has  been  painstakingly  outlined  and 
drawn  up  for  example,  within  the  private 
sector  oriented  Inter-American  Commit¬ 
tee  for  the  Alliance  for  Progress — CIAP. 
after  its  Spanish  initials — meets  a  num¬ 
ber  of  the  requirements  of  sound  eco¬ 
nomic  programing: 

First,  it  objectively  assesses  the  coun¬ 
tries  resources — natural,  financial,  and 
human. 

Second,  it  conservatively  projects  the 
country’s  needs — not  a  shopping  list  for 
everything  the  country  might  like  to 
have,  but  its  minimum  requirements  to 
sustain  a  modest  rate  of  growth. 

Then  it  lays  the  one  against  the  other 
to  determine  how  much,  and  what  kind 
of  help  it  must  have  to  reach  minimum 
targets. 

In  this  process,  the  private  sector 
should  and  must  be  programed  into  the 
development  plan.  Its  expertise  must  be 
tapped  to  get  a  tme  picture  of  where  the 
country  stands,  economically,  and  where 
it  has  a  logical  basis  to  expect  that  it 
can  go. 

To  get  there,  self-help  and  reforms  are 
often  required.  The  private  sector,  as 


well  as  the  responsible  government, 
should  and  must  have  a  say  as  to  what 
can  and  will  be  done. 

These  amendments  merely  further  this 
effort  I  have  been  describing. 

These  amendments,  Mr.  President,  will 
better  help  our  AID  officials  do  what  they 
are  now  attempting  to  do  on  the  author¬ 
ity  of  administrative  practice. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  extremely  desirable 
that  this  be  done.  The  way  I  have  re¬ 
drafted  the  amendments,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  they  impose  an  unreasonable  bur¬ 
den  in  the  making  of  reports.  The  idea 
as  it  originally  came  from  the  Chamber 
of  Commerce  Of  the  United  States  called 
for  reports  by  the  aid-recipient  govern¬ 
ment,  after  consultation  with  represen¬ 
tatives  of  its  private  sectors.  I  felt  that 
that  was  probably  an  onerous  require¬ 
ment  because  it  would  compel  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  insist  on  reports  from  recip¬ 
ient  countries,  which  might  prove  diffi¬ 
cult  in  view  of  nationalistic  pride  or  the 
way  many  governments  operate. 

By  redrafting  the  amendments,  the  re¬ 
ports  could  come  from  AID  itself,  or  it 
could  get  the  reports  from  the  recipient 
countries,  but  the  important  point  is  that 
there  should  be  a  report  on  the  self-help 
program  and  the  progress  made  under  it 
and  that  it  should  be  specified  on  a  coun- 
try-by-country  basis.  It  is  a  desirable 
element  which  Congress  should  have,  and 
is  desirable  in  the  administration  of  the 
foreign  aid  program. 

I  have  submitted  these  amendments  to 
the  manager  of  the  bill.  I  hope  very 
much,  because  of  the  distinguished 
source  from  which  the  suggestion  comes, 
the  leading  business  organization  of  the 
country,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that,  as 
they  are  redrafted,  they  are  quite  reason¬ 
able  in  their  reach,  that  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  will  accept  them. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  With  the  under¬ 
standing — and  I  think  this  is  a  perfectly 
reasonable  interpretation — that  the  pe¬ 
riodic  reports  could  be  included  in  the 
annual  report  made  to  the  Congress,  and 
that  they  need  not  be  separate. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  is  correct;  the  only 
requirement  is  that  there  be  a  country- 
by-country  report,  although  that  could 
be  rolled  into  one  report. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  But  only  as  to  the 
country  in  which  there  had  been  prog¬ 
ress.  In  other  words,  the  Senator  would 
not  want  a  report  only  as  an  empty 
gesture. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  is  correct;  it 
should  be  made  on  the  negative  side,  but 
only  as  to  the  countries  specified  in  which 
there  had  been  progress  in  self-help. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Under  those  cir¬ 
cumstances,  I  am  willing  to  accept  the 
amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  Sen¬ 
ators  yield  back  their  time  on  the  amend  - 
'  ments? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield  back  my  time. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  back  my 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendments  has  been  yielded 
back. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 


amendments  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  en  bloc. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  230 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  No.  230,  and  ask  that 
it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  read. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  read 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with,  and 
that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  (No.  230)  offered  by 
Mr.  Javits  is  as  follows: 

PART  v 

Peace  by  Investment  Corporation 
General  Purposes 

Sec.  501.  The  recent  establishment  of  the 
“Peace  Corps”  reflects  growing  realization 
that  governments  and  diplomatic  relations 
alone  cannot  bring  enduring  peace,  without 
the  consolidation  and  expansion  of  people- 
to-people  relationships.  Economic  relation¬ 
ships  are  fundamental  to  human  relation¬ 
ships,  and  private  economic  endeavors  are 
inseparable  from  systems  of  human  freedom. 
This  measure  is  designed  to  establish  and 
expand  people-to-people  relationships  in  the 
economic  field;  to  encourage  an  expanded 
flow  of  private  capital  investment  from  the 
United  States  into  economically  sound  enter¬ 
prises  in  underdeveloped  areas  of  the  world 
in  the  interest  of  world  peace  through 
mutual  economic  progress;  to  enlarge  the 
number  of  private  investors  participating  in 
this  flow  of  capital  so  as  to  forge  more  direct 
links  among  the  peoples  of  the  world;  to 
reduce  gradually  thereby  the  need  for 
United  States  public  investment  and  grants 
overseas;  to  help  redirect  the  total  flow  of 
capital  from  the  United  States  so  that  in¬ 
creasing  portions  of  this  total  flow  go  to  the 
underdeveoped  areas,  and  thus  be  in  better 
harmony  with  the  domestic  economic  needs 
of  the  United  States  and  the  effective  man¬ 
agement  of  its  international  balance-of-pay- 
ments  probems. 

Peace  by  Investment  Corporation:  basic 
functions 

Sec.  502.  There  is  hereby  established  a 
Peace  by  Investment  Corporation  (herein¬ 
after  referred  to  as  the  Corporation)  with 
the  following  basic  functions  in  accord  with 
the  purposes  of  this  part: 

(1)  As  an  equity  investment  agency,  to 
purchase  the  securities  and  obligations  of,  or 
make  loans  to  (a)  any  underdeveloped  coun¬ 
try  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  (b)  any 
public  agency  or  instrumentality  of  any  such 
country,  or  (c)  any  private  or  semiprivate 
firm,  corporation,  or  association  doing  or  in¬ 
tending  to  do  business  wholly  or  mainly  in 
any  such  country  or  countries  for  the  purpose 
of  financing  or  assisting  in  financing  any 
undertaking  to  expand  such  industrial,  min¬ 
ing,  construction,  or  agricultural  activity  in 
such  country  or  countries  as  will,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Corporation,  further  the 
purposes  of  this  part; 

(2)  As  an  investment  trust,  to  purchase 
minor  stock  interests  in  enterprises  in  the 
United  States  already  in  being  under  effective 
management  and  engaged  substantially  in 
investment  in  underdeveloped  countries,  to 
the  extent  that  such  purchases  are  clearly 
desirable  in  conducting  the  financial  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Corporation  on  a  sound  and 
prudent  basis; 

(3)  To  establish  an  insurance  system,  on 
an  actuarially  sound  basis  including  such 
premiums  as  are  required,  designed  to  protect 
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all  or  part  of  the  outstanding  investments 
under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  section  against 
loss  arising  from  any  cause,  including  but 
not  limited  to  political  or  military  events; 

(4)  To  establish  a  second  insurance  system 
(distinct  from  that  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(3)  of  this  section) ,  on  an  actuarially  sound 
basis  including  such  premiums  as  are  re¬ 
quired,  designed  to  protect  against  loss  for 
specified  causes,  not  including  mismanage¬ 
ment,  all  or  part  of  the  outstanding  invest¬ 
ments  of  private  investors  (other  than  the 
Corporation)  in  an  undertaking  eligible  for 
financial  assistance  under  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  section. 

Basic  criteria  for  investment  program 
Sec.  503.  In  carrying  forward  the  invest¬ 
ment  program  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  of 
section  502  of  this  part,  the  Corporation 
shall  be  guided  by  these  basic  criteria,  and 
shall  make  appropriate  findings  accordingly: 

(1)  That  each  specific  investment  is  in 
furtherance  of  an  undertaking  which  is  eco¬ 
nomically  sound,  actually  or  potentially 
profitable,  and  consistent  with  the  sound 
long-range  economic  development  of  the 
country  in  which  it  is  located; 

(2)  That  the  country  in  which  the  un¬ 
dertaking  is  located  shall  have  had  full 
information  with  respect  to  it  and  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  express  a  judgment  as  to  its 
desirability; 

(3)  That  the  investment  is  not  in  competi¬ 
tion  with  nor  duplicative  of  other  private 
investment  programs  or  other  public  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  United  States  or  of  interna¬ 
tional  agencies  which  give  reasonable  promise 
of  accomplishing  comparable  results  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  the  purposes  of  this  part; 

(4)  That  each  investment,  taking  into 
account  the  country  in  which  it  is  located, 
is  in  accord  with  the  general  international 
economic  and  political  policies  of  the  United 
States; 

(5)  That  the  investment  program  in  gen¬ 
eral  is  consistent  with  the  short-  and 

long-range  policy  of  the  United  States  to 
maintain  maximum  employment,  production, 
and  purchasing  power  within  the  domestic 
economy; 

(6)  That  the  investment  program  in  gen¬ 
eral  is  consistent  with  the  short-  and 

long-range  need  of  the  United  States  to 
maintain  a  satisfactory  balance-of-payments 
position; 

(7)  That  the  investment  program  in  gen¬ 
eral,  and  in  its  specific  applications,  is  mu¬ 
tually  beneficial  to  the  country  to  which  the 
investment  flows  and  country  from  which  it 
emanates,  taking  into  account  not  only 
purely  economic  considerations  but  also  con¬ 
sideration  of  human  improvement  under  free 
institutions. 

Basic  Financing  of  Peace  by  Investment 
Corporation 

Sec.  504.  (a)  The  Corporation  shall  have  a 
capital  stock  consisting  in  part  of  fifty  shares 
of  par  value  of  $1,000,000  per  share  of  class 
A  stock,  which  shall  be  the  only  stock  of  the 
Corporation  having  voting  power  so  long  as 
any  of  it  is  outstanding.  This  class  A  stock 
shall  be  subscribed  to  by  the  United  States 
Government.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  use  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any 
securities  issued  under  the  Second  Liberty 
Bond  Act,  as  amended,  for  the  purpose  of 
such  subscriptions,  and  the  purposes  for 
which  securities  may  be  issued  under  such 
Act  are  extended  to  include  such  subscrip¬ 
tion.  Payment  under  this  paragraph  to  the 
Corporation  for  the  subscription  of  the 
United  States  and  repayments  thereof  shall 
be  treated  as  public  debt  transactions  of 
the  United  States.  Certificates  evidencing 
stock  ownership  by  the  United  States  shall 
be  issued  by  the  Corporation  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  or  to  such  other 
person  or  persons  as  he  may  designate  from 
time  to  time.  Neither  the  provisions  of  the 
Securities  Act  of  1933,  as  amended,  nor  the 


provisions  of  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of 
1934,  as  amended,  shall  apply  to  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  or  to  the  original  issue  of  its  securities 
while  class  A  stock  is  outstanding. 

(b)  The  Corporation  is  authorized  to  in¬ 
crease  its  capital  stock  by  offering  for  public 
sale  five  hundred  million  shares  of  class  B 
stock  at  par  value  of  $5  per  share.  This  stock 
shall  be  placed  on  public  sale  to  net  the 
Corporation  $5  per  share,  with  an  override 
not  exceeding  30  cents  per  share  to  cover  dis¬ 
tribution  costs:  Provided,  That  not  more 
than  two  hundred  and  fifty  million  shares 
of  this  class  B  stock  in  the  aggregate,  nor 
more  than  seventy-five  million  shares  in  any 
one  year,  shall  be  sold  so  long  as  the  Cor¬ 
poration  remains  an  agency  of  the  United 
States  as  provided  in  section  505(a)  of  this 
part.  The  Corporation,  with  approval  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Tresaury,  shall  by  regulation 
determine  the  maximum  amount  of  such 
class  B  stock  which  may  be  held  at  any  time 
by  any  individual,  and  the  maximum  amount 
which  may  be  held  at  any  time  by  business 
enterprise  and  other  organizations  of  various 
types  and  sizes. 

(c)  The  Corporation  is  authorized  to  issue 
from  time  to  time,  for  purchase  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury,  its  notes,  debentures, 
bonds,  or  other  obligations:  Provided,  That 
the  issue  of  such  obligations  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  $60,000,000  in  any  one  year,  nor  shall 
the  aggregate  amount  of  such  obligations 
outstanding  at  any  one  time  exceed  $300,- 
000,000,  nor  shall  any  such  obligations  be 
issued  more  than  six  years  from  the  date  of 
the  first  issue,  nor  shall  any  such  obligations' 
be  issued  except  so  long  as  the  Corporation 
remains  an  agency  of  the  United  States  as 
provided  in  section  505(a)  of  this  part.  Such 
obligations  shall  have  such  varied  maturities, 
not  in  excess  of  twenty  years,  as  may  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Corporation  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  with 
periodic  retirement  of  each  obligation  com¬ 
mencing  in  the  first  year  subsequent  to  its 
original  issue:  Provided,  That  any  such  ob¬ 
ligations  may  be  retired  at  the  option  of  the 
Corporation  before  maturity  in  such  manner 
as  may  be  stipulated  therein.  Each  obliga¬ 
tion  purchased  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  shall,  so  long  as  the  Corporation  remains 
an  agency  of  the  United  States,  bear  interest 
at  a  rate  determined  by  the  current  average 
rate  on  outstanding  marketable  obligations 
of  the  United  States  as  of  the  last  day  of  the 
month  preceding  the  issuance  of  such  obliga¬ 
tion;  and  when  the  Corporation  is  no  longer 
an  agency  of  the  United  States,  as  provided 
in  section  506  of  this  part,  each  such  obliga¬ 
tion  shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per- 
centum  per  annum.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  is  authorized  for  the  purpose  of  this 
subsection  to  use  a  public-debt  transaction 
the  proceeds  of  any  securities  issued  after 
July  31,  1945,  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond 
Act,  as  amended,  and  the  purposes  for  which 
securities  may  be  issued  under  that  Act  are 
extended  to  include  such  purpose.  Payment 
by  the  Treasury  under  this  subsection  of  the 
purchase  price  of  such  obligations  of  the 
Corporation  and  repayment  thereof  by  the 
Corporation  shall  be  treated  as  public-debt 
transactions  of  the  United  States. 

(d)  One-fifth  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  class  B  stock  issued  under  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section  shall  be  set  aside  by  the 
Corporation  in  a  special  fund  to  be  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Corporation.  This  special  fund 
shall  be  utilized  (1)  to  retire  fully,  within 
a  period  of  six  years  or  less  from  the  initial 
issuance  of  such  class  B  stock,  the  class  A 
stock  of  the  Corporation  issued  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  and  (2)  to  re¬ 
tire  fully  the  obligations  issued  under  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  this  section  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  retirement  contained  in 
such  obligations.  This  special  fund  shall 
be  invested  or  reinvested  by  the  Corporation 
in  interest-bearing  obligations  of  the  United 
States  or  in  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  in- 
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terest  and  principal  by  the  United  States: 
Provided,  That  when  the  class  A  stock  of 
the  Corporation  and  the  obligations  issued 
under  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  shall 
have  been  retired  in  full,  any  balance  re¬ 
maining  in  this  special  fund  shall  be  merged 
with  other  funds  of  "the  Corporation  ob¬ 
tained  through  the  sale  of  class  B  stock  and 
shall  thereupon  be  available  for  the  general 
purposes  of  this  part. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
section,  all  funds  available  to  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  as  earn¬ 
ings  from  its  operations,  shall  be  available 
for  its  general  purposes  under  this  part. 

Initial  management  of  Peace  by  Investment 
Corporation 

Sec.  505.  (a)  Until  the  conditions  set  forth 
in  section  506  of  this  part  are  fully  met,  the 
Corporation  shall  be  an  independent  agency 
of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  management  of  the  Corporation 
during  its  existence  as  an  agency  of  the 
United  States  shall  consist  of  a  Board  of  Di¬ 
rectors  (herein  referred  to  as  the  Board) ,  ' 
composed  of  (1)  five  members  appointed  from 
private  life  by  the  President  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate,  who  shall  collec¬ 
tively  possess  broad  experience  in  various 
area-,  of  economic  endeavor;  (2)  the  Secretary 
of  State,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the  Secretary  of 
Labor,  to  serve  ex  officio;  (3)  four  members 
to  be  appointed  by  the  President  from  vari¬ 
ous  United  States  agencies  concerned  with 
international  economic  development;  and 

(4)  a  President  and  Executive  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Corporation,  as  set  forth  below, 
who  may  be  appointed  from  private  life  or 
from  public  service.  All  members,  except 
those  serving  ex  officio,  shall  serve  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  President. 

(c)  The  Board  shall  elect  a  Chairman  from 
among  its  members.  Any  vacancy  in  the 
Board  shall  not  affect  its  powers,  but  shall 
be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  original 
appointment.  A  majority  of  the  Directors 
shall  constitute  a  quorum,  and  action  shall 
be  taken  only  by  a  majority  vote  of  those 
present. 

(d)  The  Board  shall  designate  an  executive 
committee  of  seven  members,  not  more  than 
two  of  whom  (exclusive  of  the  President  and 
Executive  Vice  President  of  the  Corporation) 
shall  be  members  appointed  from  private 
life.  The  executive  committee  shall  perform 
the  functions  and  exercise  the  powers  of  the 
Board  at  such  times  and  to  such  extent  as 
shall  be  provided  in  the  bylaws  of  the 
Corporation. 

(e)  Members  of  the  Board  appointed  from 
private  life  shall  receive  $100  per  diem  when 
engaged  in  the  actual  performance  of  their 
duties,  plus  reimbursement  for  necessary 
travel,  subsistence,  and  other  expenses  in¬ 
curred  by  them  in  the  performance  of  such 
duties. 

(f)  There  shall  be  a  President  of  the 

Corporation,  to  be  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate,  who  shall  receive  a  salary  at  the 
rate  of  $28,500  per  annum,  and  who  shall 
serve  as  chief  executive  officer  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration,  as  a  member  of  the  Executive  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  as  a  member  of  the  Board.  The 
President  of  the  Corporation  shall,  in  accord-  - 
ance  with  the  bylaws,  appoint  such  officers 
and  employees  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
conduct  of  the  business  of  the  Corporation, 
define  their  duties,  and  fix  their  compensa¬ 
tion.  / 

(g)  There  shall  be  an  Executive  Vied  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  Corporation,  to  be  appointed  by 
the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  who  shall  receive  a 
salary  at  the  rate  of  $27,000  per  annum.  The 
Executive  Vice  President  shall  serve  as  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Corporation  during  the  absence 
or  disability  of  the  President  thereof  or  in 
the  event  of  a  vacancy  in  such  office. 
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(h)  No  director,  officer,  attorney,  agent,  or 
employee  of  the  Corporation  shall  in  any 
manner,  directly  or  indirectly,  participate  in 
the  deliberation  upon  or  the  determination 
of  any  question  affecting  his  personal  in¬ 
terests,  or  the  interests  of  any  government, 
corporation,  partnership,  or  association  in 
which  he  is  directly  or  indirectly  personally 
interested. 

(i)  The  President  may  also  appoint  an  ad¬ 
visory  committee  to  the  Board,  composed 
of  individuals  drawn  from  private  and  pub- 
lif  life  outside  of  the  United  States,  who 
need  not  be  citizens  or  residents  of  the 
United  States. 

Transfer  of  Peace  by  Investment  Corporation 
to  private  ownership  and  management 
Sec.  506.  (a)  When  the  class  A  stock  of  the 
Corporation  has  been  retired  in  full  within 
the  period  of  six  years  or  less  provided  in 
section  504(d)  of  this  Act,  the  Board  shall 
transmit  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  for  submission  to  the  Congress, 
recommendations  for  such  legislation  as  may 
be  necessary  to  provide  for  the  orderly  tran¬ 
sition  of  the  Corporation  from  an  agency  of 
the  United  States  to  a  corporation  under  pri¬ 
vate  ownership  and  management,  including 
(1)  appropriate  provision  for  transfer  to  the 
owners  of  the  outstanding  class  B  stock  of 
the  Corporation  the  assets  and  liabilities  of 
the  Corporation,  (2)  appropriate  provision 
for  vesting  in  such  owners  of  class  B  stock 
the  exclusive  voting  power  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  originally  vested  in  the  owners  of  class 
A  stock,  with  each  owner  of  class  B  stock 
being  thereupon  entitled  to  one  vote  per 
share,  and  (3)  such  additional  provisions  as 
may  be  necessary  to  protect  any  outstanding 
investments  in  the  Corporation  by  the  United 
States :  Provided,  That  the  President,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  such  submission  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  shall  also  provide  recommendations 
as  to  whether  a  sufficient  portion  of  the  ob¬ 
ligations  purchased  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  pursuant  to  section  504(c)  of  this 
part  have  been  retired  to  justify  the  transfer 
of  the  Corporation  from  private  to  private 
ownership  and  management. 

(b)  In  connection  with  such  transfer,  a 
complete  and  final  accounting  shall  be  made 
by  the  Corporation  and  the  Government,  at 
which  time  the  Government  shall  receive 
reasonable  compensation  for  all  Government 
services  rendered  the  Corporation. 

General  corporate  powers  and  duties 
Sec.  507.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  its  functions  under  this  part  the  Cor¬ 
poration  shall  have  succession  in  its  corpor¬ 
ate  name;  may  adopt  and  use  a  corporate 
seal,  which  shall  be  judicially  noticed;  may 
sue  and  be  sued  in  its  corporate  name;  may 
adopt,  amend,  and  repeal  bylaws,  rules,  and 
regulations  governing  the  manner  in  which 
its  business  may  be  conducted  and  the 
powers  vested  in  it  may  be  exercised;  may 
make  and  carry  out  such  contracts  and  agree¬ 
ments  as  are  necessary  and  advisable  in  the 
conduct  of  its  business,  and  may  purchase, 
discount,  rediscount,  sell,  and  negotiate 
(with  or  without  its  endorsement  or  guaran¬ 
tee)  and  guarantee  notes,  drafts,  checks, 
bills  of  exchange,  acceptances,  including 
bankers’  acceptances,  cable  transfers,  and 
other  evidences  of  indebtedness  in  carrying 
out  its  functions  under  this  part;  may  ap¬ 
point  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees  as  may  be  necessary  for 
the  conduct  of  its  business,  without  regard 
to  the  civil  service  laws  or  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949,  define  their  authority  and  duties, 
delegate  to  them  such  powers  vested  in  the 
Corporation  as  may  be  necessary,  require 
bonds  of  such  of  them  as  may  be  desirable, 
and  fix  the  penalties  and  pay  the  premiums 
of  such  bonds;  may  assign  or  sell  at  public 
or  private  sale,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  for 
cash  or  credit,  upon  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  shall  be  determined  reasonable,  any 
evidence  of  debt,  contract,  claim,  personal 


property,  or  security  held  by  the  Corporation 
in  connection  with  the  payment  of  loans  or 
other  obligations,  and  collect  or  compromise 
all  obligations  held  by  the  Corporation;  may 
set  up  or  engage  such  subsidiary  agencies  in 
the  United  States  or  in  underdeveloped 
countries  as  will  facilitate  the  business  of 
the  Corporation  and  may  enable  such  sub¬ 
sidiary  agencies  to  sell  class  B  stock  or  to  sell 
their  own  stock  for  the  purpose  of  buying 
class  B  stock;  may  acquire  by  purchase, 
lease,  or  donations  such  real  property  or  any 
interest  therein,  and  may  sell,  lease,  or  other¬ 
wise  dispose  of  such  real  property,  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  conduct  of  its  business; 
shall  determine  the  character  of  and  the 
necessity  for  its  obligations  and  expendi¬ 
tures,  and  the  manner  in  which  they  shall 
be  incurred,  allowed,  and  paid,  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  part,  and  provisions  of 
law  specifically  applicable  to  Government 
corporations;  may  pay  dividends  on  class  B 
stock  out  of  profits  or  other  earnings;  shall 
be  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  United  States 
mails  in  the  same  manner  and  upon  the 
same  conditions  as  may  be  applicable  to  the 
executive  departments  of  the  United  States 
Government  until  such  time  as  it  ceases  to 
be  an  agency  of  the  United  States;  and  shall 
be  subject  to  Federal  taxation  from  the  time 
that  it  ceases  to  be  an  agency  of  the  United 
States.  The  foregoing  enumeration  of 
powers  shall  not  be  deemed  to  exclude  other 
lawful  powers  necessary  to  the  purpose  of 
the  Corporation. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec- 
,  tion  955  of  title  18,  United  States  Code,  any 

person,  including  any  individual,  partner¬ 
ship,  corporation,  or  association,  may  upon 
proper  authorization  act  for  or  participate 
with  the  Corporation  in  any  operation  or 
transaction  engaged  in  by  the  Corporation. 

(c)  Section  101  of  the  Government  Corpo¬ 
ration  Control  Act,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C. 
846),  is  amended  by  inserting  after  “Saint 
Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation” 
the  words  “Peace  by  Investment  Corpo¬ 
ration”. 

Penal  provisions 

Sec.  508  (a)  All  general  penal  statutes  re¬ 
lating  to  the  larceny,  embezzlement,  or  con¬ 
version  of  public  moneys  or  property  of  the 
United  States  shall  apply  to  the  moneys  and 
property  of  the  Corporation. 

(b)  Any  person  who,  with  intent  to  de¬ 
fraud  the  Corporation,  or  to  deceive  any 
director,  officer,  or  employee  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  or  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States,  makes  false  entry  in  any  book  of  the 
Corporation,  or  makes  false  report  or  state¬ 
ment  for  the  Corporation,  shall,  upon  con¬ 
viction  thereof,  be  fined  not  more  than 
$10,000  or  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  five 
years,  or  both. 

(c)  Any  person  who  shall  receive  any  com¬ 
pensation,  rebate,  or  reward,  or  shall  enter 
into  any  conspiracy,  collusion,  or  agreement, 
express  or  implied,  with  intent  to  defraud  the 
Corporation  or  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  to 
defeat  its  purposes,  shall,  on  conviction 
thereof,  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or 
imprisoned  for  not  more  than  five  years,  or 
both. 

Reports  and  studies 

Sec.  509.  The  Corporation  shall  submit  to 
the  President,  for  transmission  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  at  the  beginning  of  each  regular  ses¬ 
sion,  a  complete  and  detailed  annual  report 
of  its  operations  under  this  part. 

Sec.  510.  The  Corporation,  immediately 
upon  its  establishment,  shall  commence 
studies  of  additional  measures,  including  tax 
measures,  which  would  further  promote  the 
flow  of  private  capital  from  the  United  States 
to  underdeveloped  areas  of  the  world  and  be 
consistent  with  the  economic  and  financial 
policies  of  the  United  States.  Such  studies 
shall  be  amplified  in  the  light  of  the  experi¬ 
ence  of  the  Corporation.  As  soon  as  practi¬ 
cable,  and  not  later  than  three  years  after  the 
establishment  of  the  Corporation,  it  shall 


prepare  for  transmission  to  the  Congress  the 
initial  results  of  such  studies,  including 
legislative  recommendations. 

Citation 

Sec.  511.  This  part  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Peace  by  Investment  Corporation  Act  of 
1965”. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  proposes  to  authorize  the 
establishment  of  a  private  enterprise 
corporation  to  do  in  the  foreign  aid  field 
what  the  so-called  Comsat  is  doing  in 
the  communications  satellite  field — join¬ 
ing  private  effect  and  the  national  pur¬ 
pose.  It  would  provide  for  a  federally- 
chartered  Corporation,  functioning  initi¬ 
ally  as  an  agency  of  the  United  States, 
but  following  a  period  of  orderly  transi¬ 
tion,  becoming  a  privately  owned  and 
managed  business  organization.  The 
Government  would  help  the  corporation 
to  get  off  the  ground  by  initially  sub¬ 
scribing  to  the  stock  of  the  corporation 
to  enable  it  to  go  into  business.  For  a 
period  of  years  the  Corporation  would 
have  a  mixed  government-private  board 
of  directors;  and  when  the  operation  was 
substantially  financed  by  investors  of  the 
United  States,  it  would  become  a  strictly 
private  corporation  but  with  a  very  im¬ 
portant  part  in  the  foreign  aid  efforts  of 
the  United  States. 

The  Corporation  contemplates  a 
capital  of  $2,500  million  through  the  sale 
of  500  million  shares  of  stock  at  $5  a 
share. 

The  fact  that  this  matter  is  brought 
up  at  all  at  this  time  is  attributable 
to  the  success  of  Comsat  and  to  the 
search  which  the  amendment  exempli¬ 
fies,  for  some  other  way  to  deal  with  for¬ 
eign  aid.  We  know  by  now  that  not  all 
foreign  aid  is  infra-structure — roads, 
education,  sanitation,  sewers,  and  so 
forth — but  that  a  great  deal  of  foreign 
aid  goes  into  those  parts  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  country  which  could  very  well 
be  accomplished  by  private  investment. 

There  are  many  international  agen¬ 
cies  lending  money.  There  are  many 
private  investment  companies  which  are 
engaged  in  this  effort;  yet,  the  gap  is 
large  between  what  is  needed  to  do  the 
foreign  aid  job,  and  what  is  available. 

Estimates  are  somewhere  in  the  area 
of  $6  billion  to  $11  billion  a  year.  It 
seems  desirable,  for  the  reason  that  it  is 
a  person-to-person  effort,  to  bring  the 
American  investor  into  the  foreign  aid 
concept  and  to  let  him  buy  a  share  in 
what  by  now  has  become  so  deeply  es¬ 
tablished  an  element  of  the  foreign  pol¬ 
icy  of  our  country — namely,  economic 
aid  to  the  underdeveloped  areas  of  the 
world. 

This  idea  has  been  around  for  years. 
This  is  the  third  Congress  in  which  I 
have  introduced  this  measure.  This 
time,  I  am  very  proud  to  say,  it  is  spon¬ 
sored  not  only  by  me,  but  also  by  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell], 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper],  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Scott],  It  is  very  much  a 
bipartisan  effort.  It  has  had  interested 
comment  and  study  by  AID,  Treasury, 
and  Commerce.  It  has  now  come  under 
the  scrutiny  of  the  Advisory  Committee 
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on  Private  Enterprise  in  Foreign  Aid, 
which  will  make  a  historic  report,  in  my 
judgment,  by  the  30th  of  June. 

I  am  honored  to  have  been  the  spon¬ 
sor  of  the  amendment  which  brought 
the  Advisory  Committee  into  existence. 
It  has  done  a  fabulous  job  under  Arthur 
Watson  of  the  International  Business 
Machines  Corp.  as  its  chairman. 

In  view  of  the  situation  I  have  de¬ 
scribed  as  to  the  success  of  Comsat,  plus 
the  search  for  some  new  way  to  deal 
with  major  parts  of  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram,  I  feel  now  that  the  idea  is  en¬ 
titled  to  and  deserves  a  thorough  study 
and  consideration  by  Congress. 

I  am  by  no  means  of  the  feeling  that 
the  amendment  in  the  form  in  which  I 
have  submitted  it,  is  final  but  I  feel 
now — with  the  recommendation  which 
has  been  made  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  by 
the  Administrator  of  AID — that  perhaps 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  could  give 
the  Senate  some  assurance — and  I  hope 
very  much  that  he  will — that  this  year 
through  either  an  ad  hoc  subcommittee 
or  some  small  organization  within  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  which  the 
chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  might  authorize,  this  whole  con¬ 
cept  may  be  given  appropriate  hearing. 

I  have  undertaken  in  turn,  I  may  say 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas — and  I  make  it  publicly  because  I 
have  already  discussed  it  with  him  pri¬ 
vately — to  do  my  utmost — and  I  know 
that  I  can  be  successful — to  work  out 
with  AID  and  private  exports  the  me¬ 
chanical  details  of  the  bill  in  such  a  way 
that  when  it  comes  before  the  Senate  or 
the  ad  hoc  committee  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  the  details  of  the 
bill  will  be  settled  and  the  questions 
which  it  will  be  called  upon  to  consider 
and  advise  the  main  committee  about — 
and  in  turn  I  hope  also  the  Senate — will 
be  the  desirability,  timeliness,  and  the 
statesmanship  involved  in  the  basic  idea. 

We  have  talked  a  great  deal  about  new 
ways  to  deal  with  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram.  This  is  a  really  new  way — namely, 
by  a  mixed  public  and  private  enterprise 
program  such  as  was  tried  and  seems  to 
be  such  a  remarkable  success  as  COM¬ 
SAT.  I  hope  very  much  that  we  may 
have  assurances  from  the  chairman  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  to 
whom  I  am  eternally  grateful  for  his  co¬ 
operation  and  his  sympathetic  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  matter. 

Without  his  help,  I  would  not  have 
reached  this  point.  I  hope  that  we  may 
have  healings  on  this  subject  this  year. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  York  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  quite  sure,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  AID  bill  itself 
has  gotten  along  as  far  as  it  has  to  date, 
that  there  will  be  time  for  a  hearing  on 
the  amendment. 

I  hold  in  my  hand  a  letter  from  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  AID,  who  recommends  a 
hearing  on  the  amendment.  It  is  before 
the  committee,  although  it  has  not  been 
there  very  long — it  was  introduced  only 
on  May  19 — but  I  assure  the  Senator 
from  New  York  that  we  shall  do  our 


best  to  have  a  hearing  before  we  adjourn. 

I  anticipate  that  Congress  will  be  in 
session  until  about  August,  so  there  will 
be  ample  time  to  hold  the  hearing.  If 
Congress  should  adjourn  on  July  the 
first — I  cannot  be  so  sure — but  I  believe 
that  there  would  still  be  ample  time  for 
a  hearing. 

I  am  sure  that  the  Senator  does  not 
expect  the  amendment  to  be  adopted  this 
year,  but  we  shall  have  hearings  and  get 
it  rolling.  As  the  Administrator  of  AID 
says,  he  believes  that  the  subject  de¬ 
serves  exploration  in  depth.  He  believes 
that  the  idea  has  much  possibility,  but 
he  cannot  recommend  its  enactment  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
that  we  can  have  hearings  on  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  am  a  cosponsor  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  share  the  views  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee. 
I  believe  that  the  foreign  aid  bill  is  the 
appropriate  vehicle  to  incorporate  this 
fine  idea,  and  the  amendment  should  go 
to  a  hearing. 

The  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  has  assured  us  that  it  will  go 
to  a  hearing.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  knows  that  I  am  disappointed  that 
the  State  Department  and  the  AID  au¬ 
thorities  have  not  given  more  favorable 
consideration  in  the  past  to  the  making 
of  greater  use  of  the  private  segment  of 
the  economy  in  two  respects,  both  in 
connection  with  administering  part  of 
the  foreign  aid  program,  that  they  are 
better  qualified  to  administer  it  than 
anyone  in  the  AID  organization  and,  sec¬ 
ond,  because  unless  we  make  greater  use 
of  the  private  segment  of  the  economy 
in  connection  with  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram,  we  can  justifiably  continue  to  be 
charged  with  rank  hypocrisy  when  we 
talk  about  exporting  economic  freedom. 
We  are  not  exporting  economic  freedom 
except  in  de  minimis  proportions.  This 
is  a  vehicle  for  demonstrating  the  su¬ 
periority  of  economic  freedom  over  the 
policy  of  economic  enslavement  which 
goes  along  with  communism. 

I  believe  this  is  one  of  the  most  effec¬ 
tive  instruments  we  have  for  the  defeat 
of  communism,  to  defeat  communism 
with  economic  freedom.  We  cannot  de¬ 
feat  it  with  military  aid  or  bombs. 

Therefore,  I  am  very  glad  that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  has  raised  this 
question.  I  am  as  enthusiastic  for  his 
amendment  as  I  have  ever  been,  and  I 
hope  that  it  will  go  to  early  hearing.  This 
hearing  and  the  record  made  upon  it  will 
be  of  inestimable  value  to  the  special 
committee  which  we  hope  will  be  estab¬ 
lished  for  a  complete  study  of  foreign 
aid  during  the  next  2  years. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  is  recognized  for 
3  minutes. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
the  opportunity  now  to  really  work  on 
new  initiatives.  I  am  always  reminded 
of  the  great  work  accomplished  by  the 
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Senator  from  Oklahoma  in  the  Inter¬ 
national  Development  Association,  a  new 
idea  which  was  developed  in  the  Senate. 
I  am  proud  of  my  sponsorship  of  the 
Adela  Investment  Corporation,  which 
has  become  one  of  the  most  signal  suc¬ 
cesses  in  aid  in  Latin  America  in  the 
development  of  any  kind  in  the  private 
enterprise  field.  I  am  highly  pleased  at 
the  openmindedness  with  which  the 
Peace  By  Investment  Corporation  idea  is 
being  approached  on  the  part  of  the 
chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  I  hope  also  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

I  agree  that  it  is  a  matter  of  a  unitary 
character,  and  should  be  a  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation,  probably  coming  from  the  com¬ 
mittee  or  perhaps  standing  alone  or  per¬ 
haps  as  a  part  of  the  new  concept  of 
foreign  aid  which  we  shall  ultimately  see 
come  into  being  in  the  not  too  distant 
future.  In  any  event,  it  is  an  important 
effort  to  break  through  with  new  tech¬ 
niques  of  mixed  public  and  private  enter¬ 
prise,  of  which  Comsat  is  a  very  good 
example. 

I  am  grateful  to  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  for  his  cooperation.  I  am 
sure  this  will  turn  out  to  be  of  inesti¬ 
mable  value  to  our  Nation.  I  am  also 
grateful  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse]  and  the  other  Members  of 
the  Senate  for  their  cooperation  and 
stimulus. 

In  conclusion,  I  have  a  somewhat  per¬ 
sonal  reason  for  being  so  pleased  with 
this  development.  The  author  of  the 
idea  is  my  brother,  Benjamin  A.  Javits, 
a  distinguished  New  York  lawyer  and 
economist.  He  has  been  working  on  this 
idea  for  20  years,  and  has  been  joined 
by  Leon  Keyserling,  former  chairman  of 
the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  and 
has  had  the  benefit  of  his  expertise. 
They  have  developed  this  concept  to  its 
present  form.  Now  they  will  have  the 
help  of  Government  departments  in  ar¬ 
ticulating  it  in  a  way  in  which  it  will 
make  the  most  sense.  I  am  highly 
pleased  that  we  have  finally  come  to  this 
point. 

With  the  gracious  assurance  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  I  withdraw 
the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  withdrawn. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  248 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  my  amendment  No.  248, 
which  I  have  modified.  It  deals  with  aid 
to  Greece  and  Turkey. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  18, 
after  line  22,  add  the  following: 

(f)  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act — 

“(1)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  re¬ 
served  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance 
under  part  I  of  this  Act  to  Turkey  and 
Greece  shall  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to 
75  per  centum  of  the  amount  specified  for 
such  purpose  for  each  country  in  the  presen¬ 
tation  material  submitted  to  the  Congress 
during  its  consideration  of  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1963;  and 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


13039 


June  lb,  1965 

"(2)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  re¬ 
served  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance 
under  part  II  of  this  Act  to  Turkey  shall  not 
exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  respective 
amounts  specified  for  such  purpose  for  such 
country  In  such  presentation  material. 

"(b)  The  President  shall  determine  the 
amounts  by  which  the  sums  available  for 
assistance  to  Turkey  are  less  than  the  sums 
which,  but  for  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
would  have  been  available  for  such  purpose, 
and  such  amounts  shall  be  deducted  from 
appropriations  or  other  funds  available  for 
such  purpose  and  deposited  in  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury.” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  brief  on  the  amendment.  What 
the  amendment  seeks  to  do  is  to  reduce 
projected  aid  for  Greece  and  Turkey  by 
25  percent  below  the  figures  submitted 
in  the  presentation. 

We  have  no  plans  for  economic  aid  to 
Greece  in  the  forthcoming  fiscal  year, 
nor  did  we  have  any  in  the  past  fiscal 
year. 

But  contrary  to  all  logic,  we  are  plan¬ 
ning  to  increase  military  aid  to  both 
Turkey  and  Greece. 

Both  are  using  our  military  aid  to 
threaten  each  other  over  the  Cyprus 
issue.  Here  is  an  issue  that  has  long 
smoldered  in  the  Mediterranean  area  and 
will  continue  to  smolder  as  long  as  both 
sides  can  count  on  the  United  States  to 
furnish  the  military  equipment  they  need 
for  their  confrontation. 

Here,  as  in  the  case  with  Pakistan  and 
India,  we  have  justified  our  aid  to  Greece 
and  Turkey  as  affording  us  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  exercise  some  influence  over 
their  relations  with  each  other.  But  we 
have  not  exercised  it  in  the  only  way  it 
can  be  effective:  by  letting  them  know 
that  we  will  not  provide  them  with  the 
tools  to  make  war  with  each  other. 

Surely  there  is  no  security  purpose  to 
be  served  by  war  in  the  Mediterranean. 
The  United  Nations  has  managed  to  keep 
the  lid  on  at  least  temporarily.  But  with 
the  United  States  not  only  permitting 
the  use  of  its  military  aid  in  the  Cyprus 
situation,  but  planning  to  increase  that 
aid  to  the  conflicting  parties,  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  make  the  job  of  the  U.N.  much 
more  difficult. 

Neither  Greece  nor  Turkey  is  under 
any  threat  of  invasion  from  the  Soviet 
Uion.  Neither  is  under  any  threat  of  in¬ 
vasion  or  attack  from  any  country  ex¬ 
cept  the  other. 

It  is  madness  to  exacerbate  their  al¬ 
ready  bad  relations  by  providing  them 
with  increasing  amounts  of  military  aid, 
and  my  amendment  would  cut  back  the 
planned  sum  for  fiscal  1966  by  25  per¬ 
cent.  However,  that  is  not  a  cut  of  25 
percent  from  current  levels,  because  an 
increase  is  planned  for  this  year.  This  is 
what  I  said  with  regard  to  India  and 
Pakistan  also.  I  do  believe  that  the 
adoption  of  my  amendment  would  help 
immeasurably  to  bring  a  peaceful  solu¬ 
tion  to  the  Cyprus  issue,  something  we 
have  not  achieved  with  our  huge  quanti¬ 
ties  of  military  aid. 

Mr.  President,  I  again  invite  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  Senators  to  the  reports  of  the 


Comptroller  General.  I  know  it  is  diffi¬ 
cult  for  Senators  to  face  up  to  these  re¬ 
ports.  However,  the  reports  show  shock¬ 
ing  waste  in  past  aid  to  both  Greece  and 
Turkey.  Some  of  the  repoi-ts  to  which 
I  referred  last  Friday  are  devastating  in 
regard  to  the  waste  and  inefficiency  in 
the  use  of  our  funds  in  Turkey. 

Do  Senators  know  where  a  good  deal 
of  this  money  for  economic  aid  is  going 
in  Turkey?  It  is  not  being  used  to  build 
up  economic  freedom — no  matter  how  it 
is  described — but  is  used  in  the  national¬ 
ization  of  industry,  which  is  a  form  of 
economic  totalitarianism.  It  is  not  used 
to  build  up  economic  freedom,  but  to  en¬ 
trench  the  present  Government  of  Tur¬ 
key,  which  is  anything  but  a  democratic 
form  of  government. 

The  Comptroller  General’s  reports 
show  the  use  of  our  money  for  overem¬ 
ployment  in  nationally  owned  indus¬ 
tries,  operated  by  the  Government. 

I  am  a  little  weary  of  using  taxpayer 
money  to  support  totalitarianism  around 
the  world,  while  at  the  same  time  our 
Government,  at  least  superficially,  if  not 
hypercritically — and  I  think  hypercriti- 
cally — talks  about  our  supporting  free¬ 
dom.  We  ought  to  start  supporting 
freedom.  Here  is  a  good  place  to  start, 
in  Turkey,  by  making  clear  that  we  will 
cut  back  on  the  aid  to  Turkey,  and  also 
on  military  aid  to  Greece. 

Lastly  I  find  it  a  little  difficult  to 
understand  the  pouring  of  our  money 
into  Greece  and  Turkey  in  view  of  any¬ 
thing  but  gestures  of  friendship  which 
both  governments  have  made  toward  us 
in  recent  months  over  the  Cyprus  affair. 
They  do  not  want  any  intervention  at  all. 

They  did  not  want  the  United  Nations 
to  come  in  at  all.  That  was  a  subsequent 
development.  When  we  finally  got 
around  to  giving  up  our  unsound  position 
of  trying  to  get  NATO  into  Cyprus,  and 
joined  with  others  in  support  of  having 
the  United  Nations  go  into  Cyprus,  we 
did  not  get  any  bouquets  from  Greece 
and  Turkey,  particularly  not  from 
Turkey. 

I  do  not  know  how  much  longer  we 
shall  continue  to  pour  out  millions  of 
dollars  of  taxpayer  money  to  interna¬ 
tional  insulters  of  American  taxpayers. 
They  insult  American  taxpayers  when 
they  insult  the  American  Government. 

Here  again  I  believe  that  psychologi¬ 
cally  it  is  most  desirable  that  we  make 
clear  to  Greece  and  Turkey  that  we  will 
not  increase  their  military  aid  and  will 
not  continue  to  give  them  support  in 
threatening  the  peace  of  the  world  in 
the  Mediterranean. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes.  I  do  not  believe 
it  is  necessary  to  repeat  the  argument 
that  I  made  on  the  other  two  amend¬ 
ments.  The  amendment  violates  an  im¬ 
portant  principle  of  legislation  by  pick¬ 
ing  out  two  countries,  both  of  them  our 
allies,  and  saying  specifically  that  they 
shall  not  receive  more  than  75  percent  of 
the  presentation  that  has  been  made.  It 
would  be  very  bad  policy  for  us  to  adopt 
the  amendment.  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
vote  it  do,wn. 

I  am  prepared  to  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 


Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  has  made 
what  I  call  a  blanket  argument.  In 
other  words,  we  should  keep  all  this  pro¬ 
gram  under  the  blanket  and  smother  it 
under  the  blanket.  That  is  the  blanket 
argument.  Why  should  not  the  Congress 
live  up  to  its  responsibility  when  we  have 
the  evidence  on  Greece  and  Turkey,  and 
start  cutting?  Why  should  we  accept  the 
argument  that  we  must  not  name  the 
wastrel,  or  that  we  must  not  name  those 
who  are  guilty  of  abuses.  One  of  the 
best  ways  to  end  the  inefficiency  and 
waste  is  to  proceed  to  pinpoint  ineffi¬ 
ciency  and  waste. 

We  ought  to  make  the  cut  of  25  per¬ 
cent  that  I  have  asked  for.  Do  not  for¬ 
get  that  it  is  proposed  to  give  those 
countries  more  this  year  than  they  were 
given  last  year. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back.  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon.  On  this  question 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair  with 
the  senior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  .  If  he  were  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  he  would  vote  “yea.”  If  I  were  at 
liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote  “nay.”  I 
withhold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Inouye],  the  Senator  from  Louis¬ 
iana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney],  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson]  ,  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell], 
and  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Tal- 
madge]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ers]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Hawaii  FMr.  Inouye]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick], 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson], 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Tower]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong] 
is  absent  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson],  and 
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the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
would  each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  2, 
nays  80,  as  follows: 

[No.  126  Leg.] 

YEAS— 2 


Eastland 

Morse 

NAYS— 80 

Aiken 

Harris 

Mondale 

AUott 

Hart 

Montoya 

Anderson 

Hartke 

Morton 

Bartlett 

Hayden 

Mundt 

Bass 

Hickenlooper 

Murphy 

Bayh 

Hill 

Muskie 

Bennett 

Holland 

Nelson 

Bible 

Hruska 

Pastore 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Prouty 

Brewster 

Javits 

Proxmire 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Ribicoff 

Cannon 

Kennedy,  Mase.  Russell,  S.C. 

Carlson 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Saltonstall 

Case 

Kuchel 

Scott 

Church 

Lausche 

Simpson 

Clark 

Long,  Mo. 

Smith 

Cooper 

Long,  La. 

Stennis 

Cotton 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Curtis 

Mansfield 

Thurmond 

Dirksen 

McCarthy 

Ty  dings 

Douglas 

McClellan 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ervin 

McGovern 

Williams,  Del. 

Fannin 

McIntyre 

Yarborough 

Fulbright 

McNamara 

Young,  N.  Dak 

Gore 

Metcalf 

Young,  Ohio 

Gruening 

Miller 

NOT  VOTING— 

-18 

Byrd.  Va. 

McGee 

Robertson 

Dodd 

Monroney 

Russell,  Ga. 

Dominick 

Moss 

Smathers 

Ellender 

Neuberger 

Sparkman 

Fong 

Pearson 

Talmadge 

Inouye 

Pell 

Tower 

So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  time  under  the  bill. 

I  should  like,  first,  to  query  the  major¬ 
ity  leader  about  the  program  for  the 
remainder  of  the  day,  and  then  to  ask 
him,  if  he  can  respond,  what  is  likely  to 
be  taken  up  after  the  morning  business 
has  been  concluded  tomorrow. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
hoped  that  we  shall  be  able  to  finish  the 
pending  bill  at  a  reasonably  early  hour 
tonight;  and  as  of  now,  the  prospects 
look  fairly  good.  We  shall  keep  in  mind 
the  commitments  which  various  Senators/ 
have,  due  to  particular  circumstance 
this  evening,  and  try  our  best  to  accc 
modate  them. 

I  have  spoken  with  the  distinguished 
chairman  and  certain  other  menmers  of 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  in¬ 
cluding  the  ranking  Republican  mem¬ 
bers,  the  Senator  from  Iowa/tMr.  Hick- 
enlooper]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Carlson]  ,  and  also  tjne  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  with  respect 
to  making  an  explanation  of  a  treaty  to 
extend  the  International  Wheat  Agree¬ 
ment.  I  hope  that  following  the  explana¬ 
tion  it  will  be  possible  to  enter  into  a 
unanimous-corygent  agreement  to  vote 
on  that  treaty  possibly  at  about  12:30 
p.m.  tomoriv 

Following  that,  the  Senate  will  take 
up  the  excise  tax  bill,  and  following  that, 
the  debt  limit  bill.  Somewhere  in  be- 
tween/at  the  request  of  interested  Sena- 
tors/it  is  planned  to  take  up  the  bill  hav¬ 
ing/ to  do  with  the  labeling  of  cigarettes, 
id  for  other  purposes.  That  will  give 


the  Senate  a  heavy  schedule  for  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  week. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  believe  I  owe  it  to  the 
majority  leader  as  well  as  to  the  Senate 
to  outline  quickly  what  my  plans  are  in 
regard  to  further  amendments  this  after¬ 
noon. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  We  would  appreci¬ 
ate  hearing  them. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  feel  bad  because  some 
Senators  will  be  inconvenienced  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  fact  that  they  will  not  be 
able  to  leave  in  time  for  the  early  planes 
they  expect  to  take,  at  6:20  and  6:30  p.m. 
I  am  sorry  about  that.  But  I  shall  not 
forgo  what  I  consider  to  be  my  obligation 
to  complete  the  record.  I  shall  offer  cer¬ 
tain  additional  amendments.  I  shall  not 
take  anywhere  near  my  full  time,  if  I  may 
have  yea-and-nay  votes  on  them.  It  is 
important  to  establish  the  position  of 
the  Senate  by  yea-and-nay  votes  because 
these  will  be  matters  of  public  concern,  I 
convinced,  for  some  time  to  come, 
shall  offer  an  amendment,  without 
anj\debate  other  than  to  set  forth  the 
reasons  I  have  heretofore  stated,  tO/Cut 
by  loNpercent  the  aid  to  Greece/and 
Turkey  because,  as  I  have  already  said, 
reports  from  the  Comptroller /General 
convinced  nae  that  what  is  hCing  sup¬ 
ported  in  Turkey  is  state  socialism  of  a 
most  undesirable  type  in  m/ny  state  in¬ 
dustries,  and  a  uu-ge  amount  of  shocking 
waste  in  connection  therewith. 

I  shall  offer  an\pverall  Alliance  for 
Progress  cut  and  shkn  give  my  reasons. 
I  do  not  believe  that  will  take  me  more 
than  5  minutes.  DshallSoffer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  reduce /military- aid  to  Latin 
America,  not  covered  in  tne  $25  million 
bracket  whict/we  have  already  approved 
for  allocation  to  a  hemisphAfic  police 
force. 

I  shall/  offer  one  other  amendment, 
Which  includes  several  countries  na  the 
MiddLe  East  area  in  regard  to  whicn\the 
Comptroller  General’s  report  showa\a 
shocking  waste.- 

shall  lump  them  together  in  an' 
imendment  proposing  a  10-percent  cut. 
The  purpose  of  the  cut  is  psychological 
more  than  anything  else. 

I  believe  that  we  ought  to  go  on  record 
in  opposition  to  the  course  of  conduct 
that  many  of  these  countries  are  follow¬ 
ing.  These  amendments,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  are  justified  if  we  rely  on  nothing 
else  than  the  Comptroller  General’s  re¬ 
port. 

The  total  number  of  amendments,  so 
far  as  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon 
is  concerned,  will  not  take  20  minutes  of 
discussion  on  my  part,  if  we  can  get  a 
record  vote  on  them. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon.  I  assure  him  that  I  ap¬ 
preciate  his  cooperation  and  counsel  in 
expediting  this  measure  and  he  has  been 
most  helpful.  I  assure  the  Senator  that 
he  will  have  yea-and-nay  votes. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  has  not 


mentioned  the  silver  coinage  bill.  Wher 
is  it  proposed  that  that  measure  be  taky 
up? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Next  week,  finely. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  £ow  many 
amendments  he  has. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Four. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  have/other  amend¬ 
ments  that  I  have  not  had  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  present.  I  worker  if  other  Sena¬ 
tors  have  amendment 

Mr.  GORE.  MiyPresident,  I  do  not 
have  an  amendment.  However,  an 
amendment  was/agreed  to  earlier  in  the 
day  by  a  voicg  vote.  This  action  may 
lead  me  to  a§K  for  reconsideration  of  the 
vote. 

I  had  left  word  with  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  that  I  wished 
to  be  ratified  and  have  a  quoium  call 
requested  before  amendment  No.  286  was 
offq/ed. 

le  Senator  from  Arkansas  was  at 
inch.  I  left  in  order  to  meet  some  con¬ 
stituents.  In  the  meanwhile,  another 
Presiding  Officer  was  in  the  chair. 

The  amendment  was  called  up  and 
agreed  to  by  a  voice  vote. 

The  amendment  is  a  very  important 
one  and  would  require  reconsideration 
unless  an  agreement  is  reached  by  col¬ 
loquy.  It  may  not  take  very  much  time. 
However,  I  advise  the  distinguished  mi¬ 
nority  and  majority  leaders  that  the 
matter  may  arise. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
form  the  majority  leader  that  probably 
rollcalls  from  perhaps  6  o’clock  to  7:15 
might  be  accumulated,  because  we  expect 
to  honor  a  Senator  on  the  minority  side 
and  then  return  to  the  discussion,  if  that 
can  be  done. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
express  the  hope  that  the  Senate  will 
recognize  the  peculiar  circumstances  in 
this  instance.  Some  Senators  will  be 
going  to  the  White  House  for  the  Arts 
Festival.  We  have  a  special  occasion 
here.  I  believe  it  would  be  reasonable  to 
expect — I  hope  I  am  correct — that  dur¬ 
ing  this  period  of  1  hour,  we  might  let 
le  votes  accumulate,  so  that  we  can  go 
a\ead  and  consider  the  amendments. 

L-.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
perfectly  willing,  as  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  knows,  to  agree  to  any 
procedural  arrangements  that  may  be 
worked  okff  which  would  in  no  way  im¬ 
pair  the  obtaining  of  yea-and-nay  votes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  will 
receive  his  ye^-and-nay  votes. 

Mr.  MORSE\  Mr.  President,  for  my 
own  protection,  and  to  portray  a  better 
understanding  of  niy  position — and  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  will  verify 
this — in  my  judgment,  we  are  saving, 
several  days  of  debatu\on  this'  subject. 

I  was  the  one  who  iruttated  the  sug¬ 
gestion.  I  went  to  the  two  leaders  and 
said,  “I  believe  that  the  'attitudes  of 
Senators  are  pretty  well  cryetalized  as 
to  where  they  will  stand  on  foreign  aid. 
They  know  the  position  that  she  two 
sides  will  take.  I  do  not  want  rot  drag 
this  debate  out  all  this  week  and \next 
week.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  enter 
into  a  unanimous-consent  agreemer 
to  limit  the  time  to  30  minutes  to  a  side 
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Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
with  unalloyed  pleasure  that  I  yield  a 
i  moment  to  the  distinguished  lady  fr< 
Iaine. 

Mrs.  SMITH.  Mr.  President,  I  deep] 
opreciate  what  the  majority  leader  arid 
the  minority  leader  have  done  tods 
Again  I  say  “Thank  you,”  in  a  very  di/fi- 
cu\t  time. 

iam  most  grateful  for  such  generous 
recognition  by  the  Members  of  the  Aj.S. 
Senate.  I  have  been  very  fortunate  be¬ 
cause  while  the  unbroken  string  of  /votes 
has  required  a  considerable  amount  of 
scrambling  on  time  to  be  back  in  Maine 
every  month  for  97  consecutive  months 
without  a  miss,  it  has  taken  a  lot /if  good 
luck. 

I  could  not  have  done  it  without  a 
number  bf  kindnesses  granted  me.  The 
Good  Lord  has  granted  me  such  wonder¬ 
ful  health  to  be  able  not  to  miss  a  vote 
during  this  stretch.  The  people  of  Maine 
have  extended  such  generous  under¬ 
standing  ta  me  when  I  have  regretted 
that  I  could)  not  accept  speaking  invita¬ 
tions  back  home  when  doipg  so  might 
risk  my  missing  a  vote. 

I  have  never  asked  that  there  be  no 
rollcall  votes  Vt  any  particular  time  in 


order  to  save  my  record, 
great  deal  of  tnis  recon 
cient  and  thoughtful  yc 
liam  Brownrigg\lII,  asij 
for  the  minority.  \  Bill  hi 


But  I  owe  a 
to  a  very  effi- 
ig  man,  Wil- 
;tant  secretary 
very  efficiently 


and  very  accurately  kept  me  posted  on 
the  prospects  of  rbllca/l  votes.  Without 


his  interest,  I  coul' 
record. 

And  I  must  give  c1 
Bill  Lewis,  who  ma: 
driven  all  night 
and  Maine  to  eithe: 
a  speaking  comm: 
after  the  Senate 


jt  have  made  this 


dit  to  my  assistant, 
y,  many  times  has 
ween  Washington 
t  me  to  Maine  for 
mbnt  the  next  day 
adVollcall  votes  late 


into  the  evening^— or 
from  an  evening  speaki 
Maine  to  be  present  a 
Senate  the  next/mornin 
On  this  occasion  of 
recogntion,  I  want  to  c 
respects  to  two  other  Me: 
gress  who  hsfve  greater 
mine  in  somp  respects. 
2,000  consec 
miss  is  the 


get  me  back 
engagement  in 
voting  in  the 


luch  generous 
vey  my  own 
bers  of  Con- 
ecords  than 
lthough  my 
ive  rollcall  votfes  without  a 
ongest  consecutive  rollcall 


record,  Representative  Charges  E.  Ben 
next,  of  Florida,  has  the  champion  record 
on  time  for  he  has  not  missecna  rollcall 
vote  since  June  5,  1951.  He  haa  a  record 
of  1,357  consecutive  rollcall  votes  for  a 
continuing  period  of  more  than  14  years. 
Representative  William  H.  Natoher,  of 
Kentucky,  has  a  perfect  rollcall\  voting 
attendance  record  as  he  has  not  missed  a 


le  1,137  rollcall  votes  had' 
of  Representatives  sinci 
his  service  there  nearly 
igo  on  January  6,  1954. 

,  Mr.  President,  I  want  to  ’ 
you”  to  Everett  and  to  Mi 


one  of 
House 
starti 
years 
Ag! 

“Th; 

and  /to  thank  you  all  for  your  v< 
genrfrous  recognition  of  what  I  have  tril 
to  4o.  [Applause,  Senators  rising.] 
le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Thl 
stion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolution! 
le  resolution  was  unanimously' 
reed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 
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FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1837)  to  amend  further 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  understanding  concerning  the  cur¬ 
rent  business  of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Between  6:15  and 
7  o’clock  the  votes  will  accumulate,  but 
the  discussion  will  go  on. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Between  6:15  and  7 
o’clock?  I  thought  it  was  between  6 
o’clock  and  7  o’clock? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Between  6:15  and 
7  o’clock. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Montana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  248 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  my  preceding 
amendment  called  up  and  stated.  It  is 
the  amendment  on  Greece  and  Turkey, 
to  change  the  25  percent  to  10  percent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and,  without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Morse 
is  as  follows : 

On  page  18,  after  line  22,  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“(f)  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section 
as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  this  Act — 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  re¬ 
served  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance 
under  part  I  of  this  Act  to  Turkey  and  Greece 
shall  not  exceed  amounts  equal  to  90  per 
centum  of  the  amounts  specified  for  such 
purpose  for  each  country  in  the  presenta¬ 
tion  material  submitted  to  the  Congress  dur¬ 
ing  its  consideration  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1965;  and 

“‘(2)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  re¬ 
served  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance 
under  part  II  of  this  Act  to  Turkey  and 
Greece  shall  not  exceed  90  per  centum  of  the 
respective  amounts  specified  for  such  pur¬ 
pose  for  each  country  in  such  presentation 
material. 

‘“(b)  The  President  shall  determine  the 
amounts  by  which  the  sums  available  for 
assistance  to  Turkey  and  Greece  are  less  than 
the  sums  which,  but  for  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  would  have  been  available  for 
such  purpose,  and  such  amounts  shall  be 
deducted  from  appropriations  or  other  funds 
available  for  such  purpose  and  deposited  in 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury.’  ” 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  for  a 
.moment? 


Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Inasmuch  as  there 
are  enough  Senators  in  the  Chamber  at 
this  moment,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
there  will  be  no  yea-and-nay  votes  un¬ 
dertaken  between  6:15  and  7  o’clock,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  any  amend¬ 
ments  offered  during  that  time — on  the 
basis  of  asking  for  the  yeas  and  nays — 
be  given  due  recognition. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  There  will  be  votes 
after  we  return  at  7  o’clock. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
the  same  amendment  except  for  the  dif¬ 
ference  in  percentage  from  25  percent 
to  10  percent  for  Greece  and  Turkey. 
That  would  still  give  them  as  much 
money  as  they  are  getting  at  the  present 
time,  or  more. 

I  make  my  points  quickly. 

First,  I  do  not  see  how  anyone  can 
deny  the  soundness  of  my  amendment 
based  upon  the  findings  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General.  We  can  make  these  cuts 
and  still  not  come  within  the  savings 
which  the  Comptroller  General  reports 
indicate  should  be  made. 

Second,  we  are  dealing  with  two  coun¬ 
tries  which  are  threatening  the  peace 
of  the  world,  and  yet  it  is  proposed  that 
the  United  States  build  up  more  military 
power  for  them. 

It  does  not  “add  up.”  It  does  not  make 
sense.  I  believe  that  from  a  psycho¬ 
logical  standpoint,  we  ought  to  adopt  the 
amendment,  to  demonstrate  to  the  world 
that  there  is  a  limit  to  our  granting 
money  for  economic  aid  when  countries 
spend  money  illegally.  Greece  and  Tur¬ 
key  spend  theirs  illegally  when  they  use 
American  military  aid  to  threaten  each 
other.  I  do  not  accept  the  argument  of 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  that  we 
should  not  single  out  individual  coun¬ 
tries  for  making  savings,  because,  as  he 
claims,  we  supposedly  would  offend  them. 
That  is  a  blanket  coverup  argument. 
It  tries  to  conceal  the  facts  from  the 
American  people.  We  have  a  duty  to 
single  out  countries  which  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  has  found  are  wasteful 
and  inefficient.  Ten  percent  is  a  fair 
minimum  amount  that  we  ought  to  cut. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  four  min¬ 
utes  to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  it  so  hap¬ 
pens  that  this  is  a  subject  in  which  I  am 
deeply  immersed.  I  do  not  believe  that 
we  could  do  anything  less  wise  than  to 
adopt  this  amendment.  I  am  chairman 
of  a  committee  of  the  NATO  Parliamen¬ 
tarians’  Conference,  to  which  I  am  a  dele¬ 
gate,  appointed  by  the  Senate,  which  is 
now  trying  to  work  out  a  great  program 
of  economic  cooperation  between  Greece 
and  Turkey. 

We  have  had  extraordinary  success  in 
persuading  the  business  communities  of 
Greece  and  Turkey,  with  the  consent  of 
their  governments,  to  sit  down  and  talk 
about  how  these  countries  could  eco¬ 
nomically  work  together,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  Cyprus.  I  have  raised  money  from 
foundations  to  finance  these  studies,  and 
they  are  very  well  underway.  We  are 
already  in  the  process  of  appointing  a 
distinguished  executive  director  for  the 
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project.  It  is  expected  that  before  these 
ideas  were  choate  and  ready  to  be  Imple¬ 
mented,  about  6  months  or  a  year  would 
go  by,  with  the  expectation  that  by  then 
Cyprus  might  be  out  of  the  way,  and  that 
this  plan  would  immediately  come  into 
being. 

There  is  tremendous  disaffection  with 
the  United  States  in  Turkey.  She  sus¬ 
pects  that  we  have  been  too  partial  to 
Greece  over  Cyprus.  This  is  the  first 
flirtation  that  has  ever  taken  place  be¬ 
tween  Turkey  and  the  Soviet  Union.  It 
has  only  recently  occurred.  It  preceded 
a  drastic  change  of  government  in 
Turkey. 

Mr.  President,  Turkey  will  be  having 
elections  this  fall,  within  the  next  few 
months.  The  government  in  office  has 
gone  back  to  the  so-called  Justice  party 
period  of  the  Menderes  regime.  Every¬ 
one  knows  the  great  upset  in  Turkey 
which  occurred  when  Menderes  was 
executed.  This  election  will  result  in 
Turkey  either  looking  toward  a  new  era 
like  that  of  the  Venizelos-Ataturk  accord, 
which  lasted  until  the  Cyprus  situation 
arose,  for  well  over  30  years,  or  it  will 
result  in  demagogs  taking  over  and 
possibly  bringing  about  what  was  not 
done  in  the  Truman  days,  a  reorientation 
between  Turkey  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

There  are  a  few  other  delicate  and 
sensitive  situations,  like  Vietnam  and  the 
Arab-Israel  situations,  but  I  do  not  know 
of  any  more  delicate  or  sentitive  situa¬ 
tion  anywhere  in  the  world  than  here. 
Even  if  this  proposal  were  never  to  be¬ 
come  law — and  I  am  confident  that  it 
will  not  become  law — I  do  not  know  of 
anything  that  would  be  more  of  a  thun¬ 
derclap  or  shattering  blow  to  everything 
that  everyone  has  been  trying  to  do  in 
that  area,  than  a  development  of  this 
kind.  •  Greece  and  Turkey  are  the  two 
underdeveloped  countries  in  NATO. 
NATO  has  been  remiss — and  that  in¬ 
cludes  ourselves — in  not  doing  more  to 
shore  up  this  situation. 

Turkey  has  been  considered  the 
toughest  rampart  on  the  south  flank  of 
the  Soviet  Union.  In  the  past  6  months 
this  rampart  has  become  a  little  shaky, 
because  of  the  feeling  on  the  part  of  the 
Turks  that  we  have  been  too  partial  to¬ 
ward  Greece  with  respect  to  the  Cyprus 
situation. 

The  entire  situation  is  delicately  bal¬ 
anced.  This  subject  is  one  I  know  about 
in  great  detail.  I  am  hopeful  of  the 
possibilities  that  I  have  described.  With 
all  the  good  will  which  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  displaying,  I  hope  and  pray 
that  in  this  particular  instance  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  not  rock  the  boat. 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  get  the  same  old 
argument  that  we  have  just  heard  from 
the  Senator  from  New  York  every  time 
we  try  to  do  something  about  these 
things.  Someone  will  always  say  that 
we  are  in  the  midst  of  negotiation  and 
in  conference.  Whenever  they  see  that 
there  is  developing  in  this  country  a 
determination  on  the  part  of  some  that 
a  course  of  action  being  followed  be  stop¬ 
ped,  we  get  the  same  apologists  saying 
that  things  are  getting  better. 

The  record  is  against  them.  In  Turkey 
the  totalitarians  are  in  control.  We  are 
not  dealing  with  a  free  government.  We 


are  supporting  shocking  examples  of 
socialism  in  Turkey.  The  Comptroller 
General’s  report  shows  a  waste  of  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayer  money. 

I  am  not  interested  in  all  the  talk 
about  being  in  the  process  of  conversa¬ 
tions  with  them.  It  is  about  time  that 
representatives  of  the  people  of  the 
United  States  make  clear  to  these  was¬ 
trels  that  we  do  not  have  any  more 
money  to  waste. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  1  minute.  I  associate  my¬ 
self  with  what  the  Senator  from  New 
York  CMr.  Javits]  has  said.  I  do  not 
need  to  repeat  his  argument.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  that  argument,  it  is  wrong  and 
bad  practice  to  pick  out  countries,  par¬ 
ticularly  friendly  countries,  and  engage 
in  this  kind  of  effort  to  discipline  them 
in  connection  with  the  pending  bill.  It 
is  a  bad  practice  from  any  point  of  view, 
whether  it  involves  Turkey,  Greece,  or 
any  other  country. 

Therefore  I  hope  the  Senate  will  not 
adopt  the  amendment. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
for  debate  has  expired.  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]. 

The  yeas  and  nays  having  been  or¬ 
dered,  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  and  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ers]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pell],  and  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Smathers]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney]  . 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  would  vote  "yea”  and  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick], 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson], 
and  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tow¬ 
er]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong] 
is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson]  ,  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would 
each  vote  “nay.” 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  6, 
nays  79,  as  follows: 

[No.  127  Leg.] 

YEAS— 6 


Eastland 

Gruening 

Robertson 

Ellender 

Morse 

NAYS — 79 

Young,  Ohio 

Aiken 

Harris 

Mon  dale 

Allott 

Hart 

Montoya 

Anderson 

Hartke 

Morton 

Bartlett 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Bass 

Hill 

Murphy 

Bayh 

Holland 

Muskie 

Bennett 

Hruska 

Nelson 

Bible 

Inouye 

Pastore 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Prouty 

Brewster 

Javits 

Proxmire 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Ribicoff 

Cannon 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Russell,  S.C. 

Carlson 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Saltonstall 

Case 

Kuchel 

Scott 

Church 

Lausche 

Simpson 

Clark 

Long,  Mo. 

Smith 

Cooper 

Long,  La. 

Sparkman 

Cotton 

Magnuson 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Mansfield 

Symington 

Dirksen 

McCarthy 

Thurmond 

Dodd 

McClellan 

Tydings 

Douglas 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ervin 

McIntyre 

Williams,  Del. 

Fannin 

McNamara 

Yarborough 

Fulbright 

Metcalf 

Gore 

Miller 

NOT  VOTING — 15 

Byrd,  Va. 

Monroney 

Russell,  Ga. 

Dominick 

Moss 

Smathers 

Fong 

Neuberger 

Talmadge 

Hayden 

Pearson 

Tower 

McGee 

Pell 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  was  re- 
j  ected 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell  of  South  Carolina  in  the  chair). 
The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 
The  Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  242 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
my  amendment  No.  242,  which  I  send 
to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  9,  be¬ 
ginning  with  line  7,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  down  to  the  semicolon  in  line 
9  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

(a)  In  the  first  sentence  strike  out  “1963, 
1965,  and  1966,  not  to  exceed  $600,000,000 
for  each  such  fiscal  year”  and  substitute  the 
following:  “1963  and  1965,  not  to  exceed 
$600,000,000  for  each  such  fiscal  year,  for  use 
beginning  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and 
1967,  not  to  exceed  $500,000,000  for  each  such 
fiscal  year”. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  as  much  time  as  I  may  need. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  with  reluctance  that 
as  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
American  Republics  Affairs  of  the  Com-  « 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  I  feel  com¬ 
pelled  by  the  record  to  offer  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  still  have  great  hopes  for  the 
Alliance  for  Progress;  but  the  Alliance 
for  Progress  needs  appraisal  on  the  part 
of  our  Latin  American  allies  themselves. 

If  there  were  no  other  argument  in  sup¬ 
port  of  my  amendment — and  there  are 
many  that  I  shall  advance — the  compel¬ 
ling  argument  is  that  the  amendment 
would  induce  our  Latin  American  allies 
to  reappraise  their  part  in  the  Alliance 
for  Progress. 

There  was  a  time  when  we  were  begin¬ 
ning  to  get  some  cooperation  from  our 
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Latin  American  neighbors  in  the  Al¬ 
liance  for  Progress.  But,  in  my  opinion, 
the  trend  is  in  the  opposite  direction  at 
this  time.  They  have  a  tendency  to  feel 
that  the  Alliance  for  Progress  appro¬ 
priations  are  “in  the  bag”;  that  we  are 
so  committed  to  the  Alliance  for  Prog¬ 
ress  that  we  are  going  to  give  our  Latin 
American  allies  substantial  contributions 
under  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  irrespec¬ 
tive  of  what  they  do  or  do  not  do.  Much 
of  my  criticism  of  the  Latin  American 
countries  is  in  regard  to  what  they  do 
not  do. 

The  Alliance  for  Progress  was  designed 
by  President  Kennedy  as  a  cooperative 
program,  a  program  of  mutuality,  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  reciprocity.  But  I  cannot  escape 
the  conclusion  that  most  of  the  doing 
has  been  by  the  United  States,  by  reason 
of  too  many  Latin  American  countries 
believing  that  they  have  a  right  to  be  on 
the  receiving  end  of  the  program. 

I  have  before  me  an  article  entitled 
“Leftists  Keep  Eye  on  Ecuador  Plum,” 
published  in  my  hometown  newspaper, 
the  Eugene  Register  Guard,  under  date 
of  June  7,  1965.  Ecuador  is  a  good  ex¬ 
ample  of  what  I  mean.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  entire  article  be  planted 
at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell  of  South  Carolina  in  the  chair) . 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  Ecuador 
received  $30  million  in  aid  last  year,  $40 
million  in  1963,  and  $39  million  in  1962. 
Yet  now,  as  the  article  points  out,  Ecua¬ 
dor’s  economic  problems  are  increasing¬ 
ly  burdensome.  The  reason  for  the  eco¬ 
nomic  problems  of  Ecuador  and  other 
Latin  American  countries,  some  of  which 
I  shall  mention  in  this  brief  speech,  is 
that  there  has  not  been  a  real  attempt 
on  the  part  of  Ecuador  to  put  its  eco¬ 
nomic  house  in  order.  The  United 
States  cannot  continue  to  support  polit¬ 
ical  regimes  in  various  countries  in  Latin 
America  when  all  we  get  from  them  is 
talk  and  little  or  no  action  in  regard  to 
instituting  the  necessary  economic  re¬ 
forms,  as  well  as  other  reforms,  that  are 
so  essential  if  the  Alliance  for  Progress 
is  to  have  any  chance  of  succeeding. 

It  would  be  salutary  to  reduce  the 
amount  for  the  Alliance  for  Progress  this 
year  from  that  requested  by  the  admin¬ 
istration  by  $100  million,  but  making  it 
perfectly  clear  at  the  time  the  reduction 
is  made  that  we  are  willing  to  sit  down 
and  work  out  with  any  country  in  Latin 
America  an  Alliance  for  Progress  pro¬ 
gram  that  will,  in  fact,  be  one  in  which 
they  will  cooperate  and  do  something 
about  making  the  necessary  changes,  so 
that  it  will  be  unnecessary  to  write,  as 
the  writer  of  this  article  does,  about  the 
increasingly  burdensome  economic  prob¬ 
lems  of  Ecuador.  Thirty  million  dollars 
was  provided  for  Ecuador  in  1964,  $40 
million  in  1963,  and  $39  million  in  1962. 
But  still  there  is  no  economic  stability 
in  Ecuador,  due  in  large  measure  to  the 
faults  of  the  Government,  due  in  large 
measure  to  the  failure  on  the  part  of  the 
Ecuadorian  Government  to  adopt  the 
necessary  political  and  economic  forms 
essential  to  stability. 


We  cannot  continue  to  pour  money 
into  a  country  such  as  Ecuador  if  we  are 
not  going  to  get  an  effective  attempt  on 
the  part  of  the  Ecuadorian  Government 
to  institute  the  necessary  economic 
changes  that  will  remove  the  finding,  as 
set  forth  in  the  article,  that  their  eco¬ 
nomic  problems  today,  in  spite  of  our  aid, 
are  increasingly  burdensome. 

Ecuador  is  not  alone.  All  I  need  do  is 
to  mention  the  Dominican  Republic. 
What  a  mess.  Yet  we  have  poured  into 
the  Dominican  Republic  huge  sums  of 
money.  There  has  been  no  attempt  to 
democratize  the  Dominican  Republic,  an 
attempt  so  essential,  in  my  judgment,  to 
economic  stability,  and  so  essential  to  the 
economic  relief  of  the  mass  of  the  people. 
The  people  will  not  receive  economic 
benefits  related  to  either  political  or  eco¬ 
nomic  democracy  if  we  support  totali¬ 
tarian  rulers.  What  we  have  done  has 
been  to  aid  and  abet  the  destruction  of 
constitutionalism  in  the  Dominican  Re¬ 
public.  What  we  have  done  in  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic  has  been  to  help  to 
bring  about  the  chaos  that  exists  there 
now. 

More  than  a  year  ago  this  administra¬ 
tion  recognized  the  Dominican  junta. 
Do  Senators  believe  that  pouring  more 
millions  of  dollars  into  that  military 
junta  will  result  in  more  stability  in  the 
Dominican  Republic?  Such  action  will 
be  conducive  to  causing  chaos  elsewhere 
in  Latin  America. 

At  the  time  the  Johnson  administra¬ 
tion  made  the  great  mistake  of  recogniz¬ 
ing  the  Dominican  junta.  I  said  that  our 
Government  would  play  right  into  the 
hands  of  military  juntas  throughout 
Latin  America  and  would  demonstrate 
again  that  when  the  chips  of  freedom  are 
down  in  Latin  America,  the  United 
States  cannot  be  counted  upon  to  sup¬ 
port  freedom  in  action.  We  can  be 
counted  upon  to  support  freedom  in 
Latin  America  with  American  propa¬ 
ganda,  but  not  with  action.  We  cannot 
possibly  justify  recognizing  and  support¬ 
ing  military  juntas  anywhere  in  Latin 
America. 

Until  that  lesson  is  learned  in  Latin 
America,  we  ought  to  cut  back  on  the 
aid  program,  because  by  constantly  pour¬ 
ing  money  into  those  shaky  governments, 
having  strong  totalitarian  groups,  either 
Communist  or  military,  we  are  always 
standing  in  the  wings  to  take  over  as 
a  part  of  the  cause  of  the  great  instabil¬ 
ity  that  is  stalking  so  much  of  Latin 
America  these  days. 

We  have  poured  millions  of  dollars 
into  Bolivia.  Bolivia  has  been  cited  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  as 
one  of  the  shaky  countries.  Economi¬ 
cally,  conditions  are  growing  worse.  We 
shall  pour  more  money  in.  What  assur¬ 
ance  have  we  that  this  money  will  not  be 
wasted?  Merely  putting  the  stamp  of 
Alliance  for  Progress  on  the  program 
does  not  mean  that  it  will  bring  about 
constructive  benefit. 

Not  so  many  years  ago,  Colombia  was 
one  of  the  countries  in  Latin  America 
which,  in  my  opinion,  showed  the  great¬ 
est  hope  for  the  development  of  demo¬ 
cratic  stability — both  political  and  eco¬ 
nomic.  Today,  Colombia  is  in  a  turmoil 
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and  Is  not  bringing  about  the  necessary 
reforms  that  it  should.  I  believe  that 
cutting  aid  to  the  extent  of  $100  million, 
as  I  propose,  would  be  exceedingly  salu¬ 
tary  throughout  Latin  America. 

We  might,  at  long  last,  indicate  to 
Latin  American  government  officials 
that  our  pockets  have  a  bottom,  that 
they  cannot  expect  us  to  dip  into  our 
pockets  on  continue  to  pour  out  the 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  that  they 
are  asking  for  without  their  bringing 
about  both  economic  and  political  re¬ 
forms. 

There  are  other  countries  that  I 
probably  should  mention.  There  is  noth¬ 
ing  in  Uruguay  that  gives  us  very  much 
encouragement  these  days  with  regard 
to  economic  or  political  stability. 

We  cannot  be  very  proud  of  the  record 
that  we  have  made  in  Guatemala,  or  that 
the  Guatemalans  have  made  in  support 
-of  the  objectives  of  the  Alliance  for 
Progress. 

Anything  but  results  have  been  ac¬ 
complished  in  Argentina  to  warrant 
agreeing  to  the  proposal  that  we  should 
continue  our  policy  there  until  there  is 
more  evidence  of  reform,  in  keeping  with 
the  mutual  obligations  that  we  all  under¬ 
took  when  the  Alliance  for  Progress  was 
initiated. 

Venezuela  today  is  not  the  Venezuela 
of  Betancourt.  There  is  a  considerable 
amount  of  confusion  in  Venezuela.  I 
spoke  last  week,  in  a  major  speech  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  in  opposition  to  a 
new  type  of  expropriation  policy  in  Vene¬ 
zuela.  The  situation  involved  an  insur¬ 
ance  company.  If  they  get  by  with  their 
action,  it  will  lead  to  other  American  in¬ 
vestments  being  expropriated. 

The  House  of  Deputies  and  the  Vene¬ 
zuelan  Senate  passed  a  bill  that  required 
the  sale  of  at  least  51  percent  of  the 
American-owned  stock  in  an  insui-ance 
company  operating  in  Venezuela  to 
Venezuelan  investors.  This  is  not  a  case 
of  a  government  taking  over  an  insur¬ 
ance  company  and  paying  a  fair  com¬ 
pensation  to  American  investors.  I 
would  be  against  that,  but,  at  least  that 
would  fall  within  the  sovereign  right  of 
a  country. 

I  did  not  like  the  expropriation  of 
American  oil  by  Mexico,  but  that  was 
made  the  Mexican  national  policy.  The 
national  government  took  over  the  oil 
facilities.  There  were  long  negotiations 
which  finally  ended  in  the  case  going  to 
the  Mexican  Supreme  Court  twice,  with 
the  Mexican  Supreme  Court  both  times 
holding  that  the  Mexican  Government 
had  the  sovereign  right  to  follow  this 
course  of  action  as  a  domestic  policy. 
Of  course,  the  Mexican  Supreme  Court 
was  right.  The  court  was  unanimous  in 
each  decision. 

There  followed  the  appointment  of  an 
international  commission.  Negotiations 
took  place.  Settlement  was  made.  Some 
of  our  oil  companies  thought  it  ought  to 
have  been  more.  However,  we  had  to 
admit  that  at  least  due  process  of  law 
prevailed,  and  the  expropriation  was  ac¬ 
complished  as  a  matter  of  governmental 
policy. 

The  Venezuelan  tack  is  somewhat  dif¬ 
ferent,  although  it  could  still  be  argued, 
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as  they  passed  the  law  and  the  law  was 
signed  by  the  President,  that  they  have 
made  this  the  national  policy.  However, 
the  matter  of  fair  compensation  is  auto¬ 
matically  excluded  and  eliminated.  Un¬ 
der  the  expropriation,  as  a  matter  of  gov¬ 
ernment  policy,  if  negotiations  in  an 
agreement  on  compensation,  the  pre¬ 
sumption  is  that  the  finding  will  be  that 
it  was  fair  and  adequate  compensation 
and  in  keeping  with  the  basic  principle 
of  eminent  domain,  under  which  doc¬ 
trine,  if  we  take  something  over  in  the 
name  of  government  necessity,  we  pay 
adequate  compensation  for  the  takeover. 
That  is  what  could  happen  in  Venezuela. 

This  kind  of  expropriation  creates  a 
buyer’s  market.  We  own  the  stock.  We 
sell  it  to  the  buyer.  The  Government 
does  not  fix  what  would  be  a  fair  price 
for  the  51  percent  of  the  stock.  The 
stock  must  be  sold.  We  will  take  what 
the  buyer  offers. 

That  is  a  shocking  performance.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  there  are  shifts  in  Venezuela 
which  give  us  great  cause  for  concern.  I 
believe  that  my  proposal  to  cut  the  Alli¬ 
ance  for  Progress  program  $100  million 
will  cause  a  great  change  in  attitude  in 
Latin  America  in  regard  to  sitting  down 
and  trying,  with  us,  to  arrive  at  a  better 
understanding  than  present  criticism 
would  justfiy. 

In  my  judgment,  there  is  nothing  in 
Chile  that  would  justify  our  taking  the 
position  that  we  should  give  Chile  any¬ 
thing  she  wants.  There  are  some  move¬ 
ments  in  Chile  that  give  me  great  cause 
for  concern.  I  do  not  know  how  far 
Chile  will  go  to  the  left.  Do  not  tell  me 
that  she  will  go  further  if  we  do  not  pour 
American  money  in  there. 

That  does  not  happen  to  be  the  history 
of  our  aid  in  Latin  America.  We  pour  in 
the  money  and  it  seems  to  have  no  effect 
on  whether  they  go  rightist  or  leftist,  so 
far  as  developing  totalitarian  attitudes  is 
concerned. 

I  am  very  much  concerned  about  an 
attitude  that  has  developed  in  Latin 
America  on  the  part  of  officials  of  a 
great  many  countries  in  Latin  America. 
They  feel  that  they  now  are  entitled  to 
American  aid  as  a  matter  of  right. 

It  was  reported  to  me  that  in  Latin 
America,  in  a  recent  conference  it  was 
felt  that  they  were  entitled  to  American 
aid  as  a  matter  of  right.  Some  of  their 
speakers  even  argued  that  point  of  view. 

I  understand  that  our  State  Depart¬ 
ment  was  a  little  surprised  and  upset. 
To  their  everlasting  credit,  let  me  say 
that  I  have  been  advised  that  our  State 
Department  representatives  made  it  per¬ 
fectly  clear  that  they  rejected  and  re¬ 
pudiated  such  an  idea.  That  does  not 
end  the  idea.  It  is  still  held  by  too  many. 

There  is  a  growing  feeling  in  some 
quarters  in  Latin  America  that  we  have 
no  other  accord,  that  there  is  nothing 
we  can  do  about  it,  so  long  as  they  can 
point  to  the  specter  of  communism  which 
they  always  claim  is  hovering  just  over¬ 
head.  So  they  say  we  must  aid  them, 
whether  or  not  they  make  good  on  their 
obligations. 

In  my  judgment,  we  do  not  and  must 
not.  In  my  judgment,  as  a  Congress  we 
cannot  justify  spending  the  American 
taxpayers’  dollars  on  the  basis  of  that 
situation. 


I  will  vote  for  the  expenditure  of  an 
increased  amount  of  money  for  the  Alli¬ 
ance  for  Progress  program,  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  aspects  of  it,  if  we  can  get  a  better 
understanding  than  we  had  been  able  to 
reach.  I  believe  it  would  be  salutary  and 
highly  desirable  if  we  reduced  the  Alli¬ 
ance  for  Progress  amount  from  $600  to 
$500  million,  making  it  perfectly  clear 
to  our  Latin  American  allies  that  we  are 
willing  to  enter  into  conversations  with 
them  for  a  future  increase  if  they  in 
turn  are  willing  to  bring  about  necessary 
reforms  in  the  trouble  spots. 

I  have  not  mentioned  all  the  countries, 
but  this  is  so  much  the  pattern  in  Latin 
America,  that  this  year,  particularly  in 
view  of  the  needs  of  our  country,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  view  of  what  the  United 
States  is  agreeing  to  do  for  those  coun¬ 
tries  that  we  are  not  doing  for  ourselves 
domestically,  I  believe  the  amount 
should  be  decreased  to  $500  million. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  3  minutes. 

I  agree  to  some  of  the  general  state¬ 
ments  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  made 
about  people  believing  they  have  a  right 
to  this  money.  I  am  glad  he  said  that 
the  State  Department  rejected  that  con¬ 
cept.  But,  on  the  whole,  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  has  downgraded  the  per¬ 
formance  of  Latin  American  countries 
far  more  than  they  deserve.  He  included 
countries  that  are  getting  small  loans. 
Uruguay,  for  example,  receives  only 
$900,000  for  technical  assistance,  which 
is  a  small  gesture.  Whether  it  is  too 
much  is  not  for  me  to  state  at  this  time. 

One  of  the  large  amounts  goes  to  Bra¬ 
zil.  Brazil  is  doing  extremely  well.  She 
is  doing  so  well  in  trying  to  reform  her 
economy  that  she  risks  causing  political 
trouble.  In  other  words,  the  Government 
has  exhibited  great  courage  in  reducing 
inflation.  In  the  first  3  months  of  1964 
Brazil  was  suffering  from  inflation  at  a 
rate  of  10  percent  a  month.  In  May  of 
this  year  Brazil  by  courageous  and  vig¬ 
orous  action  had  reduced  the  inflation 
rate  to  3  percent  a  month. 

Brazil  is  by  far  the  most  important 
country  in  Latin  America.  So  I  do  not 
believe  we  should  overlook  the  favorable 
events  that  have  taken  place  in  Brazil. 

Of  the  $600  million,  only  $70  million  is 
in  technical  assistance,  in  the  form  of 
grants.  The  remainder  is  in  dollar  re¬ 
payable  loans.  Some  persons  say,  “They 
will  never  be  able  to  repay  it.”  We  made 
that  mistake  in  the  Marshall  plan.  If 
things  continue  to  go  as  they  are  going  in 
Brazil  and  she  can  maintain  political  sta¬ 
bility,  there  is  no  reason  why  she  cannot 
pay  this  loan  back,  because  Brazil  has 
vast  resources.  All  it  needs  is  a  period 
of  political  stability  and  some  assistance. 
So  I  believe  that  in  the  case  of  Brazil 
this  program  is  justified. 

It  is  true  that  among  the  19  or  20  coun¬ 
tries  there  are  spots  that  do  not  look 
favorable,  but  looking  at  Latin  America 
as  a  whole,  the  situation  is  favorable  and 
improving. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  reject  this  re¬ 
striction.  It  is  another  indication  of 
lack  of  confidence  in  the  administration. 
The  administration  does  not  have  to 
make  these  loans.  Most  of  the  amount 
is  for  dollar  repayable  loans. 
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So  I  strongly  urge  that  the  amendment 
not  be  accepted. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

I  have  not  suggested  that  we  do  not 
carry  out  the  Alliance  for  Progress  pro¬ 
gram  in  connection  with  any  Latin 
American  country  that  submits  a  pro¬ 
gram.  The  Alliance  for  Progress  pro¬ 
gram  calls  upon  Latin  American  coun¬ 
tries,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  their 
obtaining  assistance  from  the  United 
States,  to  come  forward  with  a  program. 
Brazil  is  doing  that.  If  the  amount  were 
cut  from  $600  million  to  $500  million,  it 
would  not  mean  that  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  would  have  to  cut  funds  to  a  coun¬ 
try  that  is  complying  with  what  was  the 
spirit,  intent,  and  purpose  of  the  Alliance. 
It  does  not  mean  that  Brazil  would  not 
get  the  full  amount  if  she  complies. 

What  I  am  saying  is  that  there  is  no 
doubt — judicial  notice  can  be  taken  of 
it — about  the  fact  that  there  are  so 
many  countries  in  Latin  America  that  are 
not  holding  up  their  end  of  the  bargain 
that  I  could  propose  a  cut  of  much  more 
than  $100  million. 

I  am  merely  proposing  to  the  State 
Department  and  the  AID  administration, 
“You  will  have  to  work  out  your  Alliance 
for  Progress  program  on  $500  million  in¬ 
stead  of  $600  million.”  When  a  country 
is  doing  the  job  that  Brazil  is  doing,  I 
have  not  suggested  that  aid  be  taken 
away  from  that  country.  I  have  not  sug¬ 
gested  a  prorated  cut.  To  the  contrary, 
I  believe  the  time  has  come  for  us  to  but¬ 
tress  the  State  Department — in  fact,  to 
direct  it — and  to  say,  “We  are  not  going 
to  give  you  $600  million.  We  are  going 
to  give  you  $500  million.  Take  another 
look  and  take  $100  million  away  from 
countries  that  you  know  on  the  record 
are  not  working  on  the  basis  of  mutuality 
that  is  supposed  to  be  a  part  of  the  Al¬ 
liance  for  Progress  program.” 

There  are  countries  in  Latin  America 
that  I  believe  are  doing  their  share.  I 
want  to  see  that  the  $500  million  is  used 
for  countries  which  are  helping  to 
strengthen  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  and 
not  for  countries  that  are,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  following  a  course  of  action  that 
is  inconsistent  with  the  purpose  of  the 
program. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement,  the 
vote  on  the  amendment  will  be  deferred 
until  7  o’clock.  The  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  my  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  agreement  entered 
into  is  that  it  is  desired  that  I  make  my 
argument  on  such  remaining  amend¬ 
ments  as  I  have,  and  that  the  Senate 
then  vote  on  them  seriatim  after  the 
hour  of  7. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  What  the  Senator 
has  said  is  correct. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
my  next  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask 
to  have  it  read. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  14, 
between  lines  13  and  14,  it  is  proposed 
to  insert  the  following: 

(1)  Amend  section  511(a)  which  relates  to 
restrictions  on  military  aid  to  Latin  America 
by  striking  out  “1962”  and  “$55,000,000,”  and 
substituting  “1966”  and  $40,000,000”,  re¬ 
spectively. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
Senate  knows,  in  my  capacity  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Latin 
American  Affairs,  I  have  for  years  de¬ 
plored  the  large  amount  of  military  aid 
the  United  States  is  sending  to  Latin 
America. 

For  a  time  the  alibi  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment  was  that  it  was  necessary  for 
hemispheric  security  reasons.  That 
never  was  a  sound  argument.  Latin 
American  countries  do  not  need  the 
large  quantities  of  military  aid  and  the 
~  type  of  aid  that  we  send  to  them  for 
hemispheric  security  because  they  are 
completely  dependent  upon  the  United 
States  for  hemispheric  security  so  far  as 
any  attack  from  outside  the  hemisphere 
is  concerned.  President  Kennedy  dem¬ 
onstrated  that  in  the  Cuban  crisis  of 
1962. 

If  they  wish  to  include  hemispheric 
security  and  the  possibility  of  war  among 
themselves,  we  all  know  it  would  not  be 
allowed  either  by  the  United  States  or 
by  the  Organization  of  American  States. 
The  fact  is  that  we  have  been  using  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  over  the  years  for  mili¬ 
tary  aid  to  Latin  America  to  build  up 
military  classes  in  various  Latin  Ameri¬ 
can  countries  and,  in  fact,  to  feed  their 
national  vanity  with  respect  to  their  de¬ 
sire  for  prestige. 

Latin  American  country  A  would 
compete  with  Latin  American  country 
B  for  American  naval  and  military  aid. 
Some  of  the  requests  for  destroyers  have 
taken  on  the  aspect  of  high  comedy.  If 
country  A  was  going  to  get  a  destroyer, 
country  B  would  complain  that  it 
would  be  treated  in  a  second-class  way 
if  it  did  not  receive  a  destroyer.  I  use 
this  as  a  hypothetical  example,  of  course. 

Our  military  aid  has  done  a  great  deal 
in  Latin  America  to  strengthen  military 
oligarchy.  It  has  done  a  great  deal  to 
build  a  military  clique  which  has  been 
responsible,  in  my  judgment,  for  the 
strengthening  of  juntas  in  the  various 
countries  which  have  been  able  to  over¬ 
turn  constitutional  government.  We 
should  stop  it — and  stop  it  now.  It  has 
had  two  very  bad  effects  which  I  wish  to 
mention,  among  other  things  which  I 
could  mention.  It  has  helped  to  keep 
down  the  aims  and  aspirations  of  demo¬ 
cratic  groups  seeking  to  establish  a  po¬ 
litical  order  of  freedom  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica.  It  has  helped  to  delay  and  weaken 
the  development  of  constitutionalism  in 
Latin  America. 

I  believe  that  is  most  unfortunate.  It 
has  played  into  the  hands  of  the  Com¬ 
munists.  The  symbol  of  American  mili¬ 
tary  might  using  the  military  oligarchy 
as  a  funnel  through  which  to  pour  mili¬ 
tary  aid  into  Latin  America  has  made 
Communists  and  has  strengthened  the 
cause  of  Communists.  It  has  stood  in 


the  way  of  the  advance  of  economic 
freedom. 

I  hold  to  the  view  that  we  can  never 
develop  a  system  of  economic  freedom 
for  the  underprivileged  of  Latin  America, 
for  the  mass  of  the  people  of  Latin 
America,  by  depending  upon  the  military 
to  deliver  it  to  them.  We  have  compiled 
a  sad  record  in  regard  to  the  results  of 
some  of  our  military  aid  in'  Latin 
America. 

The  United  States  must  assume  a 
large  part  of  the  responsibility  for  the 
years  of  repression  and  restriction  in  the 
denial  of  civil  liberties,  civil  rights,  and 
political  freedom  to  the  people  of  the 
Dominican  Republic.  Trujillo  would 
never  have  been  able  to  stay  in  power 
except  for  American  military  aid. 

There  is  nothing  in  Honduras  about 
which  we  can  be  proud,  nor  in  Guate¬ 
mala,  or  Ecuador,  or  Bolivia,  all  of  which 
are  suffering  under  military  rule  that 
was  aided  by  our  military  assistance  pro¬ 
gram. 

On  the  question  of  the  Dominican 
Republic,  it  is  interesting  that  the  mili¬ 
tary  junta  overthrew  the  Bosch  regime, 
which  was  a  constitutional  regime — 
irrespective  of  the  qualifications  some  of 
us  have  in  regard  to  the  shortcomings 
President  Bosch  may  possess.  He  was 
elected,  and  he  was  honestly  elected  in  a 
fair  election — an  election  which  was  at¬ 
tended  by  United  Nations  observers.  No 
one  who  knows  the  record  of  the  election 
which  resulted  in  the  ascendancy  of 
President  Bosch  raised  any  question 
about  the  honesty  of  the  election. 

There  was  an  election  also  which 
brought  into  being  a  Constitution  in  the 
Dominican  Republic,  which  offered  great 
hope.  It  was  a  Constitution  which  pro¬ 
vided  for  a  Congress.  It  was  a  Constitu¬ 
tion  which  was  greatly  influenced  by  the 
U.S.  Constitution  in  its  drafting. 

When  Bosch  left  the  Dominician  Re¬ 
public,  the  Constitution  did  not  leave 
with  him.  The  laws  provided  for  in  the 
Constitution  as  to  his  successor  did  not 
flee  with  him.  He  was  overthrown  by  a 
group  of  military  junta  leaders,  trained 
by  the  U.S.  Military  Establishment. 

We  hear  much  in  defense  of  our  mil¬ 
itary  aid  program,  about  the  training 
program  and  the  technical  assistance 
program  that  goes  along  with  it.  It 
sounds  good,  does  it  not? 

But  what  it  really  means  is  that  we 
have  to  assume  responsibility  for  the 
training  of  men  to  develop  a  military 
state  of  mind.  Unfortunately,  a  military 
state  of  mind  is  not  consonant  with  re¬ 
spect  for  democratic  ways  of  life. 

Thus,  it  is  interesting  to  hear  the  ali¬ 
bis  made  in  behalf  of  the  military  tyrant 
in  the  Dominican  Republic  by  the  name 
of  Gen.  Wessin  y  Wessin. 

He  overthrew  the  constitutional  form 
of  government.  There  is  no  denying  the 
fact  that  the  controlling  reason  and  con¬ 
cern  for  the  uprising  of  this  military 
junta  was  that  President  Bosch  and  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  the  Congress 
in  the  Dominican  Republic  proposed  to 
bring  the  military  under  civilian  con¬ 
trol. 

Latin  American  military  oligarchies 
do  not  like  that,  because  Latin  Amer- 
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ican  military  oligarchies  cannot  domi¬ 
nate  the  Government  if  the  Government 
is  to  be  granted  the  constitutional  au¬ 
thority  to  exercise  civilian  control  over 
them.  But,  Mr.  President,  the  people 
of  the  United  States  have  always  con¬ 
sidered  that  to  be  a  precious  guarantee. 
Our  constitutional  fathers  wrote  it  into 
the  Constitution. 

Concern  has  developed  every  once  in  a 
while  during  our  history,  when  fear  has 
taken  root  that  perhaps  the  military  is 
encroaching  upon  the  basic  right  of  the 
American  people  to  control  the  military, 
rather  than  the  military  controlling  the 
American  people. 

The  Senate  has  heard  me  say  time  and 
time  again  in  my  many  years  in  this 
Chamber  that  we  must  always  be  on 
guard  against  the  men  in  the  Pentagon. 
We  always  have  to  be  on  guard  against 
the  development  of  a  military  state  of 
mind  in  the  Pentagon.  We  can  find  mili¬ 
tarists  even  in  our  cown  country  who  will 
develop  insufficient  regard  for  the  pre¬ 
cious  principle  that  civilian  control  must 
remain  inviolate.  There  is  always  a  ten¬ 
dency  in  the  Pentagon  to  encroach  upon 
the  precious  rights  of  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  by  way  of  pleading  in  an  emergency 
or  in  a  crisis  that  they  must  have  their 
way: 

After  we  are  through  with  debate,  and 
before  the  Senate  adjourns  tonight,  I 
shall  have  a  few  things  to  say  about  a 
penetrating  article  which  was  published 
in  the  New  York  Times  this  morning  by 
Mr.  Tom  Wicker,  in  regard  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  attitudes  in  this  country 
concerning  the  war  in  southeast  Asia. 

I  am  greatly  concerned  by  an  article 
which  was  published  in  the  Washington 
Post  this  morning,  and  in  other  news¬ 
papers,  concerning  a  news  curb  which 
has  been  imposed  on  the  current  South 
Vietnam  battle. 

We  had  better  watch  out  for  the 
development  of  a  military  state  of  mind 
which  always  wishes  to  censor,  which 
always  wishes  to  control  public  opinion, 
which  always  wishes  to  keep  from  the 
American  people  vital  facts  to  which 
they  are  entitled  in  regard  to  the  mili¬ 
tary  policy  of  this  country. 

I  digress  long  enough  from  discussing 
my  amendment  to  say  this:  The  Amer¬ 
ican  people  should  rise  up  in  a  protest  so 
vigorous  against  the  administration’s 
policy  of  news  censoring  in  this  country 
in  regard  to  the  war  in  Vietnam,  that 
the  administration  will  understand  that 
it  must  either  change  its  course  of  news 
control,  or  it  will  be  headed  for  repudia¬ 
tion  by  the  American  people.  We  cannot 
remain  free  and  have  news  on  foreign 
policy,  including  military  policy,  con¬ 
cealed  from  the  American  people. 

Mr.  President,  to  get  back  to  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic  situation,  the  military 
men  whom  we  have  trained  are  destroy¬ 
ing  constitutionalism  in  the  Dominican 
Republic.  We  are  paying  a  ghastly  price 
for  that  course  of  action. 

Let  me  refer  Senators  to  Honduras. 
The  same  thing  is  being  done  in  Hon¬ 
duras.  An  election  was  held  in  Hon¬ 
duras.  Ten  days  before  the  election, 
the  leading  candidate  was  so  far  ahead 
that  there  was  no  question  about  the  out- 
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come  of  the  election.  The  American- 
military-trained  officers  in  the  military 
establishment  of  Honduras  were  greatly 
concerned,  because  this  candidate  was 
running  on  a  major  plank  in  his  plat¬ 
form,  to  bring  the  military  under  civilian 
control.  That  was  too  much  for  the 
military.  They  overturned  the  govern¬ 
ment. 

There  is  a  pretense  that  since  elections 
of  a  sort  were  recently  held  in  Honduras 
that  the  country  has  returned  to  con¬ 
stitutionalism.  But  there  is  no  more 
freedom  today  in  Honduras  than  there 
was  under  the  junta,  since  it  has  only 
legalized  itself. 

There  are  so  many  abuses  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  military  aid  in  Latin  America 
that  I  am  offering  an  amendment  to  cut 
it  back  somewhat.  It  will  not  be  cut 
back  nearly  enough.  However,  the  sym¬ 
bolism  of  an  amendment  such  as  this 
will  have  a  powerful  effect  in  Latin 
America.  It  is  important  for  another 
reason,  even  though  it  does  not  contain 
the  amount  that  I  believe  we  should 
adopt.  The  amendment  would  strike  out 
1962  and  $55  million  and  substitute  1966 
and  $40  million,  respectively. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  should  like  to  finish 
first.  Then  I  shall  be  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  in  its  present 
form  provides — I  wish  counsel  for  the 
committee  would  check  me  on  these  fig¬ 
ures — $75  million,  in  round  numbers. 
We  have  already  adopted  an  amend¬ 
ment,  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  which  provides 
that  up  to  $25  million  of  it  could  be  used 
for  assistance  in  the  development  of  an 
Organization  of  American  States  inter¬ 
national  police  force.  The  figures  that 
were  given  to  me  by  the  staff  mean  that 
$55  million  is  the  ceiling  on  articles  of 
hardware,  and  the  remainder  can  be  in 
the  form  of  training  or  credit  sales. 

I  believe  we  ought  to  reduce  the  $55 
million  to  $40  million.  What  was  allowed 
for  an  Organization  of  American  States 
International  police  force  could  come  out 
of  the  $40  million,  or  only  part  would 
come  from  the  $40  million,  depending 
on  whether  training  was  contemplated 
under  the  OAS  amendment. 

What  my  amendment  seeks  to  do — 
and  counsel  assures  me  that  it  would  do 
so — is  to  go  into  the  $55  million  and 
reduce  that  by  $15  million. 

I  believe  that  would  be  salutary.  It 
would  make  perfectly  clear  to  Latin 
American  countries  that  we  wish  a  de¬ 
emphasis  in  their  military  program. 

I  shall  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
in  a  moment. 

It  has  been  said  for  a  long  time  that 
they  need  military  aid  for  hemispheric 
security  reasons.  Then  we  shifted  our 
ground,  and  today  we  talk  about  military 
aid  for  internal  security.  I  have  been 
heard  to  point  out  that  militax-y  aid  for 
internal  security  does  not  requii-e  tanks, 
and  it  does  not  require  jet  fighters.  It 
does  not  l'equire  submarines.  It  does 
not  require  the  large  quantity  of  heavy 
military  equipment  that  we  have  been 
pouring  into  Latin  America  for  prestige 
and  vanity-supporting  purposes.  If  we 
wish  to  support  internal  secui-ity,  we 


should  send  them  machine  guns,  rifles, 
pistols,  tear  gas,  helicopters,  and  ve¬ 
hicles  that  can  transport  their  flying 
squadrons  which  are  necessary  to  put 
down  the  threat  of  a  Communist  coup. 

The  proposed  cut  of  $15  million  is  in¬ 
deed  small  and  reasonable,  but  very  large 
in  its  symbolism,  and  very  important  in 
the  message  that  it  sends  from  the 
United  States  to  Latin- America. 

As  I  have  said  many  times  before,  we 
ought  to  stop  exporting  bullets  to  Latin- 
America  and  that  we  should  start  ex¬ 
porting  more  bread.  I  use  bullets  and 
bi-ead  as  descriptive  terms,  by  bullets 
showing  my  opposition  to  so  much  mili¬ 
tary  aid,  and  by  bread  showing  my  great 
support  for  the  exportation  of  more  eco¬ 
nomic  freedom  for  Latin-America. 

I  now  yield  to  my  friend  the  Senator 
from  Ohio.  > 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  what 
I  am  concerned  about — and  I  know  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  likewise  con¬ 
cerned  about  it — is  what  we  should  do 
for  the  protection  of  the  United  States 
in  the  nations  which  occupy  the  perim¬ 
eter  of  Russia  and  China.  The  Senator 
from  Oregon  has  offered  amendments  to 
cut  the  aid  to  India,  Turkey,  and  Paki¬ 
stan. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  did  not  offer  an 
amendment  to  eliminate  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  To  reduce  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  would  still  have 
more  than  we  need  to  carry  out  the  ob¬ 
jectives  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Has  the  Senator  of¬ 
fered  a  proposal  to  cut  aid  to  Greece? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Is  not  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  really  proposing  a  course 
of  action  which  would  weaken  the  bar- 
l'iers  that  our  administration  wishes  to 
build  up  against  the  expansion  of  com¬ 
munism  beyond  the  peripheral  nations 
of  Russia  and  China? 

•  Mr.  MORSE.  My  answer  is  “No.” 
My  answer  is  that  if  we  adopt  the  pro¬ 
gram  I  am  supporting  we  shall  be  more 
effective  through  our  aid  program  in 
checking  communism  in  these  periphei-al 
areas,  because  we  will  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  spend  money  that  will  do  some¬ 
thing  about  the  economic  well-being  of 
people.  The  Russians  and  the  Chinese 
cannot  stand  up  in  selling  their  propa¬ 
ganda  to  well-fed  people,  to  well-clothed 
people,  to  people  who  enjoy  what  the 
Senator  and  I  enjoy,  the  precious  right 
of  being  economically  free.  They  are 
not  economically  fi-ee  today. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  do  not  wish  to  argue 
with  the  Senator  from  Oregon.  How¬ 
ever,  is  it  not  a  fact  that  in  the  program 
of  the  administration  there  is  an  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  program  coupled  with  military 
aid,  with  the  joining  of  the  two,  at  least 
in  the  opinion  of  the  administration, 
being  necessai-y  for  the  improvement  of 
our  position  so  far  as  United  States  se¬ 
curity  is  concerned? 

Mr.  MORSE.  My  answer  is  that  I  am 
leaving  the  administration  with  more 
than  an  ample  amount  of  money  for  mil- 
itai’y  aid.  I  am  urging  an  intensifica¬ 
tion  and  a  concentration  on  the  eco¬ 
nomic  aspects. 

I  shall  not  support  the  kind  of  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  in  Turkey  that  bxxilds  up  na¬ 


June  Ilf,  1965 

tionalized  industry.  I  shall  not  support 
economic  aid  in  Turkey  that,  as  the 
Comptroller  General  has  pointed  out  in 
some  of  his  reports,  has  the  American 
taxpayers  permitting  the  leaders  of  the 
Turkish  Government  to  employ  in  some 
of  the  socialized  industries  of  Turkey 
many  times  the  number  of  employees 
that  are  needed. 

I  wish  to  see  that  for  every  dollar  we 
spend  by  way  of  economic  aid,  we  get  a 
dollar  value.  Moreover,  I  wish  to  see 
that  dollar  go  to  help  expand  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  that  country.  We  cannot  do  that 
unless  we  increase  the  number  of  their 
people  who  are  economically  free. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  concur  completely 
with  the  Senator  from  Oregon  in  his 
vigorous  espousal  of  the  pi'oposal  that 
we  should  not"  give  our  money  to  build 
up  nationalized  operations  of  industry. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  permit  me  to  interrupt? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Certainly. 

Mr.  MORSE.  All  the  l’eports  that  we 
have  show  with  all  the  money  we  have 
put  into  Turkey,  she  is  not  better  off  eco¬ 
nomically  than  she  was  at  the  beginning. 
That  is  where  the  waste  lies. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  cannot  answer  that 
statement  except  to  say  that,  so  far  as 
I  have  studied  the  subject,  in  every 
country  where  we  have  offered  economic 
aid  the  per  capita  income  of  the  people 
has  been  improved.  Whether  that  is  so 
in  Turkey  I  cannot  say. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  should  like  to  make  a 
comment  on  that  point. 

The  per  capita  income  of  a  Turk  who 
is  kept  on  a  time-wasting,  nonpx-oductive 
job  has  increased  because  before  that 
he  did  not  have  any  income  at  all.  But 
there  is  a  waste  of  money  so  far  as  the 
economic  strength  of  Turkey  is  con¬ 
cerned.  I  wish  to  know,  not  whether  or 
not  thousands  of  their  woi’kers,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  now  have  more  money  than  when 
we  started  giving  it  away  to  them,  but 
whether  it  is  a  wise  expenditure  of  the 
money  on  those  people  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  producing  wealth. 

If  we  wish  to  offer  aid  on  the  basis 
of  charity  to  feed  a  man,  I  shall  go  along, 
as  the  Senator  knows,  with  any  human- 
itarian  program.  But  that  is  not  their 
alibi.  Their  alibi  is  that  maintaining 
that  kind  of  nationalized  industry  is 
good  for  Turkey.  My  judgment  is  that 
it  is  not  good  for  Tux-key.  It  represents 
a  misexpenditure  of  taxpayers’  funds, 
and  we  should  stop  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Having  in  mind  the 
supposedly  pointed  conflict  between  the 
views  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and 
myself  about  3  hours  ago,  I  am  deeply 
apprehensive  that  in  our  own  country  we 
are  following  what  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  said  and  about  which  he 
complains  in  the  program  of  Turkey. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  in  complete  agree¬ 
ment.  We  are  not  living  in  a  free  econ¬ 
omy.  The  United  States  is  not  a  free 
economy.  That  is  one  of  my  great  pro¬ 
tests.  The  United  States  economy  is  a 
defense  economy.  If  we  continue  with 
that  defense  economy,  we  shall  lose  eco¬ 
nomic  freedom,  not  in  our  grandchil¬ 
dren’s  time,  but  in  our  own  time.  We 
shall  lose  economic  freedom  in  this  coun¬ 
try  if  we  do  not  start  putting  some 
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brakes  on  the  Pentagon  and  the  State 
Department. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  believe  it  goes  be¬ 
yond  that.  It  goes  into  the  field  of 
believing  that  we  are  promoting  the 
economy  of  a  Nation  in  promoting  the 
per  capita  income  through  programs  of 
Federal  spending. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  subsidization  of 
American  industry  through  the  defense 
economy  does  exactly  that.  There  is  not 
a  businessman  in  this  country  who  is 
not  subsidized  tonight  by  the  defense 
program.  I  do  not  care  whether  he 
operates  the  corner  grocery  store  or  a 
popcorn  stand.  If  we  did  not  have  a 
broad  national  defense  subsidy  in  our 
country,  we  would  soon  find  that  those 
people  would  not  be  doing  the  things 
they  are  doing  now.  I  wish  to  taper  off 
that  kind  of  emonomy  and  start  develop- 
'  ing  the  kind  of  spending  program  that 
will  create  wealth.  It  may  be  at  that 
point  economic  wealth  for  a  free  econ¬ 
omy.  It  may  be  that  at  that  point  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  and  I  may  develop  a 
divergence.  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
a  final  question.  To  which  of  the  na¬ 
tions  on  the  perimeter  of  China  and 
Russia  would  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
agree  that  we  should  give  military  and 
economic  aid  as  recommended  by  the 
President,  the  Department  of  Defense, 
and  the  State  Department? 

Mr.  MORSE.  In  the  case  of  everyone 
of  them  I  would  drastically  cut  military 
aid.  To  every  one  of  them  I  would  in¬ 
crease  the  economic  aid,  but  in  relation 
to  specific  projects  and  a  procedural 
guarantee  that  such  aid  would  go  to  the 
benefit  of  the  people  themselves  and  not 
to  the  benefit  of  so  many  forces  in  both 
countries  that  keep  the  aid  from  getting 
down  to  benefit  the  masses. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  now 
subside. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  promised  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  be- 
for  the  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  makes  his  argument 
against  the  pending  amendment,  I  should 
like  to  yield  20  minutes  under  the  bill 
to  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark]  . 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  thank  my  friend  the 
Senator  from  Montana. 

FOREIGN  AID  AND  POPULATION  CONTROL 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
devote  my  remarks  today  principally  to 
a  single  aspect  of  the  foreign  assistance 
program.  It  is  an  aspect  which  has,  I 
believe,  been  neglected  in  the  past,  and 
which,  if  it  is  not  faced  and  considered 
now  with  the  utmost  seriousness,  will 
make  the  remainder  of  our-  assistance 
program  at  best  irrelevant  and  at  worst 
self-defeating.  I  refer  to  the  problem  of 
overpopulation  and  the  measures  which 
must  be  taken  to  deal  with  it. 

In  his  state  of  the  Union  address,  the 
President  made  a  courageous  commit¬ 
ment. 


He  said : 

I  will  seek  new  ways  to  use  our  knowledge 
to  help  deal  with  the  explosion  in  world 
population  and  the  growing  scarcity  in  world 
resources. 

The  urgency  of  the  President’s  lan¬ 
guage  was  not  misplaced.  The  United 
Nations  Population  Commission  has  esti¬ 
mated  that  in  1964  world  population  in¬ 
creased  by  2.1  percent,  the  largest  in¬ 
crease  in  history.  In  the  less  developed 
countries  the  increase  was  approximately 
2.5  percent,  a  rate  which  if  it  remains 
constant,  will  produce  a  doubling  of  pop¬ 
ulation  every  28  years.  Present  world 
population,  at  the  latest  reckoning,  stood 
at  something  over  3  billion.  The  Popula¬ 
tion  Commission  has  published  its  esti¬ 
mated  projections  for  the  rest  of  the 
century,  based  upon  as  comprehensive  a 
consideration  of  relevant  social  and  eco¬ 
nomic  factors  as  is  possible  in  the  present 
state  of  statistics  and  the  science  of 
demography.  The  projection  which  the 
Commission  considered  the  most  plaus¬ 
ible  was  predicated  on  the  assumption 
that  fertility  would  begin  to  decline  in 
many  developing  countries  within  a  dec¬ 
ade  or  two,  as  a  consequence  of  expected 
economic,  social  and  cultural  advances, 
and  the  increasing  efforts  of  some  gov¬ 
ernments  to  encourage  family  planning. 
According  to  this  projection,  world  popu¬ 
lation  will  rise  to  4.3  billion  by  1980,  and 
to  over  6  billion  by  the  year  2000.  This 
expected  doubling  of  world  population  in 
40  years  is  frightening  enough  in  itself. 
But  within  these  figures  there  lies  an¬ 
other  set  which  should  command  even 
more  apprehensive  attention.  It  seems 
certain  that  of  the  total  increase  the 
share  of  the  underdeveloped  countries 
will  rise  substantially.  During  the  1950’s 
their  share  was  already  about  75  percent 
of  the  increase.  Between  1960  and  1980 
it  is  expected  to  be  83  percent,  and  be¬ 
tween  1980  and  2000  86  percent.  Stated 
differently,  of  the  1.3  billion  increase  in 
world  population  expected  in  the  next  15 
years,  1,079  million  will  occur  in  the  poor 
and  underdeveloped  countries  of  the 
world,  only  221  million  in  the  rich  and 
developed  countries.  With  respect  to  the 
expected  1,700  million  increase  between 
1980  and  2000,  1,463  million  will  occur  in 
the  poor  countries,  only  283  million  in 
the  rich  countries.  As  a  consequence  of 
the  differential  growth  rates,  the  less  de¬ 
veloped  regions  would  increase  their 
share  of  total  population  from  67  percent 
in  1960,  to  72  percent  in  1980,  and  76 
percent  by  the  end  of  the  century. 

By  the  end  of  the  century  slightly  more 
than  three  out  of  every  four  human  be¬ 
ings  will  be  living  in  countries  which  are 
today  incapable  of  providing  a  standard 
of  living  adequate  to  feed,  clothe  and 
shelter  their  people  in  minimum 
decency. 

These  are  the  bare  facts  of  the  situa¬ 
tion.  They  carry  a  message  which  has 
particular  significance  for  the  foreign  aid 
program,  and  therefore  for  our  delibera¬ 
tions  today.  For  the  quantity  and  value 
of  the  economic  aid  which  we  provide  for 
the  countries  of  Asia,  Africa,  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  and  other  parts  of  the  world  cannot 
be  measured  without  reference  to  the 


number  of  people  it  has  to  serve.  Our 
economic  aid  program  is  designed,  among 
other  puroposes,  to  assist  in  the  creation 
of  viable  political  economies  in  parts 
of  the  world  where  they  do  not  now  exist, 
and  where  they  are  not  likely  to  exist  for 
many  years  to  come.  This  will  be  a  long 
and  arduous  process  in  the  best  of  cir¬ 
cumstances.  If  it  is  to  stand  a  chance 
of  success,  the  essential  ingredients  of 
any  political  economy — the  population 
factor  as  well  as  the  investment  and 
productivity  factors — must  be  viewed  as 
a  whole.  It  is  not  particularly  encour¬ 
aging,  for  example,  to  discover  that  in 
Venezuela,  although  the  annual  growth 
rate  of  gross  national  product  in  the  last 
6  years  has  been  4.5  percent,  the  popula¬ 
tion  growth  rate  has  been  3.8  percent — 
leaving  a  real,  per  capita  gross  national 
product  growth  rate  of  only  0.7  percent; 
and  this  is  particularly  disturbing  when 
one  considers  that  in  this  relatively  rich 
South  American  country  per  capita  gross 
national  product  today  is  only  $765.  A 
similar  situation  may  be  observed  in 
many  of  the  developing  countries,  with 
the  growth  of  gross  national  product 
barely  keeping  pace  with  the  growth  of 
population,  let  alone  achieving  a  real 
growth  rate  which  offers  the  prospect  of 
a  developing  economy  in  the  foreseeable 
future.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  a 
table  comparing  the  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct  growth  and  population  growth  of  less 
developed  countries. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Less  developed  countries:  Annual  growth 
rate  of  gross  national  product,  population, 
and  per  capita  gross  national  pi-oduct 


[1957-58  average  to  1963-64  average] 


Annual 
GNP 
growth 
rate  1 
(percent) 

Annual 
popula- 
tion 
growth 
rate  2 
(percent) 

Annual 
per  capita 
GNP 
growth 
rate 

(percent) 

LATIN  AMERICA 

Argentina _ 

0.6 

1.7 

-1.1 

Bolivia _ 

3.5 

2.3 

1.2 

Brazil _ _ 

6.3 

3.1 

2.2 

Chile _ 

3.3 

2.3 

1.0 

Colombia _ _ 

4.6 

2.8 

1.8 

Costa  Rica _ 

4.1 

4.0 

.1 

Ecuador _ 

4.3 

3.2 

1. 1 

El  Salvador _ 

5.7 

2.9 

2.8 

Guatemala _ 

4.5 

3.0 

1.5 

Honduras _ _ 

3.6 

3.1 

.5 

Jamaica _ _ 

3.9 

2.0 

1.9 

Mexico _ _ 

5.3 

3.1 

2.2 

Nicaragua _ 

5.3 

2.9 

2.4 

Panama _ 

4.9 

3.0 

1.9 

Paraguay _ 

2.2 

2.2 

0 

Peru _ _ 

6.4 

2.3 

4.1 

Trinidad  and  Tobago  _ 

fi.O 

3.0 

3.0 

Venezuela _  __ 

4.5 

3.8 

.7 

FAR  EAST 

China  (Taiwan) _ 

7.1 

3.1 

4.0 

Korea _ 

4.7 

2.9 

1.8 

Malaya,  States  ot _ 

5.9 

3.1 

2.8 

Philippines _ 

4.9 

3.2 

1.7 

Thailand _ 

7.4 

3.0 

4.4 

Vietnam _ _ _ 

3.6 

2.8 

.7 

NEAR  EAST 

Cyprus . . - 

3.6 

1.2 

2.4 

Greece _ 

6.2 

.7 

5.7 

Iran - 

4.7 

2.4 

2.3 

Israel _ 

10.5 

3.6 

6.9 

Jordan _ 

9.6 

2.9 

6.6 

Turkey . . . 

4.0 

2.9 

1.1 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Less  developed  countries:  Annual  growth 
rate  of  gross  national  product,  population 
and  per  capita  gross  national  product — Con. 


[1957-58  average  to  1963-64  average] 


Annual 
GNP 
growth 
rate  1 
(percent) 

Annual 
popula¬ 
tion 
growth 
rate 2 
(percent) 

Annual 
per  capita 
GNP 
growth 
rate 

(percent) 

SOUTH  ASIA 

Ceylon  _ _ 

3.5 

2.5 

1.0 

India. _ - _ _ 

4.4 

2.3 

2. 1 

Pakistan . . . 

4.5 

2.5 

2.0 

AFRICA 

Ethiopia... . . 

4.5 

1.4 

3.1 

Ghana . . . 

5. 1 

2.5 

2.6 

Konya .  . . 

3.5 

2.9 

.6 

Malawi. . 

2. 1 

3.0 

-.9 

Morocco _ _  - _ 

2.0 

3. 1 

—  1. 1 

Nigeria _ 

3.3 

2.0 

1.3 

South  Rhodesia . — . 

3.6 

3.3 

.3 

Sudan  _ . .  . .  . . 

4.5 

2.9 

1.6 

Tunisia _  ...  _ 

4.7 

2.6 

2.1 

Uganda.  .  ..  ... 

3.4 

2.5 

.9 

Zambia . . . 

4.7 

2.9 

1.8 

'  GNP  growth  rates  are  AID  estimates  based  largely 
on  official  national  statistics. 

2  Population  growth  rates  are  based  on  AID  country, 
TT.N.  and  other  source  data. 

Mr.  CLARK.  It  is  clear  from  these 
figures  that,  to  be  crystal  clear,  any 
discussion  of  foreign  aid,  and  any  appli¬ 
cation  of  a  foreign  aid  program,  which 
omits,  or  understates,  or  ignores,  or  tries 
to  forget  about  the  problems  posed  by 
overpopulation  is  quite  unrealistic.  And 
yet  this  speech  comes  near  the  end  of 
the  debate  on  the  foreign  aid  bill  and  the 
subject  of  population  control  has  still 
to  be  mentioned. 

There  are  those  who  argue  that  over¬ 
population  can  be  coped  with  by  a  better 
distribution  of  the  world’s  resources,  by 
the  settling  of  vacant  and  fertile  land, 
and  by  the  rapid  development  of  poten¬ 
tial  sources  of  food  and  production  which 
have  not  yet  been  exploited.  There  are 
others  who  make  their  case  against  pro¬ 
grams  of  population  control  by  asserting 
that  because  manpower  is  a  vital  prereq¬ 
uisite  of  productivity,  such  control  will 
have  in  the  long  term  a  detrimental 
effect  on  a  country’s  economy.  But 
when  they  are  matched  with  the  terrible 
fact  that  already  nearly  two-thirds  of 
the  world’s  inhabitants  go  to  bed  hungry 
each  night,  these  contentions  are  sophis¬ 
try  of  a  peculiarly  tragic  nature.  The 
fact  is  that  the  untapped  sources  of 
production  cannot  possibly  be  exploited 
fast  enough — even  supposing  that  their 
full  exploitation  would  be  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  needs  of  6,000  million  people 
by  the  year  2000,  which  is  itself  a  dubious 
assumption.  Immediate  action  is 
needed  to  curtail  fertility  in  many  areas 
of  the  world,  but  especially  in  those 
areas  to  which  the  bulk  of  the  foreign 
aid  in  this  bill  is  directed. 

In  an  amendment  to  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1963,  proposed  by  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright], 
Congress  gave  its  first  express  authori¬ 
zation  for  the  expenditure  of  some  aid 
money  on  research  into  problems  of 
population  growth — although  this  was 
not  the  first  time  AID  had  spent  some 
money  for  this  purpose.  The  Secretary 
of  State  and  the  Administrator  of  the 
Agency  for  International  Development 
reported  to  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 


mittee,  during  the  hearings  on  the  pres¬ 
ent  bill,  the  extent  of  AID’S  activity  in 
the  field  of  population  control.  The 
Agency  has,  of  course,  long  given  assist¬ 
ance  in  the  development  of  health  serv¬ 
ices  and  the  training  of  health  personnel 
in  many  countries.  Thus  death  control 
has  speeded  population  growth.  A  few 
years  ago  the  Agency  began  to  help  with 
the  compilation  of  statistics  and  other 
data  depicting  population  trends.  It  is 
now  giving  technical  assistance  in  the 
training  of  family  planning  workers,  and 
financial  assistance  for  the  purchase  of 
vehicles  and  educational  materials vto  be 
used  in  family  planning  programs  where 
such  assistance  is  requested.  Each  AID 
mission  has  been  directed  to  assign  one 
of  its  officers  to  become  familiar  with  the 
problems  of  population  dynamics  and 
control  programs  in  the  host  country. 
All  these  are  welcome  developments,  and 
show  some  appreciation  of  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  problem. 

However,  this  is  not  nearly  enough. 
These  few  gingerly  taken  steps  are 
hardly  a  proper  reflection  in  practice  of 
the  giant  strides  which  have  been  made 
in  the  intellectual  recognition  of  the 
problem  or  the  need  to  move  immedi¬ 
ately  to  solve  it  before  the>  deluge  of  un¬ 
wanted  babies  overwhelms  us.  Certainly 
the  progress  which  has  been  made  to 
date  on  the  question  of  birth  control  is 
only  the  small  beginning  of  a  fulfilment 
of  the  President’s  enlightened  promise 
in  the  state  of  the  Union  address. 

At  present  the  Agency  will  not  con¬ 
sider  requests  for  contraceptive  devices 
or  equipment  for  the  manufacture  of 
contraceptives.  The  policy  is  based  on 
the  argument  that  this  is  one  facility 
which  a  developing  country  can  and 
should  provide  for  itself.  Perhaps  we 
should  leave  manufacture  and  distribu¬ 
tion  of  devices  to  free  enterprise  in  the 
developing  countries.  Moreover  the  act¬ 
ual  manufacture  and  distribution  of  con¬ 
traceptives  by  AID  would  doubtless  be 
strongly  opposed  by  large  sections  of  the 
American  people.  However,  it  is  further 
stated  by  AID  that  the  Agency  “does  not 
advocate  family  planning  or  any  method 
of  family  planning.”  This  was  said  in 
a  recent  speech  by  Dr.  Philip  R.  Lee,  the 
director  of  the  Agency’s  health  service, 
and  it  clarifies  a  point  which  remained 
somewhat  obscure  in  administration 
testimony  before  the  committee.  The 
Secretary  of  State  acknowledged  that 
overpopulation  was  a  serious  problem, 
but  the  thrust  of  his  testimony  was  that 
it  would  be  improper  for  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  even  to  go  to  the  governments 
of  aided  countries  and  explain  to  them 
that,  in  the  opinion  of  AID,  their  birth¬ 
rates  were  too  high  to  make  effective  the 
economic  aid  they  were  receiving.  In  my 
judgment,  this  is  a  dangerously  timid 
approach.  I  believe  that  AID  should  be 
advocating  the  institution  of  voluntary 
family  planning  programs  as  a  necessary 
condition  to  meeting  the  rising  tide  of 
unfed  mouths  and  unfulfilled  aspirations 
in  these  countries — and  thus  preventing 
American  aid  from  being  poured  down  a 
rat  hole. 

The  health  programs  of  AID  as  al¬ 
ready  noted  have  played  a  major  part  in 
the  eradication  of  disease  and  the  reduc¬ 
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tion  of  the  death  rate  experienced  in 
many  parts  of  the  world.  This  inter¬ 
ference  with  the  natural  ecology  of  un¬ 
derdeveloped  regions  is,  of  course,  a  hu¬ 
manitarian  act  of  unquestioned  good. 
But  it  does  create  its  own  problems.  In 
particular  it  compounds  the  dangers  of 
a  high  fertility  rate.  Thus,  the  United 
States  has  itself  contributed  substan¬ 
tially  to  the  world’s  poverty,  through 
keeping  alive  children  who  can  only  be 
reared  in  hunger  and  squalor.  This  is 
an  especially  compelling  reason  for  AID 
to  take  the  lead  in  an  immediate  attack 
on  the  problem  by  advocacy  of  voluntary 
family  planning. 

I  appreciate  that  no  universally  valid 
laws  exist  which  govern  the  interaction 
of  population  growth  and  economic  de¬ 
velopment.  It  is  indispensable  to  study 
the  demographic,  economic,  and  cultural 
circumstances  of  each  country  and  each 
society,  because  each  country  differs  as  to 
the  degree  of  the  problem,  and  the  re¬ 
ceptivity  to  family  planning  programs.  I 
certainly  do  not  advocate  the  compul¬ 
sory  imposition  of  family  planning  by 
the  United  States  on  any  of  the  countries 
which  we  aid.  It  has  been  suggested 
that  aided  countries  should  be  required 
to  show  evidence  of  serious  attempts  to 
check  the  population  explosion  as  a  pre¬ 
condition  for  receiving  U.S.  economic 
aid.  But  this  would  be  unwise  for  two 
reasons.  First,  the  principle  which  gov¬ 
erns  all  our  aid  programs  must  continue 
to  be  sustained:  the  government  of  the 
host  country  must  retain  the  final  right 
of  decision  over  the  programs  it  wishes 
to  accept.  This  should  not  be  abrogated 
by  what  would  be,  in  effect,  an  ulti¬ 
matum.  In  an  area  which  is  as  sensitive 
as  family  planning,  it  is  especially  im¬ 
portant  that  the  absolute  rights  of  the 
host  country  be  recognized.  The  second 
reason  for  rejecting  the  creation  of  a 
precondition  is  that  it  would  not  be  the 
most  efficient  way,  at  this  stage,  of  meet¬ 
ing  the  population  problem  itself.  A 
blanket  rule  of  that  sort  would  inevita¬ 
bly  disregard  the  real  differences  exist¬ 
ing  in  the  various  countries,  both  as  to 
the  intensity  of  the  problem  and  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  best  solution. 

What  is  needed  is  a  change  of  attitude 
on  the  part  of  Government  agencies  in¬ 
volved  in  aid  to  the  developing  countries. 
AID  should  now  move  on  from  its  atti¬ 
tude  of  limited  response  to  initiatives 
made  by  aided  governments,  to  an  atti¬ 
tude  of  active  proselytizing  of  the  cause 
of  voluntary  family  planning,  in  the 
many  countries  where  that  would  be  ap¬ 
propriate.  From  my  own  discussions 
with  AID  officials  in  the  field  I  know  that 
many  of  them  are  very  seriously  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  population  problem,  and 
are  anxious  to  do  as  much  about  it  as 
they  can.  But  I  question  whether  their 
urgency  is  matched  by  the  directives 
they  receive  from  their  superiors  in  the 
State  Department.  Several  ambassa¬ 
dors  in  the  Latin  American  countries, 
for  example,  have  not  fully  grasped  the 
importance  of  the  problem.  Some  of 
them  seemed  to  take  the  view  that  this 
was  hardly  something  for  them  to  med¬ 
dle  in.  There  may  have  been  a  time 
when  such  a  negative  attitude  was  ap¬ 
propriate,  but  that  time  has  long  passed. 
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If  the  attitude  is  not  changed,  I  repeat, 
the  purposes  of  our  aid  program — and, 
indeed,  our  aspirations  for  a  world  of 
peace,  stability,  and  universal  comfort — 
will  be  placed  in  jeopardy.  Our  aid  will 
become  an  even  smaller  drop  in  an  even 
vaster  ocean.  The  national  economies 
which  we  seek  to  support  will  slip  fur¬ 
ther  and  further  behind  in  their  struggle 
to  achieve  a  solid  base.  As  we  well  know, 
communism  thrives  on  the  unfulfilled 
expectations  for  a  better  life  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  underdeveloped  nations.  If  we 
fail  to  do  all  we  can  to  help  them  recog¬ 
nize  and  combat  their  population  prob¬ 
lems,  their  disappointments  will  be  our 
responsibility — and  we  shall  have  to  pay 
the  penalty  in  increasing  tensions  be¬ 
tween  “haves”  and  “have  nots,”  and  per¬ 
haps,  ultimately,  war. 

Visions  of  the  world  in  50  years’  time 
as  a  place  of  famine,  congestion,  and  dep¬ 
rivation  of  every  sort,  are  speculative 
but  not  fictitious.  They  are  so  terrible 
that  many  people  do  their  best  to  for¬ 
get  them,  or  to  pretend  that  they  do  not 
exist.  It  is  clear  that  this  is  an  atti¬ 
tude  of  folly.  We  must  look  the  specter 
in  the  eye  and  apply  ourselves  as  best 
we  can  to  the  task  of  evorcising  it.  As 
the  most  powerful  Nation  in  the  world, 
and  the  Nation  with  the  most  pervasive 
influence,  we  have  the  greatest  responsi¬ 
bility  to  encourage  younger  nations,  with 
these  pressing  problems,  to  take  the  pru¬ 
dent  path  toward  economic  stability. 
One  aspect  of  our  encouragement  lies  in 
the  programs  of  health,  shelter,  food,  in¬ 
vestment,  education,  and  modernization. 
These  will  remain  at  the  heart  of  our 
philosophy  of  economic  aid.  But  a  sec¬ 
ond  aspect — one  which  is  fundamentally 
unseverable  from  the  first — is  the  need 
to  encourage  a  drastic  reduction  in  the 
level  of  fertility.  I  urge  my  colleagues 
and  the  Agency  for  International  De¬ 
velopment  to  give  this  greater  emphasis 
than  they  have  done  hitherto. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  a  half  mintue? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield  a  half  min¬ 
ute  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  subscribe  fully  to 
what  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  has 
said. 

Mr.  CLARK.  It  is  a  great  pleasure  that 
my  friend  from  Ohio  and  I  are  on  the 
same  side  of  this  problem.  It  is  a  rare 
privilege. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
proposed  cut  is  25  percent  more  than  the 
ceiling  on  military  assistance,  which  I 
think  is  much  too  large  a  cut  at  the 
present  time.  There  are  things  that  I 
have  already  mentioned  that  are  going 
on  in  Latin  America  that  are  very  en¬ 
couraging — not  in  all  of  them  but  in 
many  of  them,  particularly  in  the  more 
important  countries,  such  as  Brazil  and 
Chile.  The  military  ceiling  is  already 
$55  million  for  those  20  countries. 
Twenty-five  million  dollars  of  the  $55 
million  has  already  been  authorized  for 
the  inter-American  defense  system,  the 
CAS  force.  This  is  an  authorization. 
It  is  not  earmarked,  but  we  have  given 
permission  for  its  use  for  that  purpose. 
I  hope  it  will  be  used  for  that  purpose. 
A  nucleus  for  such  a  force  is  already  in 
being  in  the  Dominican  Republic. 


If  this  amendment  is  adopted,  it  will 
leave  only  $15  million  for  the  bilateral 
programs,  which  is  really  too  small.  The 
problem  of  internal  security  is  still  acute. 
We  are  fully  justified  in  having  the  en¬ 
tire  $55  million  available  for  this  pur¬ 
pose. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  not  agree  to 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  my  time. 

Exhibit  1 

Internal  Issues  Ready  To  Explode — Leftists 
Keep  Eye  on  Ecuador  Plum 

(Note  .^—Ecuador  has  received  $30  million  in 
aid  last  year,  $40  million  in  1963,  $39  million 
in  1962,  yet  now  its  economic  problems  are 
increasingly  burdensome.) 

(By  William  L.  Ryan) 

Quito,  Ecuador. — Communist  attempts  to 
capitalize  on  the  Dominican  Republic  crisis 
flopped  in  Ecuador  as  in  many  Latin  Amer¬ 
ican  countries.  The  extreme  leftists  hope  for 
better  luck  with  internal  Ecuadorian  issue. 

The  Ingredients  of  an  explosion  exist  in 
a  combination  of  political  and  economic 
troubles  in  this  chronically  unstable  coun¬ 
try  of  5  million.  If  the  explosion  comes,  a 
jumble  of  issues  could  produce  a  chaotic 
situation  in  which  opportunists  on  the  ex¬ 
treme  left  could  hope  to  stir  violence. 

The  ruling  military  Junta,  which  seized 
power  in  July  1963  is  taking  cautious  steps 
in  hopes  of  escaping  a  storm.  Its  life  de¬ 
pends  upon  whether  it  can  overcome  dissen¬ 
sions  in  its  own  ranks  and  maintain  sufficient 
unity  to  keep  itself  in  power. 

The  threatening  storm  centers  about  Ecua¬ 
dor’s  small  middle  class  and  business  ele¬ 
ments.  The  sources  of  the  storm  would  be 
frustration  with  increasingly  burdensome 
economic  problems  and  angry  impatience 
with  the  junta’s  reluctance  to  surrender 
power  to  a  civilian  government. 

Ecuador  has  been  unstable  since  Novem¬ 
ber  1961,  when  President  Jose  Maria  Velasco 
Ibarra  was  overthrown  and  succeeded  by  his 
Vice  President,  unpredictable  Julio  Arose- 
mena,  himself  overthrown  2  years  later  by  a 
Junta  of  army,  navy  and  air  force  officers. 
Adm.  Ramon  Castro  Jijon  heads  the  deli¬ 
cately  balanced  junta. 

The  junta  is  credited  with  making  serious 
attacks  upon  Ecuador’s  economic  problems, 
but  these  are  so  complex  that  years  would 
be  required  to  make  headway,  and  in  this 
country  there  is  a  feeling  among  foreigners 
that  no  person  or  group  can  rule  for  long. 

The  junta  outlawed  the  Communist  Party, 
but  it  also  suspended  all  electoral  processes. 
In  response,  all  political  parties  declared 
themselves  opposed  to  the  military  rulers. 

Now,  political  and  economic  problems  are 
merging.  If  and  when  the  storm  breaks, 
the  small  but  violent  extreme  left  will  try 
to  provoke  violence  and  drag  in  other  issues, 
such  as  "Yankee  imperialism”  in  the  Carib¬ 
bean,  spreading  the  notion  that  Ecuador  may 
become  a  second  Dominican  Republic. 

On  the  political  side,  the  junta  wanted  to 
hold  off  popular  elections  until  1967.  All 
political  parties,  across  the  spectrum,  de¬ 
mand  a  prompter  return  to  constitutional 
government.  The  junta  backed  away  cau¬ 
tiously,  as  it  has  done  on  other  issues,  and 
indicated  it  might  bow  to  these  demands. 

Economic  problems  aggravate  the  political 
ones.  Ecuador  depends  for  income  on  her 
agricultural  exports,  60  percent  of  which  are 
bananas.  It  has  just  suffered  a  heavy  blow 
in  the  complete  loss  of  the  Japanese  market 
to  a  new  banana  industry  on  Formosa. 

To  preserve  foreign  exchange,  the  junta 
tried  to  restrict  credit  and  cut  down  imports. 
Anticipating  this,  coastal  merchants,  mostly 


in  Guayaquil,  stocked  up  on  inventories. 
Imports  soared  to  new  highs  in  April 
The  Junta’s  new  restrictions  were  effective 
May  1,  but  this  raised  an  uproar  in  which  the 
business  community  of  the  coast — which  is 
always  in  seething  conflict  with  the  high¬ 
landers  of  Quito — went  on  strike,  and  were 
supported  by  labor  elements  and  others. 
During  this  period  there  developed  a  plot 
to  overthrow  the  junta  which  was  nipped  in 
the  bud. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell  of  South  Carolina  in  the  chair) . 
Under  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment,  the  Senate  will  now  vote  on 
amendment  No.  242,  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon.  The  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Muskie],  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Robertson],  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell],  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings],  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  and  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers], 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee]  and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers]  would  each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  .  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Robertson]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  TydjngsJ. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virgina  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  is  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong] 
and  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy]  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would 
each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  8, 
nays  78,  as  follows: 

[No.  128  Leg.] 

YEAS— 8 


Bible 

Hruska 

Thurmond 

Curtis 

Morse 

Williams,  Del. 

Eastland 

Russell,  S.C. 

NAYS— 78 

Aiken 

Carlson 

Fannin 

Allott 

Case 

Fulbright 

Anderson 

Church 

Gore 

Bartlett 

Clark 

Gruening 

Bass 

Cooper 

Harris 

Bayh 

Cotton 

Hart 

Bennett 

Dirksen 

Hartke 

Boggs 

Dodd 

Hayden 

Brewster 

Dominick 

Hickenlooper 

Burdick 

Douglas 

Hill 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Ellender 

Holland 

Cannon 

Ervin 

Inouye 

13052 
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Jackson 

Javits 

Jordan,  N.C. 
Jordan,  Idaho 
Kennedy,  Mass. 
Kennedy,  N.Y. 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long,  Mo. 

Long,  La. 

Magnuson 

Mansfield 

McCarthy 

McClellan 


McGovern 

McIntyre 

McNamara 

Metcalf 

Miller 

Mondale 

Monroney 

Montoya 

Morton 

Moss 

Mundt 

Nelson 

Neuberger 

Pastore 


Pearson 

Prouty 

Froxmire 

Randolph 

Ribicoff 

Saltonstall 

Scott 

Simpson 

Smith 

Sparkman 

Symington 

Williams,  N.J. 

Yarborough 

Young,  Ohio 


NOT  VOTING— 14 


Byrd,  Va 

Fong 

McGee 

Murphy 

Muskie 


Pell 

Robertson 
Russell,  Ga. 
Smathers 
Stennis 


Talmadge 
Tower 
Tydings 
Young,  N.  Dak. 


So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  (No.  242) 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  rejected  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
what  is  the  next  vote  on? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  14, 
between  lines  13  and  14,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

(1)  Amend  section  511(a)  which  relates 
to  restrictions  on  military  aid  to  Latin 
America  by  striking  out  “1962”  and  “$55,- 
000,000,”  and  substituting  “1966”  and  “$40,- 
000,000”  respectively. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon.  On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  requested,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Muskie],  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Robertson],  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  ,  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  and  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers]  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Robertson]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Rhole  Island  [Mr.  Pell]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  would  vote 
“nay.” 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  is  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong] 
and  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Murphy],  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  would  each 
vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  20, 
nays  67,  as  follows: 

[No.  129  Leg.] 

YEAS — 20 


Bartlett 

Douglas 

Proxmire 

Bible 

Ellender 

Randolph 

Burdick 

Gruening 

Symington 

Church 

Hruska 

Williams,  Del. 

Clark 

McGovern 

Yarborough 

Cooper 

Morse 

Young,  Ohio 

Cotton 

Nelson 

NAYS — 67 

- 

Aiken 

Hartke 

Miller 

Allott 

Hayden 

Mondale 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Monroney 

Bass 

Hill 

Montoya 

Bayh 

Holland 

Morton 

Bennett 

Inouye 

Moss 

Boggs 

Jackson 

Mundt 

Brewster 

Javits 

Neuberger 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Pastore 

Cannon 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Pearson 

Carlson 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Prouty 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Ribicoff 

Curtis 

Kuchel 

Russell,  S.C. 

Dirksen 

Lausche 

Saltonstall 

Dodd 

Long,  Mo. 

Scott 

Dominick 

Long,  La. 

Simpson 

Eastland 

Magnuson 

Smith 

Ervin 

Mansfield 

Sparkman 

Fannin 

McCarthy 

Thurmond 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Tydings 

Gore 

McIntyre 

Williams,  N.J. 

Harris 

McNamara 

Hart 

Metcalf 

NOT  VOTING — 

-13 

Byrd,  Va. 

Pell 

Talmadge 

Fong 

Robertson 

Tower 

McGee 

Russell,  Ga. 

Young,  N.  Dak 

Murphy 

Smathers 

Muskie 

Stennis 

So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mi-.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  the  last  amendment  I  shall 
offer. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed, 
on  page  18,  to  add  the  following: 

(f )  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section  as 
follows : 

“Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act — 

“(1)  The  total  amounts  obligated  or  re¬ 
served  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance 
under  Part  I  of  this  Act  to  Iran,  Ethiopia, 
and  Jordan  shall  not  exceed  amounts  equal 
to  90  per  centum  of  the  amounts  specified 
for  such  purpose  for  each  country  in  the 
presentation  material  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  during  its  consideration  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1965;  and 

“(2)  The  total  amounts  obligated  or  re¬ 
served  during  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance 
under  Part  II  of  this  Act  to  Iran.  Ethiopia, 
and  Jordan  shall  not  exceed  90  per  centum  of 
the  respective  amounts  specified  for  such 
purpose  for  each  country  in  such  presenta¬ 
tion  material. 

“(b)  The  President  shall  determine  the 
amounts  by  which  the  sums  available  for 
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assistance  to  Iran,  Ethiopia,  and  Jordan  are 
less  than  the  sums  which,  but  for  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section,  would  have  been 
available  for  such  purpose,  and  such  amounts 
shall  be  deducted  from  appropriations  or 
other  funds  available  for  such  purpose  and 
deposited  in  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  yield  him¬ 
self? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Such  time  as  I  may 
need. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  other  amend¬ 
ments  that  ought  to  be  adopted,  but  it  is 
perfectly  clear  that  the  amendments  I 
have  offered  represent  a  cross  section 
group  of  amendments  that  attack  the 
major  weaknesses  of  this  bill.  The  other 
amendments  would  really  be  cumulative 
in  that  they  bear  upon  the  particular 
weaknesses  that  have  been  brought  out 
by  the  amendments  which  I  have  offered. 

This  amendment  deals  with  the  need 
for  a  warning  to  certain  countries  in  the 
Middle  East — Iran,  Ethiopia,  and  the 
Jordan.  It  deals  with  the  record  of 
countries  in  which  great  waste  has  ex¬ 
isted,  as  I  have  said  in  connection  with 
other  amendments  I  have  offered,  as 
shown  by  the  reports  of  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States. 

Congress  should  give  support  to  the 
work  of  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States.  When  he  discloses  the 
waste  and  inefficiencies  that  his  reports 
do,  we  ought  to  adopt  some  modifications 
of  the  bill  aimed  at  correcting  and  pre¬ 
venting  a  continuation  of  those  wastes. 

I  am  sorry  the  amendment  is  so 
worded  that  there  is  not  included  in  it 
some  other  corrections  that  ought  to 
be  made. 

For  example,  the  recently  announced 
proposal  to  sell  $100  million  worth  of 
arms  to  Saudi  Arabia  is  not  covered  by 
this  amendment,  but  it  amounts,  in  ef¬ 
fect,  to  a  form  of  aid  to  Saudi  Arabia. 

I  do  not  know  how  in  the  world  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  Mr.  McNamara, 
can  justify  building  up  the  military 
power  of  that  dictatorship  any  more 
than  the  building  up  of  the  dictatorial 
power  of  Nasser  or  other  dictators  in  the 
Middle  East  can  be  justified  if  we  are 
going  to  sell  arms  to  them  when  it  is 
perfectly  obvious  that  they  cannot  be 
counted  on  for  carrying  out  peaceful  in¬ 
tentions. 

Those  particular  items  are  not  cov¬ 
ered  by  the  amendment,  but  the  three 
countries  to  which  the  amendment  refers 
are  covered.  I  do  not  believe  we  can 
justify  continuing  the  amount  called  for 
as  to  Iran,  Ethiopia,  and  Jordan.  It  is 
not  going  to  bring  about  peace ;  it  is  going 
to  endanger  it.  I  read  in  today’s  news¬ 
paper,  for  example,  an  interesting  story 
in  regard  to  Ethiopia. 

Let  me  repeat  that  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  is  in  favor  of  helping  eco¬ 
nomic  progress  in  Ethiopia  and  each  of 
the  other  countries  that  will  benefit  the 
great  masses  of  the  people,  but  it  is  not 
going  to  them  to  the  degree  it  should. 
So  I  am  offering  a  10-percent  cut  to 
those  countries.  It  is  by  way  of  a  sym¬ 
bol,  it  is  by  way  of  a  warning,  it  is  for 
the  purpose  of  having  a  salutary  effect. 
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I  do  not  believe  we  can  continue  to 
give  any  such  amount  or  make  available 
loans  or  grants  in  such  an  amount  as  is 
included  in  the  bill,  not  only  for  Iran, 
Ethiopia,  and  Jordan,  but  also  for  other 
countries,  whose  waste,  inefficiency,  and 
downright  corruption  through  use  of  the 
money,  should  be  stopped  or  at  least  cur¬ 
tailed. 

I  propose  to  curtail  it  to  the  extent  of 
10  percent  of  the  funds. 

Do  not  forget,  as  I  said  in  regard  to 
the  other  countries,  when  there  is  a  cut 
of  10  percent  we  would  not  slip  very  far 
below  the  level  of  what  each  country  is 
presently  allowed. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
oppose  the  amendment  on  the  same 
grounds  that  I  opposed  the  other  amend¬ 
ments  on  which  the  Senate  has  just 
voted. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Morse.  I  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  been  yielded 
back.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mi-. 
Muskie],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Stennis],  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  is  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee]  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  would  vote,  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  is  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong] 
and  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy],  and 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower] 
would  each  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  15, 


nays  74, 

as  follows : 

[No.  130  Leg.] 
YEAS— 15 

Cotton 

Fannin 

Morse 

Curtis 

Gore 

Ribicoff 

Douglas 

Hruska 

Robertson 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Russell,  S.C. 

Ellender 

McIntyre 

Simpson 

NAYS— 74 


Aiken 

Hart 

Monroney 

Allott 

Hartke 

Montoya 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Morton 

Bartlett 

Hickenlooper 

Moss 

Bass 

Hill 

Mundt 

Bayh 

Holland 

Nelson 

Bennett 

Inouye 

Neuberger 

Bible 

Jackson 

Pastore 

Boggs 

Javits 

Pearson 

Brewster 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Prouty 

Burdick 

Jordan, Idaho 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Randolph 

Cannon 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Saltonstall 

Carlson 

Kuchel 

Scott 

Case 

Lausche 

Smathers 

Church 

Long,  Mo. 

Smith 

Clark 

Long,  La. 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Thurmond 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Dominick 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

Ervin 

McNamara 

Williams,  Del. 

Fulbright 

Metcalf 

Yarborough 

Gruenlng 

Miller 

Young,  Ohio 

Harris 

Mondale 

NOT  VOTING— 

11 

Byrd,  Va. 

Muskie 

Talmadge 

Fong 

Pell 

Tower 

McGee 

Russell,  Ga. 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Murphy 

Stennis 

So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  231 


Mr.  DIRK  SEN.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Hlinois  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mi-.  President,  I  offer 
an  amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  11, 
strike  out  lines  10  to  14  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

(b)  Amend  section  504(a),  which  relates 
to  authorization,  by  striking  out  the  first 
sentence  thereof  and  substituting  the  fol¬ 
lowing  :  “There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  President  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  part,  for  use  beginning  in 
fiscal  year  1966  not  to  exceed  $1,270,000,000, 
and  for  use  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1967  not 
to  exceed  $1,170,000,000,  which  sums  shall  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended.  Of  the 
funds  made  available  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  part  for  fiscal  year  1966,  a  sum 
equal  to  the  amount  programed  for  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  Republic  of  China  in  the  presen¬ 
tation  entitled  ‘Military  assistance  programs, 
fiscal  year  estimates,  1966’  plus  $100,000,000 
shall  be  available  only  for  military  assistance 
to  the  Republic  of  China.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  in  one 
sentence,  what  the  amendment  proposes 
to  do  is  add  $100  million  to  the  military 
assistance  provided  in  the  bill  for  the 
Republic  of  China  in  Taiwan. 

The  amount  of  military  assistance  for 
China  is  manifestly  a  classified  figure.  I 
know  what  it  is,  but  I  am  not  at  liberty 
to  utter  it  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  To 
that  figure  I  would  add  $100  million. 

We  have  been  in  Vietnam  for  a  long 
time.  If  the  dispatch  figures  are  cor¬ 
rect,  we  now  have  61,000  troops  or  ad¬ 
visers  in  that  Asian  count  it,  to  carry  out 
our  pledges  and  promises  under  the  Ge¬ 
neva  accord  of  1954. 

I  believe  everyone  will  admit  today 
that  Vietnam  is  a  dangerous  and  serious 
business.  There  have  been  a  myriad  of 
reactions  as  to  what  we  should  do.  Some 
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counsel  that  we  should  retreat.  Others 
counsel  that  we  should  leave  the  country. 
Still  others  think  we  should  initiate  ne¬ 
gotiations  for  an  ultimate  settlement. 
Still  others  believe  that  we  ought  to  con¬ 
duct  a  holding  operation  at  the  17th  par¬ 
allel,  others  believe  that  an  escalation  of 
our  military  effort  would  invite  the  Red 
Chinese  to  come  into  Vietnam. 

We  have  been  treated  to  sit-ins  and 
teach-ins,  including  a  teach-in  here  in 
the  Nation’s  Capital.  All  of  this,  how¬ 
ever,  in  my  judgment  constitutes  a  great 
deal  of  negative  thinking  about  the  prob¬ 
lem  that  is  before  us  and  what  we  should 
do. 

The  dispatches  from  Hong  Kong  would 
indicate  that  Red  China  is  preparing  for 
war.  There  is  talk  that  the  Red  Chinese 
militia  is  being  expanded.  There  is  talk, 
and  there  are  dispatches  to  show,  that 
they  now  have  a  camp-out  program  to 
train  civilians  for  war.  There  is  some 
word  to  the  effect  that  Red  China  is  now 
moving  toward  total  conscription. 

In  the  meantime  we  who  support  the 
President — and  frankly  I  am  one  of 
them — are  asked  what  we  would  do  that 
is  not  being  done.  That  is  a  question 
that  comes  to  the  minority,  rather  than 
to  the  majority. 

Before  us  is  a  twofold  bill,  and  it  con¬ 
tains  aid  for  free  China  on  Taiwan. 
From  the  very  beginning  of  foreign  aid 
she  has  had  a  seat  in  the  United  Nations 
and  on  the  Security  Council.  She  has 
been  a  devoted  ally.  When  Quemoy  and 
Matsu  were  threatened,  we  adopted  a 
resolution  holding  up  the  hand  of  the 
President.  In  the  pending  bill  there  is 
something  that  we  can  do  about  Vietnam. 

On  Taiwan  are  600,000  troops.  It  has 
been  several  years  since  it  has  been  my 
privilege  to  inspect  them.  When  I  did 
inspect  them,  and  lived  with  them  for 
2  days  in  their  field  exercises,  I  thought 
they  were  among  the  finest  troops  I  have 
ever  seen.  They  have  a  constant  turn¬ 
over  and  they  keep  their  army  on  the 
young  side.  They  have  fine  leadership, 
and  thus  far  there  has  been  no  hint  of 
their  utilization,  if  that  time  should  ever 
come. 

Mr.  President,  we  hear  endless  rum¬ 
blings  from  Peiping  as  to  what  the  paper 
tiger  of  Red  China  is  going  to  do.  There 
is  a  constant  growl. 

In  Formosa  there  is  a  real  tiger  in  the 
symbol  of  600,000  energetic  young  men 
with  fighting  hearts.  It  can  be,  prob¬ 
ably,  the  greatest  restraining  force  in  all 
of  Asia.  One  of  the  things  that  Red 
China  fears  more  than  anything  else  is 
her  exposed  sea  flank  in  Fukien  Prov¬ 
ince.  All  one  has  to  do  is  to  look  at  a 
map,  and  take  account  of  the  build-up 
that  has  occurred  at  Amoy,  2  miles 
across  the  straits  from  Quemoy,  and 
also  at  Swatow.  That  is  the  soft  under¬ 
belly  of  Red  China. 

The  greatest  restraining  force  in  my 
judgment  would  be  to  make  sure  that 
the  600,000  troops  on  Taiwan,  who  repre¬ 
sent  the  Republic  of  free  China,  if  they 
are  properly  equipped,  if  they  are  prop¬ 
erly  weaponed,  and  if  they  are  properly 
encouraged,  will  be  the  greatest  deterrent 
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and  the  greatest  restraining  force  to  the 
noise  and  threats  to  which  we  have  been 
treated  from  Red  China  for  many 
months. 

I  have  been  on  Quemoy  several  times. 
I  have  had  an  opportunity,  through  a 
fieldglass,  to  examine  that  exposed  sea 
flank.  It  is  only  2  miles  across  the 
strait.  However,  free  China  must  be 
adequately  equipped. 

Let  me  make  it  abundantly  clear  that 
I  am  not  taking  for  one  moment  about 
so  equipping  the  free  China  force  as  to 
have  it  become  an  invasion  force.  I  like 
to  have  someone  in  the  shadows  if  and 
when  the  time  comes,  for  who  shall  say 
what  the  developments  in  Vietnam  are 
likely  to  be? 

As  of  now,  I  doubt  whether  anyone 
except  the  most  knowledgeable  military 
observer  can  give  us  a  good  idea  of  what 
might  be  in  the  wind  in  Vietnam. 

I  have  said  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
on  other  occasions  that  I  do  not  pretend 
to  any  expertise  in  that  field.  However, 
I  have  an  idea,  from  the  reports  that 
have  come  to  me,  and  only  recently  from 
a  general  of  marines,  now  retired,  who 
spent  6  months  observing  that  situation, 
that  this  is  one  of  the  best  things  that 
we  could  do.  This  would  be  the  answer 
to  those  who  speculate  about  Red  China. 

I  propose  to  withdraw  the  amendment. 
I  merely  wished  to  make  the  point.  The 
reason  I  shall  withdraw  it  is  a  very  valid 
one.  In  the  first  place,  I  have  discussed 
it  with  the  Secretary  of  State.  In  the 
second  place,  I  have  discussed  it  with  the 
Secretary  of  Defense.  In  the  third  place, 
I  have  talked  with  the  White  House  about 
this  subject.  I  have  been  assured  from 
all  sources  that,  quite  aside  from  the  $100 
million  that  I  propose,  there  are  now 
funds  and  authority  available  to  make 
certain  that  the  army  on  Taiwan,  repre¬ 
senting  free  China,  and  our  friends,  can 
be  and  will  be  suitably  weaponed  in  case 
eventualities  should  arise  that  make  it 
necessary.  That  case  has  not  been  made, 
but  I  think  we  have  overlooked  it.  So  I 
believe  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
should  be  directed  to  that  fact. 

I  withdraw  the  amendment  for  only 
one  reason,  and  that  reason  is  that  as¬ 
surances  have  been  given  on  this  point, 
and  I  am  content  to  accept  those  assur¬ 
ances,  and  let  things  stand  at  that. 

But  let  us  not  forget  what  we  have 
out  there  by  way  of  a  potential  ally 
that  can  be  in  our  comer  if  and  when 
the  time  should  come.  So  I  withdraw 
the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

amendment  is  withdrawn. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO  267 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
another  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

Section  604  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1963,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsection  after  subsec¬ 
tion  (d)  of  section  604: 

“(e)  The  Congress  directs  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  or  his  designated  representa¬ 
tive  to  refuse  to  permit  the  flotation  in  the 


United  States  of  new  security  issues  of  the 
International  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and 
Development  or  of  the  Inter-American  De¬ 
velopment  Bank  and  to  refuse  to  permit  the 
proceeds  of  dollar  borrowings  of  either  of 
these  two  institutions  from  United  States 
financial  institutions  to  be  exchanged  for 
the  currency  of  any  other  country  until  the 
United  States  has  experienced  a  surplus  in 
its  balance  of  payments  for  four  consecutive 
reporting  quarters.” 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
yield,  but  first  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
at  this  time  that  I  may  add  the  name 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche]  as  a  cosponsor  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  what  I  in- 

tpnHpfl  fn  oclr 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Will  the  Senator  add 
my  name  also? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  am  delighted  to  have 
the  Senator’s  name  added  as  a  cospon¬ 
sor  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  propose  to  belabor  the  subject  very 
long.  I  merely  wish  to  point  out  to  the 
Senate  that  one  of  the  most  menacing 
and  threatening  problems  before  our 
country  is  the  imbalance  in  our  payments 
in  the  international  field. 

If  perchance — and  I  say  this  ad¬ 
visedly — Great  Britain  does  not  shake 
out  of  her  difficulty  so  far  as  trade  bal¬ 
ances  are  concerned,  which  are  running 
a  deficit  of  $90  million  a  week,  we  may 
be  headed  for  real  trouble  before  we  are 
through.  A  good  many  things  have  been 
done.  We  have  had  the  interest  equali¬ 
zation  tax  in  the  hope  that  we  could 
diminish  the  flotation  of  foreign  capital 
issues  in  the  American  market.  We  have 
had  voluntary  programs  by  banks  in 
order  to  curtail  long-term  loans  to  the 
European  market.  But  somehow  we  per¬ 
mit  international  organizations  to  come 
into  our  market,  float  their  bonds  and 
then,  of  course,  to  take  dollars  out  of  the 
country  and  so  add  to  the  imbalance-of- 
payments  problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  put  into  the  Rec¬ 
ord  tables  that  show  the  security  flota¬ 
tions  by  the  World  Bank  on  the  U.S.  capi¬ 


tal  market  in  millions  of  dollars.  Table 
1  begins  in  1947  and  runs  to  1965.  The 
total  amount  involved  is  more  than  $2 
billion.  If  the  statement  is  corrected  for 
any  of  the  ancillary  matters  that  usually 
occur  in  connection  with  the  flotation 
of  a  capital  issue,  we  shall  still  be  $1  bil¬ 
lion  “behind  the  8  ball”  because  of  the 
flotation  of  these  international  organiza¬ 
tions  in  our  market. 

If  we  are  to  pursue  a  consistent  course, 
including  tax  equalization,  pressure  upon 
the  banking  confraternity  in  order  to 
keep  money  out  of  European  markets, 
and  a  half  a  dozen  other  proposals  that 
are  in  the  wind,  we  might  as  well  be  con¬ 
sistent  and  say  to  the  international  orga¬ 
nizations  that  their  action  is  going  to 
stop  and  they  are  not  going  to  rob  the 
capital  market  while  our  diplomats  and 
financiers  are  making  a  Herculean  ef¬ 
fort  in  order  to  correct  the  balance-of- 
payments  problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  the  tables  and  a  statement  I 
have  prepared. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
and  explanation  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Table  1. — Security  flotations  by  the  World 
Bank  on  the  U.S.  capital  market 


[Dollars  in  millions] 


Issue  date  and 

Principal 

Annual 

maturity 

outstanding 

sinking  fund 
requirements 

January — 

1965:  25-year  bonds.. 

$200 

1975,  $0;  1980,  $7. 

1963:  2-year  bonds ... 

100 

None. 

1962;  2-year  bonds. .. 

100 

None. 

1962:  3-year  notes. .. 

5 

None. 

1962:  15-year  bonds.. 

5 

1973-77,  $1. 

1962:  20-year  bonds.. 

100 

1972-81,  $5. 

1961:  3-year  notes _ 

148 

None. 

1961:  3-year  notes _ 

no 

None. 

1960:  12-year  bonds.. 

120 

None. 

1960:  25-year  bonds.. 

125 

1970-79,  $3.8; 

1980-84,  $5. 

1958:  10-year  bonds.. 

150 

None. 

1958:  15-year  bonds.. 

95 

1965-73,  $5. 

1958:  21-year  bonds.. 

150 

1968-77,  $7;  1978, 

$5. 

1957:  20-year  bonds.. 

86 

1967-76,  $5. 

1957:  21-year  bonds— 

100 

1967-71,  $4:  1972- 

77,  $5. 

1967:  23-year  bonds.. 

71 

1968-79,  $3;  1980, 

$1.5. 

1954: 15-year  bonds.. 

67 

1965,  $3;  1966,  $4; 

1967-68,  $5. 

1952:  19-year  bonds.. 

44 

1965,  $2. 

1951:  30-year  bonds.. 

100 

1966-67,  $2;  1968- 

73,  $3;  1974-80, 
$4. 

1947:  25-year  bonds.. 

124 

1965,  $2.7:  1966, 

$4. 

Total.  _ _ _ 

2,085 

Table  2. — Security  flotations  by  the  inter- American  Development  Bank 

[Dollars  in  millions] 


Issue  date  and  maturity 

Principal 

Sinking  Fund  Requirements 

October  1964: 20-year,  414-percent  bonds. 

March  1964:  20-year, 4J4-percent bonds.. 

1962:  20-year,  4J4-percent  issue _ 

$100 

50 

75 

75  percent  of  issue  repaid  before  maturity;  amortization 
payments  begin  November  1970  at  $5.4  through  19S3. 

75  percent  repayable  before  maturity;  amortization  pay¬ 
ments  begin  in  1970  at  $2.7  a  year. 

Amortization  payments  begin  in  1968  at  $5  a  year. 

Explanation  op  Amendment  to  Section  604 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
Amended 

To  protect  the  U.S.  balance-of-payments 
position,  the  President,  on  February  10,  an¬ 
nounced  a  number  of  measures  aimed  at  cur¬ 
tailing  the  outflow  of  private  capital.  These 
included:  (1)  broadening  and  extending  the 


tax  on  purchases  of  foreign  securities  to 
cover  long-term  bank  loans  and  nonbank 
credit  of  1-  to  3 -year  maturities  through  the 
Interest  Equalization  Tax;  (2)  holding  the 
total  volume  of  bank  credits  to  foreigners  at 
a  5-percent  increase  of  the  1964  volume  of 
outstanding  claims;  and  (3)  initiating  a  vol¬ 
untary  program  to  enlist  the  cooperation  of 
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U.S.  businessmen  to  temporarily  limit  their 
direct  investments  abroad. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  the  U.S.  per¬ 
mits  the  flotation  of  security  Issues  by  the 
World  Bank  (IBRD)  and  the  Inter- American 
Development  Bank  (IADB)  in  the  U.S.  cap¬ 
ital  market.  The  securities  of  these  two  in¬ 
stitutions  are  able  to  be  floated  successfully 
because  they  carry  the  guarantee  of  the  U5. 
Government  that  they  will  be  repaid  in  the 
form  of  the  U.S.  subscriptions  to  the  callable 
capital  of  these  two  institutions.  However, 
none  of  the  dollars  so  raised  are  tied  to  U.S. 
procurement. 

It  is  patently  inconsistent  to  attempt  to 
correct  the  U.S.  balance  of  payments  problem 
by  control  of  private  bank  lending  and  vol¬ 
untary  limitation  of  private  investments 
while  simultaneously  encouraging  the  out¬ 
flow  of  dollars  by  permitting  the  flotation  of 
IBRD  and  IADB  securities  in  the  United 
States  and  assuring  their  successful  flota¬ 
tion  by  placing  the  faith  and  credit  of  the 
United  States  behind  these  securities. 

In  his  testimony  before  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  on  December  4,  1963, 
former  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Dillion  as¬ 
sured  the  Committee  in  discussing  the  im¬ 
pact  upon  the  balance  of  payments  of  in¬ 
creased  participation  of  the  United  States  in 
the  Inter-American  Development  Bank  that 
bond  flotations  would  be  carefully  assessed 
‘‘so  that  the  overall  total  (i.e.,  of  World  Bank 
and  IADB  bonds)  would  stay  within  the 
proper  amounts.”  Nonetheless  in  1964,  $150 
million  of  IADB  bonds  and  in  January  1965, 
$200  million  of  World  Bank  bonds  were 
floated  in  the  U.S.  capital  markets. 

The  fact  is  that  our  deficits  and  the  Euro¬ 
pean  surpluses  arise  largely  through  trans¬ 
actions  with  less  developed  countries.  As 
recently  as  March  25,  1965,  Governor  J.  L. 
Robertson  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board 
stated  this  at  a  Conference  of  Reserve  Bank 
Directors  in  Washington : 

“Actually,  the  main  source  of  the  persist¬ 
ent  payments  surplus  of  continental  Eu¬ 
rope,  which  is  the  counterpart  of  our  pay¬ 
ments  deficient,  are  not  the  direct  trans¬ 
actions  between  the  United  States  and  Eu¬ 
rope — but  indirect  transactions.  Continen¬ 
tal  Europe  has  a  huge  export  surplus  in  re¬ 
lation  to  the  less  developed  nations,  which 
is  being  financed  largely  by  the  public  and 
private  funds  that  the  United  States  pours 
into  those  countries.  Hence,  a  curtailment 
of  the  continuous  increase  in  the  flow  of  U.S. 
funds  to  less  developed  countries  is  needed 
for  a  correction  both  of  our  own  payments 
deficit  and  of  the  Continental  European  sur¬ 
plus.” 

Mr.  T.  Graydon  Upton,  Executive  Vice 
President  of  the  Inter-American  Develop¬ 
ment  Bank  recognized  the  negative  impact 
of  untied  IADB  funds  on  the  U.S.  balance  of 
payments  as  early  as  April  24,  1962,  when  he 
made  the  following  statement  in  Buenos 
Aires  at  the  plenary  session  of  the  third 
meeting  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Bank. 

“The  Inter-American  Development  Bank 
also  has  loaned  significant  amounts  for  local 
costs.  Thus  from  its  Social  Progress  Trust 
Funds  it  committed  $80  million  in  1961  for 
such  purposes,  while  commiting  almost  $36 
million  from  its  own  resources  to  cover  local 
costs.  Indeed,  it  can  be  anticipated  that 
perhaps  80  percent  of  all  Social  Progress 
Funds  administered  either  by  the  Bank  or 
by  the  Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment  will  be  loaned  for  local  costs.  These 
loans  mean  in  effect  that  dollars  are  being 
placed  in  the  reserves  of  the  recipient  coun¬ 
tries  available  for  purchases  wherever  the 
country  desires.  That  is,  they  represent  un¬ 
tied  dollars.  In  addition,  as  you  know,  the 
loans  from  the  Inter-American  Development 
Bank’s  own  resources  which  it  anticipates 
committing  at  the  rate  of  $200  million  (in¬ 


cluding  local  currency  capital)  a  year  are 
also  untied. 

"In  the  light  of  this  continuing  flow  of 
untied  dollars  to  Latin  America,  it  is  interest¬ 
ing  to  review  the  changes  in  the  pattern  of 
trade  between  Latin  America  and  its  chief 
suppliers.  In  1948  Latin  America  imported 
$1.3  billion  worth  of  goods  from  Western 
Europe,  while  importing  $3.7  billion  from  the 
United  States.  By  1960,  importation  from 
Western  Europe  had  increased  to  $2.5  billion, 
while  imports  from  the  United  States  had 
dropped  to  $3.5  billion.  In  other  words, 
while  Latin  America  still  continues  to  secure 
the  majority  of  its  imparts  from  the  United 
States,  the  U.S.  share  of  the  Latin  American 
market  has  dropped  from  59  to  45  percent, 
while  Western  Europe’s  share  has  risen  from 
23  to  33  percent. 

“On  the  other  hand,  Latin  American  ex¬ 
ports  to  the  United  States  rose  from  $2.5 
billion  in  1948  to  $3.4  billion  in  1960,  or  by 
36  percent,  while  exports  to  Western  Europe 
rose  from  $2.4  billion  in  1948  to  $2.5  billion 
in  1960,  or  by  only  4  percent.  This  means 
that  Europe  is  still  increasingly  benefiting 
from  the  flow  of  untied  U.S.  dollars  into 
Latin  America  in  which  the  loans  of  the 
IADB  are  a  significant  factor.” 

The  magnitude  of  the  balance-of-payments 
impact  of  the  security  flotations  by  inter¬ 
national  organizations  can  be  seen  in  Tables 
1  and  2.  Table  1  shows  that  of  the  $2,086 
million  in  security  flotations  by  the  World 
Bank  on  the  U.S.  capital  market,  fully  $1,406 
million  was  floated  between  1958  and  Jan¬ 
uary  1965,  when  the  U.S.  deficits  were 
critically  large.  The  record  of  procurement 
of  goods  under  IBRD  loans  indicates  that 
about  35  percent  of  IBRD  procurement  has 
taken  place  in  the  United  States.  Thus,  of 
the  $1,408  million  floated  in  the  United 
States  by  this  institution,  about  $915  million 
had  an  adverse  impact  on  the  U.S.  balance 
of  payments. 

Table  2  shows  the  security  flotations  by 
the  Inter-American  Development  Bank  in 
our  capital  markets.  Since  1962,  the  IDB 
has  floated  $225  million  in  our  markets. 
Approximately  40  percent  of  Latin-American 
imports  come  from  the  U.S.  and  therefore, 
of  the  $225  million,  about  $135  million  had 
an  adverse  impact  on  our  balance  of  pay¬ 
ments. 

In  summary,  the  flotations  by  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Devel¬ 
opment  and  the  Inter-American  Development 
Bank  have  cost  the  U.S.  balance  of  payments 
over  a  billion  dollars  during  the  past  7  years. 
To  plug  tjiis  loophole  in  our  efforts  to  con¬ 
trol  balance-of-payments  deficits,  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  to  section  604  should  be 
passed. 

This  proposed  amendment  will  be  effective 
because  the  charters  of  the  International 
Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development 
and  the  Inter-American  Development  Bank 
provide  that  these  institutions  must  obtain 
the  approval  of  the  country  in  which  they 
float  their  bonds  and  the  approval  of  the 
member  in  whose  currency  the  obligations 
are  denominated;  their  charters  also  provide 
that  when  funds  are  borrowed  directly,  agree¬ 
ment  of  the  member  country  where  the  funds 
are  borrowed  must  be  obtained  so  that  the 
proceeds  may  be  exchanged  for  the  currency 
of  any  other  country  without  restriction. 
(See  art.  IV,  sec.  1  (a)  and  (b)  of  the  articles 
of  agreement  of  the  International  Bank  for 
Reconstruction  and  Development  and  art. 
VII,  sec.  1(1)  of  the  agreement  establishing 
the  In  ter- American  Development  Bank.) 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  ask  for  a  record  vote.  I  shall  leave 
it  to  the  Senate.  I  desired  to  bring  the 
question  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
because  ultimately  if  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  has  jurisdiction,  the  question 
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may  come  before  our  committee  and  then 
we  can  deal  with  it  as  we  should. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  5  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  absolute  need  of  the 
Dirksen  amendment  is  indicated  by  re¬ 
cent  history  of  my  dealings  with  the 
Treasury  Department.  Furthermore,  the 
perfidy  of  that  Department  in  dealing 
with  the  Congress  is  clearly  indicated  by 
the  items  I  have  inserted  into  the  Record 
in  the  past. 

Last  fall  after  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  had  assured  me  that  he  would 
be  most  cautious  in  authorizing  any  new 
Bank  borrowings  in  the  American  mar¬ 
ket,  he  promptly  authorized  a  borrowing 
of  $200  million  in  January  1965. 

Today  the  new  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  Mr.  Fowler,  asks  that  Congress  re¬ 
ject  the  Dirksen  amendment  which  would 
prohibit  the  World  Bank  from  floating 
security  issues  in  the  U.S.  market  until 
our  international  payments  show  a  fa¬ 
vorable  balance  for  four  quarters. 

And  what  does  the  Secretary  argue? 
He  says:  “Trust  me.”  He  points  out  that 
no  funds  can  be  floated  for  the  Bank 
without  his  permission. 

This  is  the  same  position  which  Secre¬ 
tary  Dillon  took  last  winter — on  October 
13,  to  be  precise — when  I  queried  him  on 
this  same  point. 

He  replied  to  me  on  October  27  in 
these  words : 

An  application  by  the  Bank  for  bond  sales 
in  our  market  will  be  reviewed  on  its  merits 
in  the  light  of  the  concrete  situation  at 
the  time,  including  our  own  balance  of 
payments  and  the  effect  of  any  Bank  bor¬ 
rowing  thereon. 

I  took  the  Secretary  at  his  word. 
Whereupon,  in  early  January  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  announced  that  the 
Bank  would  be  permitted  to  float  a  $200 
million  issue  in  the  United  States. 

I  realize  this  amendment  may  be  re¬ 
jected  on  a  point  of  order,  but  I  think 
the  time  has  come  to  impress  on  the 
Treasury  Department  that  the  Congress, 
at  least,  takes  this  question  of  our  in¬ 
ternational  balance  of  payments  most 
seriously.  I,  for  one,  do  not  intend  to  be 
misled  by  any  statements  from  the 
Treasury  Department  that  they  do  not 
think  the  Bank  will  borrow  any  more 
funds  in  the  American  market  this  year. 

I  think  the  administration  will  do 
just  as  it  pleases,  regardless  of  assurances 
they  now  give  us.  That  is  what  they 
did  last  year. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my  ex¬ 
changes  of  letters  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  on  this  point  may  be  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

October  13,  1964. 

Hon.  C.  Douglas  Dillon, 

Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 

Washington,  D.C.  ' 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  I  enclose  a  photostat 
of  an  article  appearing  in  the  September  14, 
1964,  issue  of  the  Wall  Street  Journal  which 
suggests  that  the  World  Bank  will  probably 
seek  to  raise  $300  to  $400  million  of  new 
capital  in  the  next  fiscal  year.  I  have  noted 
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that  you  have  urged  that  the  bulk  of  these 
funds  be  raised  In  the  European  markets. 

Inasmuch  as  article  IV,  section  1,  of  the 
articles  of  agreement  seems  to  give  a  veto  to 
the  member  “in  whose  markets  funds  are 
to  be  raised,”  I  would  be  interested  to  know 
whether  you  will  propose  that  this  veto  be 
exercised  to  protect  our  balance  of  payments. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Wayne  Morse. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 

Washington,  October  27, 1964. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Wayne:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  of 
October  13,  1964,  regarding  possible  World 
Bank  borrowing  of  $300  to  $400  million  of 
new  capital  in  private  markets  this  fiscal 
year. 

In  Tokyo,  as  you  know,  I  did  point  out 
that  the  World  Bank  will  soon  have  to  re¬ 
enter  the  capital  markets  on  a  substantial 
scale.  I  emphasized  that  the  Bank  should 
intensify  its  efforts  to  develop  more  effec¬ 
tive  facilities  for  mobilizing  private  savings 
in  the  capital  markets  of  industrial  coun¬ 
tries  that  are  accumulating  reserves.  I  feel 
that  more  adequate  capital  markets  in  such 
countries  are  very  important  and  hope  that 
our  oft-repeated  views  on  this  subject  will 
be  helpful  in  speeding  their  development. 

I  did  not  mean  to  imply,  however,  that  the 
United  States  should  prohibit  any  and  all 
attempts  by  the  Bank  to  mobilize  private 
funds  for  development  through  bond  sales 
to  U.S.  residents.  While  significant  progress 
has  been  made  since  my  ABA  speech  in  Rome 
in  May  of  1962,  the  development  of  more 
adequate  European  capital  markets  takes 
time.  There  will  be  circumstances  in  the 
meantime  where  some  accommodation  to  the 
needs  of  the  World  Bank  will  be  in  our 
interest.  An  absolute  prohibition  at  this 
time  of  Bank  access  to  our  market  might 
well  cripple  this  uniquely  valuable  institu¬ 
tion’s  operations  on  behalf  of  the  inter¬ 
national  development  effort. 

Any  application  by  the  Bank  for  bond 
sales  in  our  market  will  be  reviewed  on  its 
merits  in  the  light  of  the  concrete  situation 
at  the  time — including  our  own  balance  of 
payments  and  the  effect  of  any  Bank  borrow¬ 
ing  thereon. 

I  can  assure  you  that  the  World  Bank 
management  is  fully  aware  of  the  necessity 
for  utilizing  European  capital  markets  to 
the  maximum  extent  funds  are  available  on 
reasonable  terms.  I  do  not  expect  any  re¬ 
laxation  in  our  pursuit  of  developing  the 
capital  markets  of  the  other  industrial 
countries. 

With  best  wishes. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas  Dillon. 

January  8,  1965. 

Hon.  C.  Douglas  Dillon, 

Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  I  wish  to  recall  my 
letter  to  you  of  October  13,  1964,  in  which  I 
expressed  concern  over  the  prospect  that  the 
World  Bank  would  seek  to  raise  new  capital 
in  the  U.S.  market.  In  your  response  of 
October  27  you  stated  that  the  United  States 
should  not  at  present  prohibit  "any  and  all 
attempts  by  the  Bank  to  mobilize  private 
funds  for  development  through  bond  sales 
to  U.S.  residents.”  There  nevertheless  was 
at  least  an  implication  that  the  bulk  of  the 
$300  to  $400  million  of  new  capital  required 
by  the  World  Bank  might  be  raised  outside 
this  country.  According  to  the  New  York 
Times  of  December  29,  however,  the  World 
Bank  has  now  announced  it  will  float  a  $200 
million  bond  issue  in  the  United  States  be¬ 
ginning  on  January  18. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  key  sentence  in 
your  October  27  letter  was  the  following: 
“Any  application  by  the  Bank  for  bond 


sales  in  our  market  will  be  reviewed  on  its 
merits  in  the  light  of  the  concrete  situa¬ 
tion  at  the  time — including  our  own  balance 
of  payments  and  the  effect  of  any  Bank  bor¬ 
rowing  thereon.”  Frankly,  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  measurable  improvement  in  our  bal- 
ance-of-payments  situation  during  the  past 
2  months;  indeed,  I  would  assume  the  con¬ 
trary  from  the  New  York  Times  story  of 
December  30,  1964,  by  Richard  E.  Mooney — a 
copy  of  which  is  attached.  The  article  re¬ 
ports  that  the  OECD  annual  review  of  the 
U.S.  economy  contains  the  advice  “that  more 
curbs  on  outflowing  capital  may  be  needed 
to  put  the  country’s  international  payments 
in  better  balance.”  Yet  the  proposed  World 
Bank  bond  issue  appears  a  dramatic  move  in 
the  opposite  direction. 

In  these  circumstances,  I  would  like  very 
much  to  know  just  what  sort  of  review  of 
the  Bank  application  took  place  within  the 
U.S.  Government.  Specifically,  was  approval 
of  the  application  given  by  the  National 
Advisory  Council  on  International  Mone¬ 
tary  and  Financial  Problems,  and  was  the 
decision  taken  unanimously?  How  do  you 
assess  the  impact  on  our  balance  of  payments 
in  concrete  terms? 

In  short,  I  would  appreciate  learning  the 
full  story  of  this  transaction  and  its  im¬ 
plications;  you  need  not  be  concerned  about 
sparing  me  any  details. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Wayne  Morse. 


The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
Washington,  D.C.,  January  22,  1965. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Wayne:  I  am  happy  to  answer  the 
questions  raised  in  your  letter  of  January  8 
concerning  the  World  Bank  bond  issue  in  the 
United  States.  This  $200  million  bond  flota¬ 
tion  was  successfully  launched  last  week. 
The  Bank  did  this  a  few  days  earlier  than 
contemplated  in  the  report  you  cited,  be¬ 
cause  market  conditions  were  thought  to  be 
propitious. 

The  World  Bank  announcement  on  Janu¬ 
ary  5  of  the  contemplated  issue  was  made 
after  the  U.S.  Government  approved  the 
Bank’s  request  as  required  by  its  articles  of 
agreement.  You  asked  whether  the  National 
Advisory  Council  decision  was  unanimous. 
It  was.  I  gave  the  proposal  my  closest  atten¬ 
tion,  and  let  me  also  say  that  my  own  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Bank’s  request  was  completely 
in  accord  with  the  considerations  which  I 
mentioned  in  my  letter  to  you  of  October  27, 
1964. 

As  I  said  in  that  letter,  the  World  Bank 
management  is  fully  aware  of  the  need  for 
utilizing  European  capital  markets  to  the 
maximum  extent  funds  are  available  on  rea¬ 
sonable  terms.  I  can  reassure  you,  based  on 
my  conversations  with  the  Bank  manage¬ 
ment  from  time  to  time  in  the  past  2  months 
in  connection  with  the  contemplated  bond 
issue,  that  they  have  every  intention  to 
pursue  assiduously  this  course.  The  Bank 
feels  that  it  might  be  able  to  raise  between 
$100  and  $140  million  in  new  money  out¬ 
side  the  United  States  for  the  remainder 
of  its  present  fiscal  year  (which  runs  con¬ 
currently  with  our  own) .  This  amount  is 
in  addition  to  the  $298  million  of  new  and 
refinancing  operations  arranged  by  the  Bank 
outside  the  United  States  earlier  this  fis¬ 
cal  year.  Included  in  the  latter  was  a  pri¬ 
vate  placement  entirely  outside  the  United 
States  of  a  $100  million,  2-year,  4%  -percent 
bond  issue  with  central  banks  and  other 
Government  institutions  in  26  countries. 
The  remainder  was  essentially  a  refinancing 
operation  also  involving  a  private  placement 
of  negotiable  notes  with  an  institutional  in¬ 
vestor  outside  the  United  States.  A  part  of 
this  transaction  will  be  effected  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  February.  While  the  refund¬ 
ing  transactions  did  not  affect  the  total  of 
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the  Bank’s  outstanding  funded  debt,  in  the 
absence  of  that  financing  an  equivalent 
amount  of  matured  debt  would  have  been 
paid  off  net  by  the  Bank,  thereby  adding  to 
foreign  exchange  reserves  abroad. 

You  asked  about  the  effect  of  our  balance 
of  payments  of  the  $200  million  bond  issue. 
While  the  World  Bank  needs  to  have  these 
funds  firmly  available  to  maintain  conti¬ 
nuity  of  its  financial  operations,  particu¬ 
larly  its  substantial  lending  commitments, 
it  will  not  actually  have  to  disburse  these 
newly  acquired  funds  for  some  time.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  World  Bank  management  in¬ 
tends  to  place  in  the  United  States  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  the  issue  in  time  deposits  or  in¬ 
vestments  which  have  maturities  in  excess 
of  a  year.  In  terms  of  the  U.S.  balance  of 
payments,  the  outflow  of  long-term  capital 
represented  by  U.S.  purchases  of  the  bonds 
will  be  matched  by  at  least  an  equal  off¬ 
setting  inflow  of  long-term  capital,  and  thus, 
the  entire  transaction  will  in  no  way  affect 
our  balance-of -payments  deficit  this  year. 
The  manner  and  extent  to  which  these  funds 
will  affect  our  balance  of  payments  in  1966 
or  later  will  depend  on  a  variety  of  factors 
when  these  funds  are  actually  disbursed.  I 
should  point  out  in  this  connection,  that  the 
net  effect  of  the  World  Bank’s  overall  oper¬ 
ations  on  the  U.S.  balance  of  payments  since 
the  inception  of  the  Bank  has  been  a  favor¬ 
able  one.  This  has  been  particularly  true  in 
the  period  since  1958,  which  is  the  period  of 
our  most  serious  balance-of-payments  prob¬ 
lem. 

Furthermore,  dollar  accruals  of  the  World 
Bank  are  completely  different  in  terms  of 
potential  calls  on  our  gold  stock  from  such 
accruals  to  the  reserves  of  the  surplus  coun¬ 
tries  of  Europe.  Restort  to  the  U.S.  capital 
market  in  the  latter  case  adds  to  their  dollar 
reserves  which,  in  turn,  can  readily  be  trans¬ 
lated  into  calls  on  our  gold.  It  was  par¬ 
ticularly  in  order  to  dampen  the  rapidly 
growing  volume  of  such  borrowings,  with  all 
that  this  implied,  that  the  interest  equali¬ 
zation  tax  was  adopted.  This  tax  proved 
effective  in  helping  further  reduce  the  regu¬ 
lar  deficit  in  the  U.S.  balance  of  payments 
in  1963  and  the  first  three  quarters  of  1964. 
While  all  the  results  for  the  fourth  quarter 
of  1964  are  not  in,  as  you  said,  it  may  not 
turn  out  as  we  had  hoped.  I  am  following 
these  developments  very  closely. 

Finally,  I  need  hardly  reiterate  my  views 
on  the  important  role  the  development  of 
European  capital  markets  can  play  in  allevi¬ 
ating  international  payments  imbalance. 
The  need  of  the  World  Bank  to  enter  the 
U.S.  market  reemphasizes  my  conviction  of 
the  importance  of  further  progress.  The 
Bank  recognizes  the  significance  of  such 
progress.  The  Europeans,  too,  are  increas¬ 
ingly  recognizing  the  need. 

With  best  wishes. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas  Dillon. 

Ml’.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  5  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  5  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  my  opinion  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  discussed  one 
of  the  gravest  problems  confronting  our 
country.  That  is  the  outflow  of  gold 
from  the  United  States,  endangering  the 
stability  of  our  economy.  On  February 
10  the  President  of  the  United  States 
recommended  in  vigorous  terms  certain 
courses  that  ought  to  be  followed  in  order 
to  preserve  the  stability  of  the  currency 
of  our  Nation.  It  is  now  the  middle  of 
June.  Four  months  have  passed.  The 
recommendations  made  by  the  President 
have  not  brought  about  a  condition 
which  indicates  that  there  is  a  stoppage 
of  the  outflow  of  gold. 
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The  President  called  upon  investment 
houses  and  American  industrialists  vol¬ 
untary  to  discontinue  sending  dollars 
into  foreign  nations.  That  plea  has  not 
produced  the  result  which  the  President 
anticipated. 

.  The  Congress  also  passed  a  bill  impos¬ 
ing  a  special  tax  upon  earnings  in  for¬ 
eign  investments.  That  bill  has  not  pro¬ 
duced  anticipated  results. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  contemplates  the  prohibition  of 
the  American  purchase  of  foreign  bonds 
unless  conditions  are  contained  within 
the  purchase  that  will  prevent  the  out¬ 
flow  of  American  dollars  into  foreign 
countries.  I  believe  the  proposal  is 
sound.  My  own  judgment  is  that  we 
have  not  been  adequately  conscious  of 
the  dangers  that  reside  in  the  outflow  of 
gold. 

I  do  not  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  that  this  proposal  ought  to  be 
disposed  of  on  a  voice  vote. 

I  ask  the  Presiding  Officer:  Is  there 
any  parliamentary  prohibition  against 
this  proposal  being  voted  upon  by  the 
Senate?  Is  it  subject  to  a  point  of  order? 
May  I  have  an  answer  to  my  inquiry? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell  of  South  Carolina  in  the  chair) . 
Will  the  Senator  from  Ohio  please  restate 
his  inquiry? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  If  a  point  of  order  is 
raised,  can  it  be  sustained  by  the  Chair? 
I  raise  the  point  of  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  right  to  use 
all  his  time  before  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
can  make  his  point  of  order. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  How  much  time  does 
the  Senator  require? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  merely  wish  to  ask  a 
question. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Without  pretending  to 
be  an  expert  in  international  monetary 
affairs,  and  without  minimizing  the  se¬ 
riousness  of  the  outflow  of  gold  from 
this  country  or  the  imbalance  of  inter¬ 
national  monetary  arrangements,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  this  question:  Why  is  it  that  the 
World  Bank  invests  all  of  its  earnings 
and  reserves  in  U.S.  securities  if  we  are 
on  the  brink  of  serious  trouble?  That 
has  puzzled  me  for  a  long  time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  It  puzzles  me,  too. 
But  we  cannot  fault  the  balance-of -pay¬ 
ments  problems  before  the  World  Bank. 
It  is  here.  It  threatens. 

Mr.  AIKEN.)  That  is  true.  I  do  not 
know  what  the  answer  is.  I  was  hoping 
that  someone  could  tell  me  vhy  the 
World  Bank  considers  U.S.  securities  the 
best  investments. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  believe  I  would  feel 
the  same  way  if  I  were  connected  with 
the  World  Bank,  as  I  look  over  the  rest 
of  the  world  and  see  what  the  credit  and 
money  problem  really  is. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  means  that  al¬ 
though  we  may  be  in  trouble  ourselves 
with  a  gold  problem  and  a  monetary 
problem,  the  rest  of  the  world  is  in  worse 
condition  than  we  are,  and  that  the 
United  States  is  the  safest  place  to  invest 
funds. 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  No.  It  now  begins  to 
appear,  the  way  France  is  beginning  to 
accumulate  a  gold  stock,  that  she  is 
getting  herself  into  a  better  position  than 
we  are  in.  I  do  not  believe  that  at  the 
moment  Germany  is  in  difficulty.  How¬ 
ever,  I  believe  that  Great  Britain  is  in 
serious  difficulty.  Heretofore  the  whole 
world - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator’s  2  minutes  have  expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  myself  an  ad¬ 
ditional  2  minutes. 

Heretofore,  the  whole  world  was  pretty 
well  tied  to  the  pound  sterling;  now  it 
is  tied  to  the  dollar.  Just  think  of  the 
rumble  one  gets  from  Great  Britain  at 
the  present  time  because  the  trade  im¬ 
balance  is  running  some  $90  million  a 
week.  So  far  as  we  can  learn  from  ex¬ 
perts  in  this  field,  they  believe  that  by 
the  time  we  reach  late  September  or 
October,  there  will  be  some  real  trouble 
in  the  international  financial  market. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  We  can  always  go  back 
to  beaver  skins. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  so  that  I  may  request 
a  yea-and-nay  vote? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  on 
this  amendment,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  a 
moment  ago  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
suggested  that  a  point  of  order  might 
lie  against  the  amendment.  I  believe 
it  does,  particularly  with  regard  to  the 
International  Bank  for  Reconstruction 
and  Development  which  is  dealt  with 
only  slightly  in  connection  with  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  the  amendment. 

I  wish  to  read  to  the  Senate  a  letter 
addressed  to  me  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  concerning  the  amendment.  It 
makes  clear  what  is  fundamentally 
wrong  with  the  amendment. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  understand  that 
an  amendment.  No.  267,  was  introduced  to 
the  foreign  assistance  bill  (S.  1837)  which 
would  direct  me  to  refuse  permission  to  the 
-IBRD  or  IDB  to  float  new  security  issues  in 
the  United  States,  and  to  refuse  to  permit  the 
proceeds  of  dollar  borrowings  by  these  in¬ 
stitutions  to  be  exchanged  for  any  other  cur¬ 
rencies  until  the  United  States  has  experi¬ 
enced  a  balance-of-payments  surplus  for  four 
consecutive  quarters. 

In  effect,  the  Secretary  is  saying  that 
the  Senate  is  declaring  that  to  some  ex¬ 
tent  the  dollar  is  no  longer  convertible. 
We  treat  the  dollar  to  a  considerable  ex¬ 
tent  like  the  cruzeiro  or  the  rupee.  This 
is  one  of  the  main  things  we  have  for 
years  struggled  to  prevent.  That  is  what 
the  Secretary  means  when  he  writes  that 
the  amendment  would  direct  him  to  “re¬ 
fuse  to  permit  the  proceeds  of  dollar 
borrowings  by  these  institutions  to  be 
exchanged  for  any  other  currencies  until 
the  United  States  has  experienced  a  bal¬ 
ance-of -payments  surplus  for  four  con¬ 
secutive  quarters.” 

I  continue  to  read  the  Secretary’s 
letter : 

While  X  certainly  appreciate  the  overall 
objective  that  lies  behind  the  proposed 
amendment,  I  believe  an  amendment  of  this 
type  both  unnecessary  and  undesirable.  You 
may  recall  that  Secretary  Dillon,  at  the  an¬ 
nual  meeting  of  the  World  Bank  in  Tokyo 
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last  year,  emphasized  that  the  World  Bank 
should  intensify  its  efforts  to  develop  more 
effective  facilities  for  mobilizing  private 
savings  in  the  capital  markets  of  industrial 
countries  that  are  accumulating  reserves.  I 
share  this  objective  with  him.  I  feel,  how¬ 
ever,  just  as  Secretary  Dillon  has  pointed  out 
in  the  past,  that  an  absolute  prohibition  on 
access  to  our  markets  might  well  cripple 
these  uniquely  valuable  institutions’  opera¬ 
tions. 

By  their  charters — 

I  invite  especial  attention  to  this. 

By  their  charters — 

Of  these  two  institutions — 
these  important  Banks  cannot  borrow  on 
the  U.S.  market  without  the  specific  approval 
of  the  United  States;  in  effect,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  and  the  National  Advisory 
Council.  To  carry  out  my  responsibilities,  I 
should  have  the  flexibility  to  review  each  ap¬ 
plication  for  such  borrowings  on  its  merits 
in  light  of  all  of  the  circumstances. 

The  managements  of  both  the  World 
Bank  and  the  IDB  are  completely  aware  of 
the  need  to  use  European  capital  markets  to 
the  maximum  extent  funds  are  available  on 
reasonable  terms.  The  World  Bank  has 
raised  a  major  portion  of  its  borrowed  funds 
abroad,  and  the  Inter-American  Bank  has 
also  carried  out  substantial  borrowings 
abroad.  When  funds  have  been  borrowed  in 
the  United  States  the  proceeds  have  been 
held  in  a  way  that  has  a  minimum  effect  on 
our  balance  of  payments.  Furthermore,  I  am 
reasonably  confident  that  neither  of  these 
institutions  has  any  intent  of  borrowing  in 
this  market  the  remainder  of  this  year,  and 
looking  beyond,  at  such  time  as  they  do  come 
in  with  a  request,  I  would  want  to  examine 
all  the  factors,  including  the  effects  on  our 
own  balance  of  payments  before  making  a 
decision. 

I  should  point  out  also  that  the  latter 
part  of  the  amendment  seems  to  be  directly 
contrary  to  the  charters  of  these  two  insti¬ 
tutions  to  which  all  members  have  sub¬ 
scribed.  It  raises  not  only  questions  of 
policy  but  questions  with  respect  to  obliga¬ 
tions  firmly  undertaken. 

I,  of  course,  do  not  intend  to  relax  efforts 
in  pursuit  of  the  development  of  capital 
markets  abroad  and,  I  need  hardly  say,  do 
intend  to  take  all  appropriate  steps  to  im¬ 
prove  our  balance  of  payments. 

With  best  wishes. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Henry  H.  Fowler. 

Mr.  President,  this  amendment  brings 
in  a  complex  subject.  If  it  should  be 
treated  at  all — and  I  do  not  believe  it 
should  be — it  certainly  ought  to  receive 
hearings  by  the  Committee  on  Finance 
and  also,  probably,  by  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations.  The  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  has  had  no  opportu¬ 
nity  to  consider  the  amendment.  I  think 
it  is  irrelevant  to  the  objectives  of  the 
foreign  aid  bill. 

These  two  great  organizations  are  not 
really  the  subject  of  the  foreign  aid  bill. 
But  laying  that  aside,  it  seems  to  me  it 
would  be  most  improvident  and  foolish 
for  us  to  undertake  in  this  cavalier  man¬ 
ner  to  force  upon  the  administration  an 
action  of  which  it  so  thoroughly  disap¬ 
proves.  The  administration  already  has 
the  power  to  disapprove  of  any  borrow¬ 
ing,  as  the  Secretary  says. 

If  there  is  something  so  wrong  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  he  ought 
to  be  impeached  if  he  will  not  carry  out 
his  duties  in  the  national  interest. 

We  should  not  try  to  act  on  such  an 
amendment  to  the  foreign  aid  bill  at  this 
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late  hour,  when  Senators  have  had  no 
opportunity  to  study  the  problem.  It 
may  call  attention  to  the  previous  prob¬ 
lem,  which  we  all  know  about. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  can 
the  Senator  advise  the  Senate  what  pro¬ 
portion  of  what  is  hi  each  of  these  great 
institutions  is  the  property  of  the  United 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  United  States 
share  of  contributions,  to  my  best 
memory,  is  approximately  25  percent. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  is  more  than  that. 
It  is  35  percent. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  originally  was 
about  37  percent.  But,  as  we  know, 
other  States  have  joined  and  some  have 
increased  their  contributions,  while  ours 
stayed  approximately  the  same.  There¬ 
fore,  our  percentage  has  gone  down.  On 
the  IBRD  it  is  approximately  42  percent. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Does  the  Senator 
think  we  would  be  in  a  favorable  position 
if  we  possibly  precluded  institutions  of 
which  we  were  the  largest  single  pro¬ 
prietary  owner,  from  doing  business  in 
our  own  country? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  believe  that  it 
is  absolutely  improvident.  It  goes  di¬ 
rectly  into  the  face  of  our  policy — fol¬ 
lowed  not  alone  by  this  administration, 
but  by  every  administration  ever  since 
these  institutions  were  created.  It  has 
a  perfectly  proper  effect  on  this  problem. 
The  Senator  said  they  can  borrow  with¬ 
out  the  specific  approval  of  the  United 
States.  As  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  and  the  National  Advisory  Council 
have  stated,  this  is  not  wide  open.  They 
must  have  the  approval  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment,  whatever  party  is  in  power. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  this  is  a  matter  that  should  come 
before  the  Finance  Committee.  The 
able  and  distinguished  chairman  of  that 
committee  was  aware  of  this  problem. 

The  matter  is  clearly  not  germane  to 
the  bill.  A  point  of  order  ought  to  be 
made. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  intended  to  do 
that.  I  did  not  think  it  was  necessary. 
The  Senator  offered  the  measure.  He 
said  that  he  was  not  going  to  ask  for  a 
record  vote.  I  thought  he  was  making 
the  point  of  emphasizing  the  importance 
of  the  balance  of  payments,  on  which  we 
all  agreed.  But  I  did  not  think  it  would 
be  carried  this  far. 

I  am  prepared  to  make  a  point  of  order. 
However,  I  cannot  make  the  point  of 
order  until  the  Senator  has  exhausted 
his  time. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  we  have  gotten  ourselves  into 
a  rather  difficult  parliamentary  situa¬ 
tion.  We  have  asked  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

This  is  a  delicate  matter.  I  do  not 
believe  that  we  should  act  hastily  on  this 
matter.  The  monetary  market  of  the 


world  is  in  a  very  critical  condition. 
Any  vote  had  in  this  Chamber  would  per¬ 
haps  be  regarded  as  of  far  greater  im¬ 
portance  than  it  warranted. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  order  for  the  yeas  and  nays 
be  rescinded.  I  believe  that  would  be 
helpful. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Kansas? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  want  to  hear  the 
ruling  on  the  point  of  order  before  this 
unanimous-consent  request  is  granted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  rules  that  the  point  of  order  can¬ 
not  be  made  until  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  yields  back  his  18  minutes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  want  to  consent 
to  a  unanimous-consent  request  until 
after  we  have  reached  the  point  at  which 
we  can  have  a  ruling  on  the  point  of 
order.  We  already  placed  the  bank  in 
the  foreign  aid  bill  by  action  taken  earlier 
in  the  debate. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  ruling  on  the  point  of  order  may 
be  made  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
discussed  this  question  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  several  times.  I  believe  he  will 
agree  that  we  discussed  it. 

I  did  not  wish  to  press  this  issue 
to  a  record  vote.  I  know  that  this 
is  a  delicate  subject,  coming  at  a  very 
delicate  time  in  our  international  mone¬ 
tary  situation. 

That  is  the  reason  I  was  not  going  to 
press  the  matter. 

I  only  wanted  to  make  the  point  that 
there  is  something  in  the  balance-of- 
payments  picture  that  we  have  over¬ 
looked,  and  it  is  current.  Late  in  1964 
and  in  January  of  1965,  at  least  $350 
million  of  these  international  capital 
issues  were  floated  in  the  American 
market.  Do  not  let  anyone  say  differ¬ 
ently. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Not  all  by  the 
Bank. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Two  hundred  million 
dollars  was  floated  by  the  Bank.  How¬ 
ever,  if  they  can  come  in  and  raid  our 
market  of  dollars,  how  are  we  finally  to 
close  the  payments  gap?  This  problem 
should  have  had  attention  long  before 
now.  It  has  not  had  attention.  It  did 
not  have  attention  when  the  interest 
equalization  bill  was  before  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Finance.  It  did  not  have  atten¬ 
tion  when  we  were  dealing  with  the 
problems  of  putting  voluntary  restraint 
upon  the  banking  fraternity  of  the  coun¬ 
try. 

Why  was  it  not  considered?  The 
point  of  bringing  the  matter  up  now  is 
to  point  it  up,  and,  if  anything,  to  make 
sure  that  this  is  not  forgotten  in  the 
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drive  to  close  this  payments  gap.  There¬ 
fore,  I  have  not  pressed  for  a  record 
vote. 

I  am  quite  agreeable  to  the  rescission 
of  the  order  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 
I  shall  be  glad  to  see  this  matter  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  Committee  on  Finance, 
where  I  think  it  probably  belongs. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  very  much  to  join  the  de¬ 
clared  purpose  of  the  Senator  from  Il¬ 
linois  that  the  order  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  be  rescinded. 

I  must,  however,  specifically  state  that 
for  5  years  this  problem  has  been  dis¬ 
cussed  on  this  floor  by  my  friend  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington] 
who  has  called  attention  to  the  grave 
danger  to  our  monetary  and  fiscal 
policy. 

In  5  years,  nothing  has  been  done. 
The  proposal  is  now  made:  “Wait.  Let 
Fowler,  in  his  good  judgment,  pass  upon 
these  issues.  Do  not  lose  faith  in  Fowler. 
He  will  do  that  which  is  best  for  the 
country.” 

Dillon  made  those  statements.  Dillon 
quit  and  he  quit  at  a  time  when  the 
problem  was  most  acute.  Now  we  say, 
“Let  Fowler  take  care  of  it.  He  will  use 
good  judgment.” 

The  President  in  November  of  1962  and 
February  of  1963  recommended  the  three 
courses  of  action  which  I  have  described. 
Those  three  courses  did  not  produce  the 
result  anticipated. 

Fowler  appeared  before  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  2  months  ago. 
I  asked  him:  ‘Do  you  expect  an  improve¬ 
ment  in  the  balance  of  payments?”  He 
said  that  he  did.  I  asked  him  what  they 
were  on  the  day  that  he  appeared.  He 
could  not  give  the  answer.  The  answer 
is  now  that  the  balance-of -payment 
problem  is  worse  than  it  was.  One 
should  not  fool  himself  into  the  belief 
that  he  will  solve  this  problem  without 
the  adoption  of  austere  conduct. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois,  from  his 
magnanimous  heart,  states:  “Let  us  let 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  decide  it.” 
I  listened  to  Dillon  speak  while  he  was 
working  for  Eisenhower.  I  listened  to 
him  speak  while  he  worked  for  Kennedy 
and  Johnson;  and  the  tunes  of  his  talk 
were  different  in  1958  and  1959  than  they 
were  in  1962  and  1963.  Dillon  quit.  He 
quit  at  a  time  when  the  problem  was 
most  acute.  I  will  not  give  unanimous 
consent  that  the  order  for  the  yeas-and- 
nays  vote  shall  be  rescinded. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Tydings  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  still  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  say  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  Ohio  that  when  I 
express  an  appreciation  for  the  sensitiv¬ 
ity  and  the  delicacy  of  this  whole  world 
monetary  picture,  I  point  out  to  him  that 
a  man  whom  I  esteem  as  a  friend,  who 
was  born  in  St.  Louis,  who  is  59  years  old, 
a  graduate  of  Yale,  with  a  string  of 
honorary  degrees  as  long  as  one’s  arm, 
who  for  14  years  has  been  the  sturdy 
Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board, 
makes  a  commencement  speech  at  Co- 
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lumbia  University,  and  the  next  day  the 
Dow-Jones  average  drops  9  points,  this  is 
a  sensitive  atmosphere.  I  am  cognizant 
of  it. 

I  would  prefer  to  see  my  friend  from 
Ohio  permit  the  order  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  to  be  rescinded.  I  cannot  force  it, 
but  it  would  be  my  desire. 

I  want  to  see  this  subject  ventilated. 
Tomorrow  we  are  to  have  Secretary 
Fowler  before  the  Senate  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee.  We  are  going  to  take  up  the  debt 
limitation. 

We  have  a  very  strange  situation.  We 
are  going  to  come  down  on  the  revenue 
side  of  the  ledger,  overall,  by  $5  billion. 
Tomorrow  Mr.  Fowler  is  going  to  ask  us 
to  raise  the  debt  ceiling  from  $324  billion 
to  $328  billion.  Before  we  get  through 
the  balance-of-payments  situation  will 
be  discussed.  I  shall  ask  -Mr.  Fowler 
about  it  tomorow,  because  he  is  familiar 
with  this  amendment.  It  was  printed 
when  I  dropped  it  into  the  hopper.  I 
think  we  shall  have  another  dash  at  this 
question.  So  I  do,  in  a  way,  entreat  my 
friend  from  Ohio  to  consent  to  rescind 
the  order  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  No  one  in  this  era  has 
made  a  more  forthright  and  courageous 
statement  than  Mr.  McChesney  Martin 
made. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  agree. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  He  has  been  con¬ 
demned.  He  has  been  called  to  task.  He 
did  nothing  but  tell  the  people  of  the 
truth  of  the  dangers  confronting  us. 
Some  may  disagree  with  me.  Probably 
the  chairman  disagrees.  Of  course  no 
one,  as  a  lawyer,  can  feel  more  lowered 
in  his  confidence  than  when  a  judge  lacks 
confidence  in  what  the  lawyer  says. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  requested 
to  withdraw  my  objection  to  rescinding 
the  order  for  the  yeas  and  nays.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  would  want  me  to 
answer  his  question  sincerely.  He  would 
want  me  to  answer  him  on  the  basis  of 
what  is  best  for  the  country. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  answer  him,  on  that 
basis,  “No.” 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio 
has  seen  fit  to  object  to  the  unanimous 
consent  request  which  has  the  approval 
of  the  author  of  the  amendment  before 
us,  it  appears  that  the  only  alternative  is 
to  vote  against  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  a  point  of  order 
lies  against  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  point 
of  order  may  be  made  if  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  yields  back  his  10  minutes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Before  the  Senator 
does  so,  I  wish  to  take  up  the  point  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  made  when  he 
referred  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
Mr.  Dillon — who  served  well  under  Re¬ 
publican  and  Democratic  administra¬ 


tions — as  quitting.  He  said  it  not  once, 
but  four  or  five  times.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  resigned.  He  resigned 
a  year,  at  least,  after  he  wanted  to  re¬ 
sign.  He  has  worked  as  an  ambassador 
of  this  country  to  France.  He  has 
worked  as  Under  Secretary  of  State. 
He  has  worked  as  an  outstanding  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury.  I  believe  in  giving 
to  a  man  the  credit  that  is  due  him ;  and 
Douglas  Dillon  was  a  good  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury.  I  think  Mr.  Fowler  also 
is  a  good  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and 

1  expect  him  to  do  a  good  pob.  I  do  not 
like  to  hear  derogatory  remarks  about 
people  who  cannot  answer  back.  I  be¬ 
lieve  they  are  entitled  to  respect  when 
they  do  their  best. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  JavitsI. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  whether 
we  adopt  this  amendment,  or  not,  I  wish 
to  pay  tribute  to  the  statesmanship  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois.  I  am  sorry 
he  is  not  having  his  will  worked.  We 
shall  be  worse  off  than  we  were  with  the 
interest  equalization  tax,  because  this 
will  be  a  complete  bar.  We  are  enmeshed 
in  many  contradictions.  The  dollar  is 
the  best  currency  in  the  world.  Every¬ 
body  admits  it.  The  International  Bank 
carries  its  reserves  in  dollars,  so  they 
must  be  dependable.  We  seem  to  get  the 
jitters  when  we  have  a  $2  billion  to  $4 
billion  imbalance  in  payments,  when  we 
have  an  international  trade  of  $36  bil¬ 
lion  a  year.  The  difficulty  is  that  we 
have  gone  at  this  problem  by  looking  at 
it  through  the  wrong  end  of  the  telescope. 
We  have  been  much  too  timid.  We  fool 
around  with  precipitate  action  which 
would  compound  the  results  of  our 
timidity.  I  hope  very  much — I  implore 
my  friend,  because  I  know  his  heart  is 
very  good — to  let  it  go  now,  because  it 
will  complicate  an  already  very  difficult 
situation  and  make  it  even  worse.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  given  us  an 
ideal  way  to  deal  with  it  on  a  much  more 
permanent  basis. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  before 
I  yield  back  all  my  time,  it  seems  that  so 
often  a  person  has  to  walk  in  an  orbit 
to  get  attention  in  order  to  permit  one 
to  point  out  something  that  is  vital  to 
the  present  and  future  well  being  of  the 
country.  That  is  the  reason  I  have 
brought  it  up.  I  shall  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  time.  If  the  point  of 
order  is  made,  I  am  not  going  to  labor  it. 
,1  think  it  is  a  very  fine  point,  in  view  of 
the  existence  of  section  205  in  the  bill, 
but  I  shall  not  contest  the  point  of  order. 
I  shall  await  the  advise  of  the  Parliamen¬ 
tarian  and  the  ruling  of  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas - 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  make  a  point  of  order  against  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  in  spite 
of  the  emphatic  “No”  I  gave  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois,  I  have  concluded  that 


the  essential  elements  that  the  Nation 
should  consider  with  regard  to  the  im¬ 
balance  in  payments  have  been  emphat¬ 
ically  set  forth  tonight.  On  the  basis 
of  that  final  conclusion,  I  join  in  the 
unanimous-consent  request  that  the  or¬ 
der  for  the  yeas  and  nays  be  rescinded. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  If  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  is  going  to  object,  may  I 
ask - 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  a  right  to  re¬ 
serve  my  right  to  object  and  state  my 
reservations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
quest  has  not  yet  been  put.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  MORSE.  If  the  Senator  does  not 
have  a  request,  then - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  had,  I  believe,  in¬ 
tended  to  ask  unanimous  consent - 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  No;  I  withdrew  my 
objection. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  with¬ 
drew  his  objection  to  the  request - 

Mr.  MORSE.  If  he  has  withdrawn  his 
objection,  the  request  is  still  before  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  my  right  to 
object - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  by  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas — 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No,  no;  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  as  wrong  as  he  can  be. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  object  to  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  the  request? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object.  We  have  got  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  situation  all  muddied  up.  I  do 
not  know  of  any  reason  why  we  should 
not  find  out  whether  the  amendment  is  in 
order.  If  the  amendment  is  not  in  order 
and  the  Chair  is  sustained,  that  will 
take  care  of  it.  If  the  amendment  is  in 
order,  I  do  not  believe  that  we  should 
leave  the  Record  in  this  situation  with 
the  Senate  in  effect  walking  out  on  ren¬ 
dering  a  decision  on  one  of  the  most 
vital  problems  which  confront  us.  There 
is  no  reason  why  we  should  pass  the 
buck  to  the  administration.  Therefore, 
for  the  time  being,  I  shall  object  to  re¬ 
scinding  the  order  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  not  in  order.  The  IDB  is  no¬ 
where  mentioned  in  the  bill.  The  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  IBRD  is  slight  in  section 
205.  We  have  done  this  only  to  make  a 
permissive  authority  available  if  there 
is  such  authority.  It  in  no  way  attempts 
to  deal  with  the  charter  or  the  power  of 
the  IBRD.  It  seems  to  me  that  a  reason¬ 
able  interpretation  of  the  restriction  is 
germaneness,  and  would  hold  that  this 
is  not  germane  in  the  Senate  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  may  I  be 
heard  on  the  point  of  order,  very  briefly. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  may  proceed. 
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Mr.  MORSE.  When  the  Chairman  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  had 
added  to  the  bill  the  entire  so-called 
multilateral  provisions  that  sought  to 
provide  for  part  of  the  aid  being  handled 
through  multilateral  bodies,  I  say  that 
the  International  Monetary  Agency  be¬ 
came  a  part  of  the  bill.  If  we  are  going 
to  start  doing  business  through  the  Sen¬ 
ate  in  connection  with  international 
monetary  groups,  we  have  the  right  to 
proceed  to  offer  amendments  in  respect 
thereto.  Now  we  have  this  organization 
in  the  bill,  with  the  Senate  having  gone 
on  record  in  the  statement,  so  where  are 
we  going  to  send  some  of  the  foreign  aid 
money  in  the  future?  If  this  procedure 
stands  up  in  final  passage  through  the 
international  bodies,  once  we  did  that, 
the  amendment  relating  to  those  inter¬ 
national  bodies  would  become  germane 
and,  in  my  judgment,  the  amendment  is 
germane. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  rules  that  the  Senator - 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  me  1  min¬ 
ute,  in  order  to  make  a  parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  If  I  can  recover  the 
remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  if  a 
motion  is  made  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
two  points,  does  that  dispose  of  both  it 
and  the  point  of  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct.  Tabling  takes  precedence  and 
is  not  debatable. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
what  was  the  Chair’s  ruling? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
point  of  order  has  been  made  and  the 
Chair  rules  that  the  point  of  order  is 
well  taken. 

The  pending  amendment  to  S.  1837  is 
out  of  order  because  it  brings  in  new  sub¬ 
ject  matter  not  in  order  under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  since  no 
amendment  that  is  not  germane  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said  bill  shall  be  re¬ 
ceived.  There  is  nothing  in  the  bill  re¬ 
lating  to  the  regulation  of  floating  new 
security  issues  by  the  International  Bank 
for  Reconstruction  and  Development  or 
in  the  Inter -American  Development 
Bank,  and  therefore  the  amendment  is 
out  of  order. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sorry  to  detain  the  Senate  so  long.  I 
had  intended  to  offer  another  amend¬ 
ment,  but  I  presume  that  I  shall  not  do 
so. 

Let  me  say  a  word  about  what  has 
been  stated  on  the  floor  with  respect  to 
our  problems  in  Asia. 

We  have  an  estimated  60,000  to  61,000 
Americans  in  Vietnam.  Anyone  who  is 
familiar  with  Saigon — and  I  have  walked 
every  street  in  that  man’s  town  several 
times — knows  that  other  than  Saigon, 
Vietnam  is  a  dismal  place.  I  know  the 
“up”  country  as  far  as  Hanoi  and  Hai¬ 
phong. 

In  Saigon,  a  man  there  can  find  movies 
to  see,  he  can  visit  the  PX’s,  the  USO, 


and  whatever  else  is  officially  offered. 
But,  in  the  jungle  countryside,  there  are 
no  such  diversions.  The  only  things 
marines  and  others  have  to  depend  upon 
are  the  instrumentalities  of  communica¬ 
tion  which  we  have  built  for  military  and 
civilian  purposes. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  fair  to  assume  that 
programs  can  be  relayed  from  Peking, 
China,  from  the  Island  of  Hainan,  in 
the  Gulf  of  Tonkin,  or  from  Hanoi,  and 
they  will  hear  them.  They  will  be  out 
there  at  night  in  probably  the  most  dis¬ 
mal  God-forsaken  place  that  a  human 
being  can  imagine.  It  is  quite  important 
what  those  boys  may  be  hearing  when 
they  turn  on  those  instrumentalities. 

Let  me  read  a  few  excerpts  from  an 
international  broadcast  which  came  out 
of  Peking,  a  broadcast  less  than  3  weeks 
old.  I  am  not  going  to  read  all  of  it, 
but  enough  at  least  to  make  the  point: 

The  Johnson  Administration’s  military 
venture  in  Vietnam  has  set  off  disputes  of 
unparalleled  intensity  within  the  ruling  cir¬ 
cles  in  the  United  States,  while  evoking 
strong  censure  among  the  people.  Repre¬ 
sentative  figures  of  the  U.S.  ruling  class, 
including  a  number  of  Congressmen,  have 
publicly  complained  that  Johnson’s  escala¬ 
tion  of  the  war  has  resulted  in  an  escalation 
of  reverses.  They  fear  Johnson’s  war  gamble 
might  bring  the  country  to  an  unprecedented 
disaster. 

Mr.  President,  that  broadcast  was 
taped  in  English  from  Peking,  and  it 
was  relayed.  Here  are  our  boys  out  there 
on  the  cold  ground  at  night,  or  on  the 
wet  muddy  soil  in  the  monsoon  season; 
and  when  there  is  nothing  else  to  engage 
their  attention,  they  can  still  catch  the 
shortwave  broadcasts. 

Reading  further: 

American  newspapers  and  journalists 
have  sounded  the  alarm  that  “the  Vietnam 
war  is  coming  to  Washington,”  and  “battle 
lines  are  already  forming  on  Capitol  Hill 
over  the  Vietnam  problem”  (Washington 
Evening  Star,  Jan.  2) ,  and  that  “some  of  his 
own  Democrats  in  the  Senate  opened  fire  on 
the  President”  and  “Mr.  Johnson  is  finding 
that  the  White  House  is  a  lonely  place.” 
(U.S.  News  &  World  Report,  Mar.  15.) 

I  read  only  a  little  more.  It  talks 
about  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
and  the  chairman.  I  had  forgotten 
whether  the  Senator  had  19  members 
on  his  committee. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Yes;  we  have  19, 
officially  and  technically. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Then  they  are  cor¬ 
rect.  Here  they  say: 

Of  the  19  members  of  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  11  are  against  the 
administration’s  present  policy  toward  Viet¬ 
nam. 

This  goes  on  to  say : 

Quite  a  number  of  important  Congressmen 
of  the  ruling  Democratic  Party  and  influen¬ 
tial  political  figures  and  newsmen  have 
joined  those  who  are  against  Johnson’s  Viet¬ 
nam  policy. 

It  names  Senators.  But  why  should 
I  go  on?  I  merely  conclude  by  saying 
that  everything  uttered  on  this  floor  is 
piped  from  Peiping,  and  the  island  of 
Hainan  and  from  Hanoi.  That  Is  what 
some  of  our  soldiers  are  hearing,  because 
there  is  nothing  else  to  turn  to.  That  is 
a  great  business — to  be  out  there,  12,000 


June  U,  1965 

miles  away  from  home,  and  then  to  won¬ 
der  whether  the  folks  at  home  appreciate 
the  sacrifice,  the  bilge  water,  the  sweat, 
and  the  stink  that  they  go  through  in  a 
tropical  country,  to  carry  the  flag  of  their 
country  and  to  create  a  bastion  for  free¬ 
dom  from  which  to  fight  to  retrieve  the 
independence  and  the  well-being  of  a 
little  country  to  whom  our  administra¬ 
tion,  when  Eisenhower  was  in  the  Presi¬ 
dency,  and  the  Kennedy  administration, 
and  the  Johnson  administration  have 
pledged  their  support. 

It  would  appear  to  me,  if  it  served  any 
purpose,  that  the  Senate  could  well  write 
into  the  bill  that  it  is  the  sense  of  Con¬ 
gress  or,  better  yet,  that  Congress  affirms 
and  reaffirms  its  support  of  the  Com¬ 
mander  in  Chief.  For  what  else  is  there 
to  do? 

I  shall  not  offer  the  amendment.  I 
merely  wish  to  go  on  record  for  myself  to 
say  that  I  am  going  to  hold  up  the  hand 
of  the  Commander  in  Chief  in  a  distres¬ 
sing  and  tragic  hour  in  the  history  of 
this  Republic,  when  we  do  not  know  for 
sure  what  the  ultimate  outcome  will  be. 

If  there  is  no  other  reason  for  muffled 
tongues  and  disciplined  talk  and  spiritual 
restraint  in  this  deliberative  body  then 
perhaps  the  thought  of  those  who  are 
giving  their  all  on  the  altar  of  their 
country  would  be  a  restraint. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  What  is  before  the 
Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  5  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore.] 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  earlier  to¬ 
day  the  Senate  adopted  an  amendment, 
offered  by  the  distinguished  and  able 
senior  Senator  from  Iowa,  without  a 
record  vote  and  after  very  little  debate. 

I  had  intended  to  enter  objection  to 
the  amendment.  I  have  spoken  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee.  Unfortunately  he  had  to  have 
lunch  between  2:30  and  3,  and  through 
a  series  of  circumstances  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  brought  up  while  both  the 
junior  Senator  from  Arkansas  and  the 
senior  Senator  from  Tennessee  were 
away  from  the  Chamber.  I  am  sure 
that  the  amendment  goes  considerably 
farther  than  the  distinguished  author 
had  intended.  It  undertakes  to  prohibit 
the  guarantee  of  investments  by  the  U.S. 
Government  in  certain  instances.  It 
has  a  good  deal  of  merit  in  its  thrust, 
but  actually  the  result,  if  enacted,  would 
be  to  undertake  by  denial  of  a  guarantee 
to  U.S.  investors,  the  imposition  of  an 
obligation  on  foreign  governments,  in 
behalf  of  foreign  corporations,  rights 
which  our  own  Constitution  prohibits 
our  own  Government  to  grant  to  its  own 
citizens. 

I  am  sure  it  goes  entirely  too  far. 
Moreover,  the  guarantee  of  investment 
by  the  U.S.  Government  goes  only  to 
U.S.  business  enterprises.  This  would 
give  an  unfair  advantage  to  foreign  cor¬ 
porations  over  U.S.  concerns. 
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I  do  not  wish  at  this  late  hour  to  dis¬ 
cuss  this  matter  in  detail.  It  would  take 
a  considerable  length  of  time.  It  is  a 
very  involved  subject. 

I  hope  that  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  and  the  author 
of  the  amendment  will  indicate  how 
seriously  this  amendment  is  to  be  pressed 
in  conference.  If  it  is  to  be  seriously 
advanced,  I  must  ask  for  a  reconsidera¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mi'.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  has 
related  accurately  what  happened.  I  re¬ 
gret  that  I  was  not  present.  I  had  in¬ 
tended  to  give  notice  to  the  Senator.  It 
was  lunch  time,  and  I  forgot  about  it. 

It  also  came  up  while  I  was  away  from 
the  floor,  and  no  one  else  knew  about  our 
understanding. 

I  feel  some  responsibility  for  it.  It  is 
a  very  complicated  subject.  It  grows 
out  of  a  difficult  situation  in  Africa,  al¬ 
though  this  is  a  generalized  statement, 
and  does  not  specifically  name  the  coun¬ 
try. 

I  have  read  the  memorandum  which 
the  Senator  has  received  from  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  It  is  very  critical  of  some 
aspects  of  the  amendment,  although  the 
views  are  sympathetic  with  the  amend¬ 
ment’s  objectives.  So  am  I  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Senator  is  also.  We  have  not 
had  the  amendment  before  the  commit¬ 
tee.  I  think  it  requires  further  refine¬ 
ment.  All  I  can  say  is  that  if  the  Sena¬ 
tor  will  leave  it  in  I  will  give  the  adminis¬ 
tration  and  also  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  every  opportunity  to  discuss  it. 

I  am  not  committed  to  it.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  my  present  feeling  is  that  it  goes 
too  far.  It  certainly  should  be  closely 
scrutinized.  I  doubt  not  that  the  House 
will  insist  that  it  be  closely  scrutinized. 
We  could  remedy  the  situation  by  de¬ 
lection  or  by  correction  in  conference. 

Mr.  GORE.  What  the  Senator  has 
said  is  very  encouraging.  As  the  Sena¬ 
tor  says,  it  arises  out  of  an  occurrence  in 
a  country  in  Africa.  I  became  aware  of 
the  circumstances  as  chairman  of  the 
African  Subcommittee.  The  country  is 
Guinea,  As  I  understand  the  amend¬ 
ment,  it  do  not  seek  to  deal  with  what 
has  been  done. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  No,  that  is  not  in¬ 
tended.  I  do  not  believe  the  amendment 
does  that. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  does  not  deal  ex  post 
facto.  The  guarantee  has  been  made  in 
this  case. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  arises  out  of 
that  situation. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  senior  Senator  from 
Iowa  offered  the  amendment  to  deal  with 
future  situations. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 


into  thoroughly.  The  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  is  a  cosponsor 
of  it.  He  is  perhaps  even  more  inter¬ 
ested  in  it  than  I  am.  He  is  not  on  the 
floor  now.  He  was  here  a  moment  ago. 
I  had  hoped  that  he  would  participate  in 
this  colloquy  and  agree  with  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  discussed  it  with 
him.  I  am  sure  I  speak  for  him  when  I 
say  that  he  does  agree. 

Mr.  GORE.  I,  too,  have  discussed  it 
with  him. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  A  case  did 
arise  in  Guinea.  The  American  com¬ 
pany  obtained  a  concession  in  Guinea. 
This  is  its  claim  in  relation  to  the  con¬ 
sortium.  The  company  claimed  that  it 
spent  some  $25  million  in  a  bauxite  con¬ 
cession.  Suddenly  the  Government  of 
Guninea  cancelled  the  consortium.  A 
short  time  ago  the  AID  Director  proposed 
to  give  an  investment  guarantee  to  a 
comparatively  small  company  in  this 
country  under  a  new  development  con¬ 
tract  with  Guinea  without  Guinea  hav¬ 
ing  settled  for  the  expropriation  or  con¬ 
fiscation  of  the  American  property  that 
had  been  invested  in  this  venture. 

I  do  not  know  the  righteousness  of  the 
cause.  I  tried  to  make  that  statement 
earlier  today.  I  think  it  is  important. 
We  should  look  into  it.  I  agree  that  we 
should  examine  it  carefully.  We  should 
examine  it  sincerely,  leading  up  to  a  con¬ 
ference.  I  have  no  more  pride  of  au¬ 
thorship  on  the  question  than  has  the 
Senator  from  Alabama.  We  collabo¬ 
rated  in  filling  the  amendment  with  the 
understanding  that  we  would  look  into  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  With  those  understand¬ 
ings,  I  shall  not  press  the  motion  for  re¬ 
consideration. 

Mr.  President,  I  asked  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  a  statement  in  respect  to  the 
amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  of  Senator  Gore 

The  amendment  proposed  to  be  offered  by 
Senator  Hickenlooper  to  section  620(e)  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  should  be  resisted 
on  the  following  grounds: 

(1)  The  amendment,  by  prohibiting  new 
investment  guaranties  to  U.S.  investors  in 
countries  where  assistance  has  been  termi¬ 
nated  under  section  620(e),  could  be  con¬ 
trary  to  the  interests  of  the  U.S.  business 
community  and  to  the  national  interests  of 
the  United  States.  It  is  not  necessarily  in 
the  U.S.  interest  to  terminate  private  U.S. 
investment  in  projects  unrelated  to  the  ex¬ 
propriation. 

(2)  The  amendment  would  indicate  as  the 
acceptable  forms  of  arbitration  as  being  sub¬ 
stantively  equivalent  to  the  arbitration  pro¬ 
cedures  recently  proposed  by  the  World  Bank. 
This  could  introduce  an  unwarranted  rigid¬ 
ity  into  the  law.  The  World  Bank  procedures 
are  new  and  many  countries  have  some  prob¬ 
lems  with  this  procedure  Many  U.S.  private 
investors  have  agreements  with  foreign  gov¬ 
ernments  which  call  for  arbitration.  These 
agreements  should  be  respected.  It  would 
not  engender  respect  for  international  law 
or  for  the  sanctity  of  contracts  if  a  foreign 
government  were  threatened  with  a  termina¬ 
tion  of  aid  if  it  sought  to  invoke  an  arbitra¬ 
tion  clause  to  which  the  other  party — the 
U.S.  investor — had  agreed. 

(3)  The  amendment  extends  the  Hicken¬ 
looper  amendment  beyond  the  requirements 
of  international  law.  If  a  foreign  govern¬ 
ment  expropriates  U.S. -owned  property  and 
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the  original  owner  of  the  property  has  a 
claim  for  compensation  against  the  govern¬ 
ment,  the  amendment  prohibits  the  issuance 
of  a  guaranty  to  a  subsequent  U.S.  investor 
in  the  project  to  which  the  property  relates, 
even  if  the  foreign  government  were  fully 
complying  with  its  responsibilities  toward 
the  first  owner  under  international  law. 
Thus  if  a  government  exercises  its  eminent 
domain  authority  and  seizes  a  piece  of  prop¬ 
erty,  an  investment  guaranty  could  not  be 
issued  to  another  investor  in  the  project 
while  compensation  of  the  first  owner  was 
still  the  subject  of  negotiation  or  was  in 
litigation.  This  change  represents  an  ex¬ 
tension  of  section  620(e),  which  requires  the 
termination  of  assistance  only  if  the  foreign 
government  fails  to  live  up  to  its  responsi¬ 
bilities  to  the  U.S.  owner  under  international 
law.  Such  an  extension  would  breed  con¬ 
tempt  rather  than  respect  for  the  rights  of 
U.S.  investors  under  international  law. 

(4)  The  amendment  would  place  the 
United  States  in  the  position  of  requiring 
foreign  governments  to  give  U.S.  investors 
remedies  which  the  Constitution  prohibits 
the  U.S.  Government  from  granting  to  its 
own  citizens. 

Under  the  amendment,  no  new  guarantees 
could  be  issued  or  aid  given  for  a  project 
unless  the  property  seized  were  “restored  to 
the  original  claimant”.  Such  a  provision, 
if  directed  against  the  States  of  the  United 
States — and  possibly  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment — would  be  unconstitutional.  In  Gal¬ 
veston  Wharf  Co.  v.  Galveston ,  the  Supreme 
Court  refused  to  give  effect  to  an  agreement 
exempting  property  from  the  eminent  do¬ 
main  power  on  the  grounds  that  such  power 
was  an  essential  attribute  of  sovereignty  of 
which  a  government  cannot  divest  itself. 

Even  without  the  constitutional  problem, 
the  provision  would,  if  applied  in  the  United 
States,  run  against  the  restrictive  policy  of 
courts  in  permitting  suits  for  specific  per¬ 
formance  against  the  United  States.  In 
Larson  v.  Domestic  &  Foreign  Corp.  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  stated  the  reasons  for  this 
policy:  “The  Government,  as  representative 
of  the  community  as  a  whole,  cannot  be 
stopped  in  its  tracks  by  any  plaintiff  who 
presents  a  disputed  question  of  property  or 
contract  right.” 

(5)  The  amendment  to  section  620(e)  (1) 
will  trap  unwary  U.S.  investors.  By  its  na¬ 
ture,  an  investment  guarantee  cannot  be  is¬ 
sued  until  the  details  of  the  investment 
are  determined.  But,  by  the  time  that  the 
details  are  firm,  the  U.S.  investor  may  be 
committed  and  he  relies  upon  the  invest¬ 
ment  guarantee  to  protect  him  as  soon  as  it  is 
finally  negotiated.  This  new  amendment  to 
section  620(e)  (1)  will  leave  such  an  investor 
entirely  unprotected  if  any  expropriation  oc¬ 
curs  in  the  country — even  if  the  expropri¬ 
ation  is  entirely  unrelated  in  any  way  to 
the  investor’s  project. 

(6)  The  amendment  adding  section  620 
(e)(1)  requires  the  U.S.  Government  to 
judge  whether  or  not  a  claim  is  bona  fide 
without  having  the  parties  before  it.  That 
is  what  arbitration  or  other  procedures  is 
for.  Foreign  governments  will  not  present 
their  case  before  the  Department  of  State 
to  ascertain  whether  or  not  a  claimant  has 
a  bona  fide  claim  (and  the  United  States 
would  not  do  the  same  if  positions  were 
reversed).  Therefore,  an  impartial  judg¬ 
ment  upon  the  validity  of  the  claim  is  diffi¬ 
cult — if  not  impossible  in  ex  parte  proceed¬ 
ings. 

(7)  The  impact  of  the  new  section  620 
(e)(3)  will  be  felt  only  by  U.S.  investors 
because  U.S.  investors  are  the  only  ones 
who  may  receive  investment  guarantees.  The 
amendment  would  not  discourage  foreign 
corporations  from  succeeding  to  concessions 
formerly  held  by  U.S.  investors.  Further¬ 
more,  the  amendment  would  allow  foreign 
corporations  (often  free  of  U.S.  taxes)  to 
place  roadblocks  in  the  way  of  American 


Mr.  GORE.  May  I  inquire  if  this 
colloquy  is  agreeable  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Iowa? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  The  colloquy 
is  satisfactory  to  me.  I  tried  to  make  it 
clear  at  the  time  of  the  presentation  of 
the  amendment.  I  do  not  agree  that  the 
amendment  goes  too  far.  I  must  dis¬ 
agree  with  that  statement.  I  do  agree 
that  the  amendment  should  be  looked 
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citizens’  investments.  It  is  difficult  to  per¬ 
ceive  how  U.S.  policy  is  served  by  alluring 
others  to  block  U.S.  investment. 

(8)  The  automatic  prohibition  of  the 
added  provision  to  section  620(e)  is  too 
harsh.  A  corporation  beneficially  owned  by 
U.S.  citizens  may  have  a  minor  but  bona  fide 
claim  against  a  country  for  damages  arising 
out  of  a  properly  nullified  contract  with  a 
foreign  country.  This  amendment  would 
hinder  investment  by  U.S.  citizens  in  such 
a  situation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
is  no  further  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass? 

Mr.  FULB  RIGHT.  Mr.  President,  on 
the  bill  I  yield  17  minutes  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I 
share  the  concern  which  has  been  so  well 
expressed,  both  in  the  Senate  and  else¬ 
where,  with  the  apparent  indirection  of 
the  foreign  aid  program. 

It  is  generally  recognized  that  there 
is  a  need  for  a  foreign  aid  program,  but 
it  should  be  one  of  limited  scope  and  over 
which  Congress  exercises  a  degree  of 
control  which  is  lacking  at  the  present 
time.  The  size  and  complexity  of  the 
foreign  aid  program  is  now  such  that 
it  virtually  defies  the  congressional  and 
administrative  safeguards  which  would 
be  necessary  to  give  it  a  pattern  and 
make  it  successful. 

There  is  much  in  the  pending  bill  with 
which  I  find  myself  in  direct  opposition, 
both  as  to  the  basic  idea  underlying  the 
program  and  the  performance  with 
which  it  has  been  administered.  I  have 
long  held  the  view  that  our  foreign  aid 
program  is  both  improperly  conceived 
and  inefficiently  implemented. 

For  example,  in  fiscal  year  1965,  the 
United  States  has  been  disbursing  some 
type  of  foreign  aid  in  99  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  and  8  territories.  By  resorting  to  a 
method  of  deobligating  or  reobligating 
previously  obligated  funds,  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  has  had,  during  the  present 
fiscal  year,  unliquidated  funds  both  old 
and  new,  totaling  $11,027  million.  These 
are  funds  which  can  be  committed  and 
disbursed  this  fiscal  year  for  a  multitude 
of  purposes  under  innumerable  programs. 

Since  the  end  of  World  War  n,  Amer¬ 
ican  aid  has  gone  to  at  least  110  coun¬ 
tries.  The  hard-pressed  American  tax¬ 
payer  has  provided,  during  that  period 
of  time,  approximately  $136  billion  to 
send  to  foreign  countries,  including  the 
interest  which  has  to  be  paid  by  the 
United  States  on  the  borrowed  funds. 
The  enormity  of  this  program  staggers 
the  imagination. 

Foreign  aid  began  as  an  effort  on  the 
part  of  the  people  of  the  United  States 
to  help  other  countries  help  themselves. 
It  has  since  lost  all  sense  of  proportion 
and  bears  not  the  faintest  resemblance 
to  its  meager  beginning.  There  is  every 
reason  to  question  the  effectiveness  of 
the  program.  It  is  true  that  the  aid  was 


invaluable  in  assisting  the  Western  Eu¬ 
ropean  countries  to  get  back  on  their 
feet.  This  could  have  been  done  with  a 
minute  portion  of  the  $136  billion  which 
has  been  spent.  The  remainder  of  the 
money  has  been  of  questionable  value  in¬ 
sofar  as  protecting  the  free  world  from 
the  enroachments  of  communism. 
Rather  than  having  won  new  friends,  the 
United  States  finds  itself  maligned  and 
attacked  in  many  quarters  of  the  world. 

Unfortunately,  it  has  become  a  com¬ 
mon  occurrence  for  the  United  States’ 
maintained  and  operated  libraries  or 
embassies  to  be  stoned,  sacked,  or 
burned,  in  foreign  countries.  This  has 
occurred  in  countries  which  have  been 
the  recipient  of  generous  amounts  of 
U.S.  taxpayers’  money.  Instances  such 
as  these  have  convinced  the  American 
public  of  the  futility  of  the  constant  at¬ 
tempts  to  buy  friends  with  aid  dollars. 

Not  only  has  the  stated  purpose  of  the 
foreign  aid  program  failed  to  material¬ 
ize,  but  there  have  been  further  disas¬ 
trous  results  directly  flowing  from  the 
disbursement  of  such  enormous  amounts 
of  aid  money.  No  one  will  question  the 
fact  that  the  adverse  balance-of -pay¬ 
ments  situation  can  be  substantially  at¬ 
tributed  to  the  outlay  of  foreign  aid.  It 
would  have  been  considerably  worse  had 
not  the  development  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  been  tied  to  85  percent  American 
purchases.  Even  with  these  restrictions, 
however,  such  enormous  outlays  of  for¬ 
eign  aid  have  had  a  telling  adverse  im¬ 
pact  on  the  balance  of  payments.  This 
one  factor  alone  should  be  enough  to 
cause  an  immediate  reevaluation  of  the 
foreign  aid  policy. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  the  duty  and  the 
responsibility  of  Congress  to  establish 
clear  policy  guidelines  for  the  extension 
of  American  foreign  aid  to  foreign 
countries.  In  this  responsibility,  Con¬ 
gress  has  failed.  It  is  constantly  as¬ 
serted  that  the  conduct  of  foreign  rela¬ 
tions  lies  within  the  sole  purview  of  the 
President  and  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government.  To  a  considerable  ex¬ 
tent,  this  is  true;  however,  the  Consti¬ 
tution  assigns  to  the  Congress  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  authorizing  and  appro¬ 
priating  funds  from  the  Treasury  of  -the. 
United  States.  Thus,  we  have  a  dual 
responsibility  of  the  legislative  branch 
and  the  executive  branch,  in  connection 
with  foreign  aid,  and  it  is  past  time  that 
Congress  asserted  its  authority  to  the 
maximum.  Congress  cannot  continue  to 
give  the  executive  branch  a  blank  check 
and  presume  to  be  discharging  its  duties 
and  responsibilities  under  the  Constitu¬ 
tion. 

The  aid  program  has  reached  the  point 
where  recipient  nations  all  too  often 
consider  it  the  moral  and  legal  duty  of 
the  United  States  and  other  developed 
nations  to  furnish  them  aid.  This  atti¬ 
tude  should  be  dispelled.  The  United 
States  owes  no  moral  obligations  to  fur¬ 
nish  aid  to  developing  nations.  The  re¬ 
cipient  countries  are  privileged  to  receive 
aid  only  to  the  extent  that  the  U.S. 
Congress  determines  it  necessary,  and 
they  do  not  receive  such  aid  as  a  right 
to  which  they  are  unconditionally  en¬ 
titled. 

Positive  guidelines  and  standards 
should  be  set  by  Congress,  and  the  lack 
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of  these  is  the  fault  of  Congress.  The 
failure  of  foreign  aid  to  return  to  the 
American  people  results  commensurate 
with  the  expenditures  involved  is  largely 
attributable  to  congressional  laxity. 

It  is  somewhat  encouraging  to  note 
that  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
has  reported  S.  1837  with  the  under¬ 
stand  that  at  the  end  of  2  years,  the 
program  in  its  present  form  will  be  term¬ 
inated.  This  is  long  overdue  and  en¬ 
thusiastically  welcomed.  Nevertheless, 
it  is  necesary  to  raise  some  danger  sig¬ 
nal  as  to  the  future  direction  of  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program. 

The  tendency  in  recent  years  has  been 
toward  a  shift  from  the  bilateral  ap¬ 
proach  to  a  multilateral  approach.  This 
causes  me  a  great  deal  of  concern,  be¬ 
cause  I  think  that  it  would  be  a  step 
backward  rather  than  a  progressive  step 
into  the  future. 

Some  improvements  have  been 
brought  about  in  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram,  particularly  in  recent  years,  in  the 
way  of  policy  guidelines  and  standards. 
These  have  invariably  been  the  result  of 
congressional  action  and  most,  if  not  all 
of  them,  have  been  vigorously  opposed 
by  administration  spokesmen. 

The  adoption  of  a  multilateral  ap¬ 
proach  in  the  foreign  aid  program  would 
mean  the  circumvention  of  the  carefully 
considered  congressional  controls  and 
limitations  which  are  now  contained  in 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act.  The  limita¬ 
tions  which  I  have  in  mind  are,  among 
others:  the  Hickenlooper  amendment, 
which  has  proved  to  be  a  successful  de¬ 
terrent  to  expropriation  of  U.S.  prop¬ 
erty  in  foreign  countries;  the  safeguards 
calling  for  85  percent  American  pur¬ 
chases  under  the  Development  Loan 
Fund ;  the  restrictions  calling  for  the  use 
of  American  ships;  the  restrictions  on 
aid  to  Cuba,  Poland,  Yugoslavia,  the 
United  Arab  Republic,  Indonesia,  and 
other  countries;  the  restrictions  on  giv¬ 
ing  aid  to  other  countries  shipping  goods 
to  Cuba;  the  restrictions  on  aiding  busi¬ 
nesses  abroad  that  ship  goods  into  the 
United  States  in  direct  competition  with 
our  own  businesses;  and  the  restrictions 
preventing  aid  to  economically  devel¬ 
oped  countries. 

All  of  these  controls  and  limitations 
would  be  bypassed  to  the  extent  that  a 
multilateral  approach  to  foreign  aid  is 
substituted  for  the  present  bilateral  ap¬ 
proach.  The  Congress  of  the  United 
States  would  no  longer  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  investigate  individual  grants 
of  loans,  or  to  have  an  effective  voice  in 
the  expenditure  of  American  taxpayers’ 
funds.  In  fact,  no  branch  of  the  U.S. 
Government  would  have  the  opportunity 
to  oversee  the  use  of  taxpayers’  money. 

One  of  the  primary  arguments  ad¬ 
vanced  in  favor  of  the  multilateral  ap¬ 
proach  is  that  it  would  prevent  the  re¬ 
sentment  and  hostility  among  the  people 
assisted  which  is  so  prevalent  at  the 
present  time  under  the  bilateral  foreign 
aid  program.  I  fail  to  see  where  the 
adoption  of  a  multilateral  program  would 
remedy  this  situation.  Perhaps  it  would 
be  better  to  withhold  the  aid  from  the 
countries  which  display  such  a  distrust 
of  our  intentions. 
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If  the  United  States  is  to  continue 
assisting  undeveloped  nations  and  na¬ 
tions  which  need  our  financial  assist¬ 
ance,  then  I  believe  it  is  much  better  to 
do  it  directly  rather  than  circuitously 
through  a  multilateral  agreement. 

By  directly  granting  aid,  the  United 
States  can  pinpoint  the  recipients  and 
receive  whatever  amount  of  credit  is 
forthcoming  from  the  recipient  country. 

I  regret  that  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening]  was  defeated.  This 
amendment  would  have  removed  the 
policy  statement  calling  for  increased 
'  multilateral  endeavors  in  foreign  aid  in 
the  future,  as  well  as  eliminating  the 
increased  amount  of  development  loan 
funds  to  be  funneled  through  the  In¬ 
ternational  Development  Association,  the 
International  Bank  for  Reconstruction 
and  Development,  and  the  International 
Financial  Corporation.  I  was  very  happy 
to  support  this  amendment,  and  I  con¬ 
sider  it  crucial  to  the  pending  bill. 

I  think  that  it  would  be  a  mistake  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  to  adopt  a 
multilateral  approach  to  foreign  aid.  I 
am  in  hopes  that  the  reevaluation  of  the 
program  called  for  in  the  present  bill 
will  not  suggest  such  an  approach. 

Mr.  President,  the  United  States  has, 
over  the  years,  been  more  than  generous 
to  the  peoples  of  the  world.  Our  money 
has  been  instrumental  in  rebuilding 
Western  Europe  after  the  Second  World 
War  and  in  assisting  the  development  of 
the  so-called  newly  emerging  nations. 
It  is  long  past  time  that  Congress  show 
the  same  amount  of  generosity  and 
thoughtfulness  to  the  American  taxpayer 
that  has  so  consistently  been  shown  to 
the  other  peoples  of  the  world. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  3  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  3  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Oregon  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  sorry  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  has  left 
the  Chamber.  I  assure  the  Senator  I 
shall  tell  him  personally  what  I  shall  now 
say  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  shall 
not  take  any  great  length  of  time  to  an¬ 
swer  him  now;  I  shall  answer  him  after 
the  vote  on  the  bill. 

I  am  exceedingly  sorry  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  did  not  see  fit  to  offer 
the  amendment  that  he  thought  about 
offering  calling  for  an  additional  vote 
of  confidence  being  written  in  the  bill 
for  the  U.S.  undeclared  war  in  Asia. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  that  I  shall  never  be  a  party  to  the 
Communist  technique  which,  in  my 
judgment,  would  be  the  very  proposal 
that  the  Senator  apparently  was  speak¬ 
ing  in  support  of  when  he  was  appar¬ 
ently  protesting  protests  in  the  United 
States  against  a  Government  policy. 

Short  of  a  declaration  of  war,  here  is 
one  U.S.  Senator  who  will  continue 
protesting  the  killing  of  American 
boys  in  an  undeclared  war  in  Asia.  I 
have  the  same  concern  for  those  boys  as 
'has  the  Senator  from  Illinois.  We 
should  either  proceed  to  get  this  war  on 
a  legal  basis  or  we  should  bring  those 
boys  into  a  situation  where  others  will 


be  over  there  joining  them  in  helping  to 
keep  the  peace  in  Asia  rather  than  mak¬ 
ing  war. 

But,  before  the  vote  is  cast  on  the  bill, 
I  wish  to  protest  the  rising  tide  within 
this  administration  that  apparently  de¬ 
sires  to  impose  a  censorship  and  a  muz- 
zlement  on  the  news  as  to  what  the  ad¬ 
ministration  is  up  to  in  regard  to 
conducting  this  shocking  war  in  Asia.  I 
completely  repudiate  every  implication 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  in  regard  to 
his  apparently  taking  exception  to  those 
of  us  who  protest.  He  will  hear  more 
protests  from  more  people  in  this  coun¬ 
try  if  the  Johnson  administration  con¬ 
tinues  to  march  down  the  road  toward 
what,  by  1968,  will  be  its  complete  repu¬ 
diation  by  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
the  American  people. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
California. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  the 
American  people  are  the  most  generous 
people  on  the  face  of  trhe  globe.  But 
neither  their  patience  nor  their  re¬ 
sources  are  endless.  Constituents  during 
my  campaign  told  me  in  no  uncertain 
terms  that  they  were  tired  of  carrying 
the  burdens  of  the  world.  This  was  par¬ 
ticularly  true  when  repeatedly  the  gen¬ 
erous  funds  that  flowed  from  our  shores 
only  resulted  in  daily  newspaper  reports 
of  abusive  remarks  and  belligerent  dem¬ 
onstrations  against  the  American  peo¬ 
ple. 

I  told  my  constituents  that  I  believed 
that  the  foreign  aid  program  should  be 
substantially  reduced.  Time  and  time 
again  blue  ribbon  committees  of  the 
Congress  have  disclosed  widespread 
waste  in  the  foreign  aid  program.  I  do 
not  feel  that  substantial  reductions  were 
realized. 

I  am,  however,  not  opposed  to  foreign 
aid.  The  original  purpose  of  the  foreign 
aid  program  to  rescue  those  nations  from 
the  destruction  and  despair  of  the  after- 
math  of  World  War  n  and  place  them 
on  a  strong  economic  footing  was  most 
meritorious.  In  many  cases  the  record 
shows  the  results  of  our  efforts  were  re¬ 
markably  successful.  Although  in  pass¬ 
ing,  I  would  like  to  say  that  the  memory 
of  some  of  the  recipients  of  U.S.  as¬ 
sistance  has  been  all  too  short.  For 
even  in  these  perilous  times,  some  coun¬ 
tries  seem  to  delight  in  magnifying  the 
difficulties  of  our  country.  It  is  clear, 
however,  that  the  original  purpose  of  the 
foreign  aid  program  has  generally  been 
realized.  Europe  enjoys  unprecedented 
prosperity.  Japan’s  recovery  has  been 
remarkable.  If  we  were  to  continue  the 
foreign  assistance  program,  it  seems  im¬ 
perative  to  me  that  those  nations  which 
now  are  prosperous  should  also  extend  a 
helping  hand  to  the  other  nations  of  the 
world.  We  cannot  do  it  alone,  and  yet 
that  is  the  case  today. 

Mr.  President,  like  the  chan-man  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  I  would 
have  hoped  that  the  military  and  eco¬ 
nomic  provisions  of  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  would  have  been  separated.  In 
today’s  troubled  times,  I  realize  that  mili¬ 
tary  support  is  vital  and  I  strongly  sup¬ 


port  this  segment  of  the  foreign  aid 
program. 

An  added  reason  for  my  opposition  is 
the  provision  extending  the  foreign  aid 
program  for  a  period  of  2  years.  Since 
first  coming  to  Washington,  I  have  ob¬ 
served  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  Congress 
to  abdicate  its  responsibilities  to  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch.  Most  of  the  desirable 
policy  changes  have  resulted  from  con¬ 
gressional  action.  The  important  so- 
called  Hickenlooper  amendment  comes 
readily  to  mind.  Where  in  today’s  world, 
events  happen  so  rapidly,  I  strongly  feel 
that,  the  Congress  should  retain  its  an¬ 
nual  review  of  the  foreign  aid  program. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  those  in  this 
Chamber  who  are  most  alarmed  with  the 
rising  national  debt  and  with  our  persist¬ 
ent  balance-of-payments  problem.  The 
foreign  aid  program  certainly  contributes 
to  these  pressing  problems. 

The  Congress  has  made  changes  in  the 
foreign  aid  program  with  which  I  am  in 
complete  agreement.  I  am  most  pleased 
that  it  was  decided  to  terminate  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  as  it  is  presently  con¬ 
stituted  at  the  end  of  2  years.  There¬ 
after  the  Congress,  after  receiving  the 
recommendations  of  the  named  commit¬ 
tee,  will  be  able  to  reshape  a  program 
that  will  more  realistically  reflect  the 
needs  of  our  Nation  and  the  needs  of 
other  nations. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  have  liked  to 
have  been  able  to  support  this  program. 
If  some  of  the  defects  had  been  corrected, 
I  would  have  done  so.  I  am  hopeful  that 
the  special  committee  established  by  this 
bill  will  make  recommendations  that  will 
enable  me  to  support  the  bill  in  the  fu¬ 
ture.  Consistent  with  my  campaign 
pledge  and  the  dictates  of  my  conscience, 
I  cannot  support  the  measure  in  its  pres¬ 
ent  form. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  2  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  2  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  wish  to  direct  a  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  chairman  with  regard  to  sec¬ 
tion  214  (c)  of  the  bill,  which  authorizes 
the  sum  of  $9  million  to  be  used  for 
financial  assistance  to  hospitals  and 
schools  overseas.  I  understand  that  AID 
in  its  presention  to  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  indicated  various  institutions 
which  have  made  applications  for  funds 
under  this  section,  but  that  AID  had 
indicated  that  applications  would  be  con¬ 
sidered  on  their  merits  before  approval. 
I  have  received  inquiries  chiefly  from 
Methodists  in  this  country  regarding  the 
application  of  Ludhiana  Christian  Med¬ 
ical  College  and  Hospital  in  Kooth, 
India,  for  $450,000.  I  have  consulted 
with  officials  of  AID  and  I  am  informed 
that  the  application  will  be  considered 
on  its  merits  for  the  approval  of  funds. 

Ludhiana  Christian  Medical  College 
is  located  in  one  of  India’s  fastest  grow¬ 
ing  industrial  centers.  The  Ludhiana 
hospital-school  is  known  throughout  that 
country  as  one  of  its  finest  institutions, 
and  its  service,  which  is  associated  with 
America,  has  won  many  friends  in  India 
for  our  people.  Those  able  to  pay  seek 
care  at  Ludhiana  because  of  its  outstand- 
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ing  service,  while  the  poor  come  in  large 
numbers,  knowing  they  will  not  be 
turned  away  if  they  cannot  afford  the 
fees. 

An  outstanding  teaching  staff  lectures 
and  demonstrates  the  latest  medical 
knowledge  to  over  200  medical  and  184 
nursing  students  in  this  hospital-school. 
Ludhiana  has  been  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  sources  for  teaching  staffs  of  the 
65  new  medical  schools  that  have  been 
built  in  India  since  1947.  As  the  only 
medical  school  in  the  country  which 
offers  a  rural  and  community  health  pro¬ 
gram,  it  performs  a  vital  service  in  a  land 
desperately  in  need  of  rural  health  serv¬ 
ices.  At  present  there  is  one  doctor  for 
every  6,000  people  in  India;  only  15  per¬ 
cent  of  these  physicians  practice  in  the 
rural  areas — where  85  percent  of  the 
population  live. 

All  but  6  percent  of  the  Ludhiana  hos¬ 
pital’s  beds  are  in  wards,  and  only  45 
percent  of  the  ward  patients  are  able  to 
pay  the  daily  fee  of  $2.70.  But  no 
patient  is  refused  emergency  treatment 
or  hospitalization  because  of  his  eco¬ 
nomic  or  social  status,  his  race  or  re¬ 
ligion.  The  staff  and  graduates  of  Lud¬ 
hiana  are  also  known  for  their  profound 
commitment  to  improvement  of  preven¬ 
tive  medicine  in  India.  Ten  physicians 
answered  the  Minister  of  Health’s  call 
last  year  for  members  of  the  profession 
to  fill  positions  in  leprosy  communities — 
all  were  graduates  either  of  the  Lud¬ 
hiana  Christian  Medical  College  or  the 
Vellore  Christian  Medical  College. 

Hundreds  of  people  have  helped  create 
this  spirit  of  dedication,  but  I  think  it 
fair  to  say  that  much  of  the  inspiration 
and  support  of  Ludhiana’s  high-quality 
service  is  due  to  the  efforts  of  a  Ken¬ 
tuckian,  Bishop  J.  W.  Pickett.  Often 
called  the  best  known  medico  in  the 
land,  Bishop  Pickett  was  a  close  personal 
friend  of  both  Nehru  and  Gandhi,  and 
these  two  great  leaders  thought  highly 
of  his  work  at  Ludhiana. 

The  supporters,  staff,  patients,  and 
board  of  governors  of  Ludhiana  are 
widely  representative  of  different  na¬ 
tionalities  and  faiths.  While  the  insti¬ 
tution  is  associated  with  Christian  prin¬ 
ciples  in  name  and  practice,  it  is  truly 
interdenominational,  being  staffed  and 
administered  by  followers  of  all  the 
world’s  great  religions  and  of  many  sects. 
The  hospital  and  medical  college’s  finan¬ 
cial  support  comes  primarily  from  inter¬ 
national  and  domestic  contributions,  28 
percent  of  which  are  American. 

Since  1957,  Ludhiana  has  been  up¬ 
graded  academically  and  professionally, 
but  its  facilities  and  equipment  remain 
for  the  most  part  pitifully  inadequate 
and  substandard.  Some  of  the  buildings 
are  near  collapse,  and  wasteful  stop-gap 
repair  work  has  been  necessary  in  lieu 
of  sufficient  funds  to  continue  the  insti¬ 
tution’s  $9  million  construction  program. 
I  hope  that  the  application  for  funds  for 
construction  of  a  new  wing  by  the  Lud¬ 
hiana  Christian  Medical  College  and 
Hospital  will  be  approved  by  AID. 

I  should  ask  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  the  Senator  in 
charge  of  the  bill,  for  an  interpretation 
of  section  214(c).  Is  it  his  view,  assum¬ 
ing  that  Ludhiana  Christian  Medical 


College  can  convince  AID  of  the  merits 
of  the  application,  which  I  believe  it  can 
do,  that  it  will  be  eligible  for  approval 
and  for  allocation  of  the  $450,000  or 
such  sum  as  AID  might  find  adequate? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  They  certainly 
might  apply.  I  believe  the  Senator  said 
they  had  applied.  The  application  will 
be  examined  on  its  merits,  even  as  to 
the  $2  million  that  was  added  that  is 
not  earmarked  for  the  projects  which 
were  suggested.  It  is  more,  I  believe, 
than  even  they  might  require. 

But  the  college  will  have  a  fair  op¬ 
portunity  to  make  its  case  on  the  merits. 
If  it  does  so,  I  see  no  reason  why  the 
college  would  not  be  eligible. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  one  additional 
question? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  permit  me  to  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  the  pasage  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  pasage  of  the  bill. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  part  IV 
of  the  bill  before  us  would  terminate  the 
present  Foreign  Assistance  Act  in  1967 
and  establishes  a  new  committee  to  study 
the  subject  and  make  recommendations 
to  the  President  along  guidelines  pre¬ 
scribed  in  the  bill.  The  committee  and 
its  chairman,  Senator  Fulbright,  and 
particularly  Senator  Morse,  deserve 
great  credit  for  taking  this  initiative. 

The  establishment  of  this  committee 
indicates  a  recognition  by  Congress  that 
our  foreign  aid  program  must  be  re¬ 
assessed,  that  new  decisions  and  action 
to  make  it  an  effective  program  must  be 
taken  by  our  country  and  recipient 
countries  if  the  foreign  aid  program  is 
to  continue.  I  hope  that  this  committee 
will  lay  down  the  conditions  upon  which 
an  effective  program  may  be  constructed. 

I  do  not  believe  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  will  end.  While  I  have  learned 
that  it  cannot  give  assurance  that  every 
country  we  assist  will  be  able  to  resist 
Communist  subversion,  it  does  provide 
assistance  and  encouragement  to  coun¬ 
tries  seeking  economic  development, 
higher  standards  of  living,  and  true  in¬ 
dependence.  These  aims  are  just,  hu¬ 
man,  and  are  in  accord  with  our  objec¬ 
tives,  and  a  world  system  of  law  and  or¬ 
der.  We  must  continue  to  make  this  ef¬ 
fort  as  one  instrument  of  our  foreign 
policy.  I  believe  progress  has  been  made 
and  that  the  present  Administrator,  Da¬ 
vid  Bell,  is  to  be  commended  for  his  effec¬ 
tive  leadership.  If  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  fails,  it  will  do  so  because  our  coun¬ 
try,  the  executive  branch,  and  the  Con¬ 
gress,  will  not  take  the  hard,  patient 
steps  to  make  it  as  effective  as  is  humanly 
possible.  This,  I  understand,  is  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  part  IV. 

These  objectives  were  those  I  sought 
in  the  amendment  that  I  proposed  in 
1962  and  1963  and  which  was  adopted 
by  the  Senate  in  1963.  That  amend¬ 
ment  called  upon  the  President  to  ap¬ 
point  a  committee  to  evaluate  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  our  foreign  aid  in  each  re¬ 
cipient  country  on  a  country-by-country 
basis. 


In  full  response  to  this  amendment  as 
it  appeared  in  the  final  bill,  the  President 
last  March  appointed  a  distinguished 
committee  of  14,  headed  by  President 
James  A.  Perkins  of  Cornell.  It  is  called 
the  General  Advisory  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Aid  Programs.  Its  membership  in¬ 
cludes:  Mr.  Dwayne  O.  Andreas,  Mr. 
Eugene  R.  Black,  Mr.  Everett  N.  Case, 
Dr.  Luther  H.  Foster,  Mr.  John  W.  Gard¬ 
ner,  Gen.  Alfred  M.  Gruenther,  Dr.  J. 
George  Harrar,  Mr.  William  R.  Hewlett, 
Mr.  Sol  M.  Linowitz,  Prof.  Edward  S. 
Mason,  Mr.  George  Meany,  Dr.  Franklin 
D.  Murphy,  Mr.  Arthur  K.  Watson. 

I  have  been  informed  by  the  Chairman 
and  other  members  of  the  Committee 
that  the  General  Advisory  Committee  on 
Foreign  Aid  Programs  will,  among  its 
other  duties,  make  country-by-country 
evaluations.  Such  evaluations  of  the  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  AID  projects  in  recipient 
countries  are  crucial.  It  is  the  only 
way,  as  I  see  it,  that  the  good  programs 
can  be  maintained  and  the  bad  ones 
eliminated  or  corrected. 

I  hope  the  Committee  established  by 
the  bill  will  refer  to  the  language  of  my 
concurrent  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Congress  in  1963  in  carrying  out  its 
studies,  for  they  supplement  the  guide¬ 
lines  of  the  pending  bill — and  I  believe, 
in  their  field  are  more  specific. 

The  conditions  of  the  resolution  are: 

1.  Whether  the  recipient  country:  (a)  has 

a  practical  national  development  program  ' 
which  affords  a  reasonable  expectation  that 
the  objectives  of  such  program  will  be  at¬ 
tained,  taking  into  consideration  the  human 
and  natural  resources  and  capabilities  of  the 
country,  (b)  is  providing  the  maximum 
amount  of  self-help  within  its  capabilities,  7 
and  (c)  has  adopted  the  fiscal,  administra-  ; 
tive,  and  social  reforms  necessary  to  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  such  program; 

2.  Whether  the  specific  projects  to  which 
U.S.  aid  is  allocated  will  contribute  mate¬ 
rially  to  the  fulfillment  of  the  primary  needs 
of  the  recipient  country’s  development  pro¬ 
gram,  and  to  the  purpose  of  the  United  ■, 
States  to  assist  in  raising  the  standards  of  - 
living  of  the  people  of  the  country. 

The  findings  of  this  presidential  com¬ 
mittee,  as  they  evaluate  country  pro¬ 
grams,  will  undoubtedly  be  of  great 
value.  I  hope  that  some  arrangement 
can  be  worked  out  whereby  cooperation 
can  be  achieved  with  the  Foreign  Aid 
Planning  Committee  proposed  under  S. 
1837. 

I  would  like  to  make  some  other  rec¬ 
ommendations  to  AID  and  to  these  two 
committees.  I  believe  that  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  recommendation  that  greater  * 
emphasis  be  placed  on  multilateral  aid  ' 
through  the  World  Bank,  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Development  Association,  and  the 
Inter-American  Bank— to  all  of  which 
we  contribute — reflects  the  growing  rec¬ 
ognition  that  these  professional  orga- 
nizations  can  make  more  objective  jUdg-  ' 
ments  on  the  value  of  specific  projects, 
and  require  self-help  and  reform  on  the 
part  of  recipient  countries  than  can  our 
Agency  for  International  Development,  t 

I  want  to  recommend  further,  as  I 
have  in  past  years,  that  AID  arrange 
consultations  with  the  experts  of  the 
international  lending  organizations  in 
connection  with  recipient  countries’  eco¬ 
nomic  plans  and  certainly  major  develop- 
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ment  programs  for  which  help  is  re¬ 
quested  in  order  to  better  determine  the 
long-term  value  and  the  feasibility  of 
such  proposals. 

I  believe  that  placing  emphasis  on 
multilateral  aid  has  the  dual  purpose 
of  making  aid  more  effective  and  of  pro¬ 
viding  aid  on  merit  instead  of  trying  to 
win  friends  with  money.  We  will  prob¬ 
ably  always  give  some  aid  because  of  poli¬ 
tical  considerations,  but  I  believe  in  the 
long  run  the  best  thing  politically  for  the 
United  States  would  be  that  our  aid  ac¬ 
complish  its  main  purpose — to  strengthen 
countries  and  enable  them  to  be  inde¬ 
pendent.  If  they  value  and  believe  in 
their  independence,  they  will  not  suc¬ 
cumb  easily  to  any  Communist  country. 

We  have  the  right  to  insist  that  our 
aid  be  used  properly,  and  that  our  coun¬ 
try’s  efforts  in  the  field  be  treated  with 
respect.  My  country  has  maintained  a 
continuing  interest  in  the  aspirations  of 
the  developing  nations — which  I  believe 
has  not  been  matched  in  the  world.  But 
irresponsible  leaders  in  other  countries 
cannot  misuse  our  aid  to  the  detriment 
of  the  United  States  and  their  own  peo¬ 
ple.  There  are  ways  in  which  it  has 
been  misused,  by  wasting  our  assistance, 
and  by  diverting  it  from  economic  de¬ 
velopment  to  aggressive  purposes  against 
other  countries.  Our  program  ought  to 
be  developed  in  such  a  way  that  it  would 
be  understood  that  we  will  withhold  our 
assistance  to  such  countries  and  from 
those  who  do  not  observe  decent  in¬ 
ternational  standards  in  their  relations 
with  us. 

I  have  been  concerned  lest  we  lose 
control  of  our  honorable  and  helpful 
program  of  foreign  assistance.  Some 
countries  expect  it  as  a  matter  of  right 
and  if  we  suggest  that  their  programs 
are  not  effective,  they  charge  that  we  are 
placing  “strings”  on  our  aid,  or  inter¬ 
fering  with  their  sovereign  rights.  We 
should  say  to  them  that  we  do  not  want 
to  interfere  with  their  sovereign  rights 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  our  aid  is  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  hard-won  earnings  of  our 
people  and  we  cannot  afford  to  provide 
their  aid  unless  it  will  be  used  properly 
to  achieve  their  economic  development. 

The  leaders  of  some  countries  to  which 
we  have  provided  aid  imply  that  some 
type  of  retaliation  will  be  used  against 
us  if  we  should  stop  aid.  This  is  the 
worst  situation  of  losing  control  of  our 
own  foreign  aid  program.  Others  im¬ 
ply  that  they  will  seek  aid  from  the  Com¬ 
munist  countries  if  we  do  not  meet  all 
of  their  demands.  I  think  we  should 
say  to  them,  “Secure  all  the  help  you  can 
from  other  countries,  but  our  decisions 
will  be  made  on  our  own  judgments.” 

I  have  argued  in  the  past  and  recom¬ 
mended  to  the  President  that  excepting 
the  aid  furnished  under  the  Alliance  for 
Progress,  the  best  way  to  regain  control 
of  our  aid  program  would  be  to  discon¬ 
tinue  aid  for  a  year  or  for  such  time  as 

tmay  be  needed  to  reassess  and  revise 
the  entire  program.  This  would  be  fair 
to  all  countries,  it  could  not  be  charged 
that  we  were  making  political  decisions 
against  specific  countries,  and  most  im¬ 
portant,  it  would  bring  notice  to  coun¬ 
tries  we  aid  that  they  must  formulate 
plans  to  achieve  a  better  economic  pro¬ 
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gram  and  one  which  will  reach  their 
people. 

As  my  recommendation  to  stop  the 
program  for  a  year  was  not  approved, 
then  the  reassessment  now  required 
from  the  President’s  committee  and  by 
this  bill  is  the  best  alternative. 

I  earnestly  hope  that  the  bill  that  we 
pass  and  the  debate  which  we  have  had 
will  produce  a  more  effective  foreign  aid 
program,  one  that  will  be  effective  in  the 
countries  we  assist,  and  in  harmony  with 
the  fundamental  and  dearly  held  objec¬ 
tives  of  our  own  country. 

ALLIANCE  FOR  PROGRESS 

Mr.  President,  some  time  ago,  I  asked 
the  Administrator  for  International 
Development  to  supply  me  with  concrete 
facts  concerning  the  success  of  the  Al¬ 
liance  for  Progress,  announced  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy  in  March  1961. 

The  report  is  very  encouraging,  and  I 
ask  that  this  report  be  printed  in  the 
body  of  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Accomplishments  of  the  Alliance  for 
Progress 

The  concrete  physical  accomplishments  of 
the  Alliance  for  Progress  that  I  have  to  relate 
are  most  impressive. 

The  Alliance  is  not  principally  an  aid  pro¬ 
gram.  Its  charter  has  as  its  cornerstone  the 
principle  that  the  vital  task  of  achieving 
economic  and  social  progress  for  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Latins  them¬ 
selves.  Our  aid  can  provide  a  catalyst,  an 
encouragement,  the  margin  of  necessary  for¬ 
eign  exchange  and  capital,  but  only  deep  and 
complete  Latin  commitment  can  in  the  end 
perform  the  task  of  moving  this  great  effort 
forward. 

It  is  encouraging  that  more  and  more,  the 
Latins  are  starting  to  take  the  hard  steps 
necessary  to  create  institutions  that  will 
bring  about  opportunity  and  stability. 

I  know  that  statistics  are  not  conclusive 
but  nevertheless  they  are  significant. 

By  July  1962,  57,000  houses  had  been  built 
with  U.S.  assistance,  by  July  of  this  year, 
there  will  be  approximately  327,000. 

Between  July  1961,  and  July  1963,  8,136 
classrooms  were  constructed.  During  this 
year  alone  11,300  are  being  constructed  and 
by  July  1966,  a  total  of  38,490  will  have  been 
built,  providing  facilities  for  one  and  a  half 
million  children. 

By  July  1963,  3,230,000  textbooks  had  been 
produced  in  Latin  America  with  United 
States  assistance.  By  this  summer,  2  years 
later,  almost  12  million  will  have  been  made 
available  to  the  school  children  of  the 
continent. 

By  the  end  of  fiscal  1963,  392  water  sys¬ 
tems  had  been  constructed.  By  July  1966, 
there  will  be  over  2,500  systems  and  27.2 
million  people  will  have  been  benefited. 

Today  there  are  more  than  23  times  the 
number  of  savers  in  savings  and  loan  associ¬ 
ations  than  there  were  4  years  ago. 
Savings  have  increased  from  $1  y2  to 
$59  million.  Nine  countries  now  have 
savings  and  loan  legislation.  Eight  of  these 
countries  now  have  active  programs.  The 
number  of  new  homes  financed  through  these 
savings  and  loan  associations  alone  has 
jumped  from  417  in  1961  to  24,810  in  1964. 

Today,  15  countries  have  self-help  housing 
programs. 

Since  1963  the  number  of  credit  unions 
established  has  doubled.  Membership  has 
risen  from  192,000  to  over  500,000.  Savings 
have  increased  from  $7.6  million  in  July 
1963  to  an  estimated  $18  million  by  this 
summer  with  $25  million  expected  by  July 
1966. 


Ten  countries  have  submitted  development 
plans  for  review  by  the  OAS.  Almost  twice 
1  the  number  received  just  2  years  ago. 

Over  6,000  miles  of  road  will  have  been 
been  built  by  July  1965. 

Nearly  300,000  agricultural  credit  loans 
will  have  been  extended. 

Over  12  million  school  children  are  par¬ 
ticipating  in  school  lunch  programs.  This 
is  over  three  times  the  number  2 y2  years  ago. 

More  than  75,000  teachers  will  have  been 
trained. 

No  reform  is  politically  and  socially  more 
difficult  than  tax  reform.  Nobody  likes  to 
pay  more  taxes.  It  took  us  over  2  years 
merely  to  determine  to  lower  our  taxes.  Yet 
in  Latin  America  significant  advances  have 
been  made.  Nine  countries  have  undertaken 
major  tax  reforms,  while  three  others  have 
comprehensive  administrative  programs.  In 
fourteen  countries  U.S.  Internal  Revenue 
Service  teams  are  working  with  host  gov¬ 
ernments  on  tax  reform. 

Increases  in  tax  collections  all  over  Latin 
America  are  most  impressive.  From  1962  to 
1964  Mexico  increased  its  tax  collections  by 
20  percent.  In  Brazil  tax  collections  increased 
14  percent.  Administrative  improvements  in 
Panama  should  increase  tax  revenues  by  some 
8.10  percent  in  1965.  In  Guatemala  1964  tax 
revenue  was  roughly  12  percent  greater  than 
in  1962.  In  Nicaragua  the  1964  change  was 
almost  30  percent.  From  1960  to  1963  income 
tax  revenues  in  Latin  America  increased  $288 
million  from  $2,357,000,000  to  $2,645,000,000. 

The  nature  of  the  change  that  is  taking 
place  is  illustrated  in  the  case  of  Ecuador,  a 
country  which  has  insisted  upon  paying  for 
the  technical  help  in  tax  administration 
which  it  receives  from  the  United  States.  A 
five-man  U.S.  Internal  Revenue  Service  team 
has  been  in  operation  in  this  country  for 
almost  1  year.  Before  that  time  a  taxpayer 
could  underdeclare  or  falsefy  his  tax  return 
while  confidently  assuming  that  his  evasion 
would  remain  undetected.  This  situation 
is  changing.  In  the  past  few  months  some 
200  Ecuadoran  tax  auditors  have  received  in¬ 
tensive  training  through  AID-Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Service  advisers.  The  Tax  Department 
is  now  prepared  to  examine  tax  returns  in 
detail.  As  a  result,  substantial  additional 
tax  revenue  is  expected  in  Ecuador. 

In  13  countries  private  or  public  develop¬ 
ment  banks  have  been  established  or  are  in 
the  process  of  being  established. 

In  1961  the  nations  of  Latin  America 
pledged  at  Punta  del  Este,  Uruguay  that  the 
Alliance  would  be  a  cooperative  effort.  Fur¬ 
thering  this  pledge,  in  1964  a  new  Committee 
for  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  CIAP,  was 
formed,  headed  by  Carlos  Sanz  de  Santa 
Maria  of  Colombia.  The  creation  of  CIAP 
helps  shift  the  burden  of  urging  self-help 
and  reform  to  the  Latins  themselves.  For 
CIAP  sits  in  judgment  on  the  efforts  of  the 
members  of  the  Alliance,  conducting  annual 
reviews  of  self-help  measures  of  each  of  the 
Alliance  members.  No  longer  is  the  United 
States  alone  urging  self-help  and  reform. 
Latin  Americans  share  the  responsibility  for 
the  review  and  encouragement  of  each  others 
efforts. 

In  addition  to  its  review  function,  CIAP 
guides  and  promotes  the  flow  of  free  world 
assistance  to  Latin  America. 

Life  magazine  recently  commented  on 
CIAP: 

“Helpful  too  is  the  changing  nature  of  the 
Alliance  for  Progress  itself.  No  longer  a  one¬ 
way  channel  of  U.S.  handouts,  the  whole 
program  and  its  management  have  been  in¬ 
creasingly  Latinized.’  The  Latin  leaders  now 
realize,  and  are  showing,  that  the  way  to 
‘emerge’  is  to  take  the  chief  responsibility 
for  growth  into  their  own  hands.” 

One  of  the  greatest  achievements  of  the 
Alliance  is  the  Central  American  common 
market.  Realizing  the  benefits  of  a  more 
closely  integrated  economic  effort,  the  nations 
of  Central  America  signed  treaties  in  1960 
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eliminating  95  percent  of  the  tariff  barriers 
between  them.  A  schedule  was  also  agreed 
to  whereby  all  tariffs  would  be  eliminated 
by  June  1966. 

Trade  within  Central  America  has  in¬ 
creased  from  $30  million  in  1960  to  over  $65 
million  in  1963. 

This  undertaking  has  extended  beyond 
trade  alone.  Recently  these  countries  agreed 
to  the  establishment  of  a  Fund  for  Eco¬ 
nomic  Integration. 

The  member  countries  created  a  Central 
American  Bank  for  Economic  Integration. 
This  bank  has  extended  loans  of  $18  million 
to  foster  private  sector’  development  which 
has  included  the  initiation  or  expansion  of 
some  63  manufacturing  enterprises. 

Another  example  of  joint  cooperative  ef¬ 
fort  by  these  nations  is  the  undertaking  of 
a  program  to  create  a  regional  university  sys¬ 
tem  with  uniform  scholastic  standards. 

Other  nations  are  contributing  more  to  the 
success  of  the  alliance.  From  1961  to  1964 
Europe  doubled  its  annual  contribution  to 
the  alliance  while  moving  toward  softer  aid 
terms.  Last  January,  Germany  signed  an 
agreement  to  lend  Peru  $20  million  at  3  per¬ 
cent  interest.  In  December,  the  Canadian 
Government  agreed  to  make  $10  million 
available  to  the  Inter-American  Development 
Bank  for  lending  to  Latin  America  with  up 
to  50-year  repayment  time  at  three-fourths 
of  1  percent  interest. 

In  1964,  the  Adela  Investment  Co.  was 
formed.  One  hundred  and  twenty-one  com¬ 
panies  in  15  countries  have  subscribed  to 
shares.  By  January  1965,  paid-in  capital  was 
already  $31  million.  As  of  February  $10  mil¬ 
lion  had  been  made  available  by  Adela  for 
intermediate  financing  in  Latin  America. 

Preliminary  figures  indicated  that  U.S.  in¬ 
vestment  in  Latin  America  in  1964  was  $145 
million,  over  twice  the  1963  total  of  $64 
million. 

The  Alliance  is  a  great  deal  more  than  a 
government-to-government  program.  On 
the  one  hand  our  public  funds  are  used  to 
provide  the  catalyst  for  the  efforts  of  Latin 
American  countries  to  help  themselves,  ef¬ 
forts  which  range  up  and  down  the  line  from 
a  major  road  built  by  the  Brazilian  Army 
Engineers  to  seed  capital  for  a  central  credit 
union  required  before  an  individual  farmer 
can  obtain  a  loan  to  start  his  Own  farm. 

On  the  other,  thousands  of  private  citizens 
in  the  United  States  are  contributing  their 
own  time  and  efforts  to  make  the  Alliance  a 
success.  Over  3,000  Peace  Corps  volunteers 
are  working  in  Latin  America.  A  vital  task  is 
being  carried  on  by  American  voluntary 
agencies.  CARE  and  Catholic  Relief  Services 
and  many  smaller  agencies  are  distributing 
surplus  agricultural  products  not  only  for 
relief  but  as  part  of  food-for-work  programs 
aimed  at  promoting  long-term  development. 
The  Ford,  Rockefeller  and  Kellogg  as  well 
as  many  smaller  foundations  are  providing 
technical  assistance  to  Latin  America. 

Because  the  Alliance  for  Progress  is  for 
the  people,  because  of  its  depth  and  breadth, 
it  is  one  of  the  most  difficult  programs  ever 
to  be  launched.  For  the  same  reason,  it  is 
one  of  the  noblest  and  most  important.  The 
evidence  of  progress  proves  that  the  Alliance, 
originally  criticized  by  many  as  an  idealist’s 
dream,  is  becoming  a  reality  for  Latin  Amer¬ 
icans,  a  goal  toward  which  a  continent  is 
moving.  The  path  is  long,  and  the  road  is 
not  easy,  but  a  good  beginning  has  been 
made. 

SECRETARY  DILLON 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
see  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Ohio  present.  I  think  he  knows  the  re¬ 
gard  in  which  I  hold  him.  He  is  a  man 
of  conviction  and  a  man  of  great  cour¬ 
age.  I  agree  with  him  that  Mr.  Martin 
made  a  needed  and  salutary  speech;  I 
hope  that  what  he  said  is  not  true,  but  it 
might  be  true.  While  we  might  disagree 


with  the  policies  of  the  former  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  from  my  long  associa¬ 
tion  in  several  administrations  with  him, 
I  must  say  that  I  have  found  him  to  be  a 
man  of  great  courage,  loyalty  and  patri¬ 
otism.  He  would  not  run  away  from  a 
job. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  I  should  like  to  join 
in  the  statement  of  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  about  Douglas 
Dillon,  whom  I  have  known  for  years. 
I  should  like  to  stand  with  my  colleague. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  join  the  Senator 
in  that  statement.  I  thoroughly  ap¬ 
prove. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  bill  would  amend  section  620 
of  the  act  in  relation  to  the  “Sabbatino” 
amendment.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  a  statement  with  reference  to  my 
interpretation  of  the  amendment  which 
would  amend  section  620  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

“Rule  of  Law  or  ‘Sabbatins’  Amendment  to 

Section  620” — Statement  by  Senator 

Hickenlooper 

Last  year  this  committee  added  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  section  620(e)  of  the  act  designed  to 
provide  additional  protection  to  U.S.  private 
investment  abroad.  Since  the  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee  had  not  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  consider  the  matter,  a  proviso  was 
inserted  at  conference  to  insure  that  there 
could  be  further  consideration  before  the 
amendment  was  made  applicable  to  proceed¬ 
ings  commenced  after  January  1,  1966.  This 
year  the  Senate  committee  has  again  decided 
to  recommend  permanent  extension  of  the 
amendment  and  deletion  of  the  January  1, 
1966  cutoff  date. 

This  amendment,  known  as  the  "Rule  of 
Law”  or  “Sabbatino”  amendment  makes  clear 
that  courts  in  the  United  States,  both  State 
and  Federal,  are  to  be  free  in  cases  properly 
before  them  and  involving  expropriations  by 
foreign  states  to  enforce  principles  of  inter¬ 
national  law,  including  the  traditional  re¬ 
quirement  for  prompt,  adequate  and  effective 
compensation.  By  insuring  that  the  United 
States  cannot  become  a  “thieves’  market” 
for  the  product  of  illegally  expropriated  for¬ 
eign  investments,  the  amendment  will  im¬ 
prove  the  climate  for  such  investment  and 
give  the  owners  of  such  investment  greater 
bargaining  strength  to  get  just  compensa¬ 
tion  if  they  are  expropriated. 

The  amendment  was  made  necessary  by 
an  unprecedented  application  of  the  “act  of 
state”  doctrine  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the 
Sabbatino  case  (376  U.S.  398  (1964))  to  the 
effect  that  our  courts  may  not  consider  the 
legality  of  acts  of  foreign  states  even  where 
violations  of  customary  international  law  are 
involved.  Since  the  Supreme  Court  had  ex¬ 
pressly  held  that  its  application  of  the  "act  of 
state”  rule  was  neither  required  by  interna¬ 
tional  law  nor  by  any  provision  of  the  U.S. 
Constitution,  and  was  a  Federal  matter  to  be 
handled  as  the  “political  branches”  of  the 
Government  prefer,  its  decision  laid  a  clear 
basis  for  the  legislation.  The  result  of  the 
amendment  is  to  bring  the  United  States 
back  into  line  with  the  judicial  practice  of 
the  other  major  commercial  jurisdictions  of 
the  world. 

The  amendment  applies  to  any  case  pend¬ 
ing  at  the  time  of  its  original  enactment 
(Oct.  7,  1964)  or  brought  since  then,  in¬ 
volving  takings  since  January  1,  1959,  the 
date  Castro  came  to  power.  The  amendment 
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is  so  worded  that  it  applies  no  matter  what 
party  to  a  suit  (plaintiff,  defendant,  third 
party)  invokes  the  act  of  state  doctrine  to 
prevent  an  examination  of  a  claim  of  title 
or  right  to  property  based  upon  or  traced 
through  an  expropriation  in  violation  of  in¬ 
ternational  law. 

A  clarifying  insertion  of  the  words  “to 
property”  has  been  made  at  two  points  in 
the  amendment  to  confirm  that  the  provision 
prevents  the  act  of  state  doctrine  from  being 
a  bar  to  judgment  on  the  merits  only  where 
the  party  seeking  to  use  the  doctrine  has 
gained  a  claim  of  title  or  right  to  property, 
intangible  as  well  as  tangible,  through  a 
taking  in  violation  of  international  law. 
The  amendment  does  not  and  is  not  intended 
to  prevent  banks,  insurance  companies  or 
other  financial  institutions  from  using  the 
act  of  state  doctrine  as  a  defense  to  multiple 
liability  upon  any  contract  or  deposit  or 
policy  of  insurance  in  any  case  where  such 
liability  has  been  taken  over  or  expropriated 
by  a  foreign  state.  In  such  cases,  it  is  the 
intent  of  the  Congress  that  any  defenses 
otherwise  available  to  such  banking,  finan¬ 
cial,  or  insurance  institution  continue  to  be 
available  to  them. 

American  financial  interests  continue  to 
be  protected  against  the  threat  of  multiple 
liability  which  is  inherent  in  the  expropria¬ 
tion  of  their  establishments  abroad.  For 
example,  the  bill  is  not  intended  to,  and  it 
does  not,  impair  the  right  of  any  American 
bank,  insurance  company,  or  other  financial 
institution,  to  assert  as  a  complete  defense 
to  any  claim  that  the  home  office  is  liable 
in  respect  of  a  deposit  maintained  at  a  for¬ 
eign  branch  (or  an  insurance  policy  written 
by  and  payable  at  a  foreign  branch  or  other 
contractual  liability  having  its  situs  at  an 
establishment  abroad),  the  fact  that  the 
foreign  establishment  was  expropriated  and 
the  liability  in  question  transferred  or  sat¬ 
isfied  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  for¬ 
eign  law.  It  is  well  established  that  bank 
deposits,  insurance  policies,  and  other  con¬ 
tracts  made  and  to  be  performed  in  a  foreign 
country,  are  subject  to  the  laws  of  that  coun¬ 
try  and,  in  a  suit  between  private  litigants, 
the  obligor  who  is  prevented  by  such  foreign 
law  from  performing  his  contract  is  excused 
as  in  any  other  case  of  force  majeure.  The 
bill  does  not  impair  the  force  of  such  de¬ 
fenses. 

The  bill  expressly  provides  that  it  has  no 
application  to  cases  in  which  no  violation  of 
international  law  principles,  including  the 
principles  set  out  in  subsection  620(e)(1), 
is  found.  Thus,  our  courts  are  protected 
from  an  influx  of  claims  by  persons  who  were 
nationals  of  the  foreign  state  at  the  time 
such  state  took  the  action  which  is  chal¬ 
lenged. 

The  reference  in  the  amendment  to 
“principles  of  international  law,  including 
the  principles  of  compensation  and  the 
other  standards  set  out  in  this  subsection” 
is  intended  to  guide  the  courts  in  construing 
the  references  to  “international  law”  in  the 
amendment.  The  reference  is  intended  (a) 
to  incoroprate  the  earlier  reference  in  sec¬ 
tion  620(e)(1)  of  the  act  to  "Speedy  com¬ 
pensation  for  such  property  in  convertible 
foreign  exchange,  equivalent  to  the  full  value 
thereof”  as  a  more  precise  definition  of  the 
“prompt,  adequate,  and  effective”  interna-, 
tional  law  standard  of  compensation  and 
(b)  to  incorporate  the  rule  that  repudiation 
or  nullification  of  contracts  or  agreements 
between  a  government,  government  agency, 
or  governmental  subdivision,  and  a  non¬ 
national  is  to  be  treated  as  a  violation  of 
international  law.  This  reference  does  not 
incorporate  the  purely  technical  provisions 
Inserted  by  Congress  in  section  620(e)  (1)  to 
guide  the  executive  branch  in  decisions 
about  cutting  off  the  foreign  aid  program 
to  countries  that  expropriate  U.S.  property 
(i.e.,  the  limitation  to  those  U.S.  business 
interests  owned  50  percent  or  more  by  U.S. 
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citizens,  the  requirement  that  “appropriate 
steps”  be  taken  within  6  months  and  the 
provision  for  valuation  by  the  Foreign  Claims 
Settlement  Commission) . 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Jersey  30  seconds. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  several 
Senators  have  made  comments  on  the 
remarks  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  in 
regard  to  Secretary  Dillon.  I  do  not 
need  to  expand  upon  the  remarks  made 
except  to  join  them  fully.  Knowing  the 
Senator  from  Ohio,  I  know  that  his  emo¬ 
tional  nature  and  his  excessive  zeal  for 
the'  cause  to  which  he  was  addressing 
himself  led  him  into  an  excessive  state¬ 
ment  about  the  Secretary  which  he  would 
not  repeat,  I  am  sure.  It  has  no  basis 
in  fact.  The  Secretary  is  one  of  the 
great  public  servants  of  our  time  and,  as 
his  Senator  and  friend,  I  am  happy  to 
say  so. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
7750,  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
7750)  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  of  H.R.  7750  and  to  substitute 
therefor  the  text  of  S.  1837,  as  amended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  of 
the  amendment  and  the  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  (H.R.  7750)  was  read  the  third 
time. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  passage  of  H.R. 
7750. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time  on 
the  bill. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back.  The  bill  having 
been  read  the  third  time,  the  question  is, 
Shall  it  pass?  On  this  question,  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  On  this  vote,  I 
have  a  pair  with  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 


ginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  If  he  were  present 
and  voting,  he  would  vote  “nay”;  if  I 
were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
“yea.”  Therefore,  I  withhold  my  vote. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Muskie],  the  Senators  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Talmadge],  and 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yar¬ 
borough],  are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  and. the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger] 
are  necessarily  absent. 

I  fui'ther  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting  the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Yarborough]  would  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  McGee]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pell]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell], 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  would  vote  “yea”  and  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Muskie]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  [Mr.  Murphy]. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Maine  would  vote  “yea”  and  the 
Senator  from  California  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]  is  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong] 
and  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Fong]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Murphy]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maine  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  68, 


nays  20,  as  follows: 

[No.  131  Leg.] 
YEAS — 68 

Aiken  Harris 

Mondale 

Allott 

Hart 

Monroney 

Anderson 

Hartke 

Montoya 

Bartlett 

Hayden 

Morton 

Bass 

Hickenlooper 

Moss 

Bayh 

Hill 

Mundt- 

Boggs 

Holland 

Nelson 

Brewster 

Inouye 

Pastore 

Burdick 

Jackson 

Pearson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits 

Prouty 

Cannon 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Proxmire 

Carlson 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Randolph 

Case 

Kuchel 

Ribicoff 

Church 

Lausche 

Saltonstall 

Clark 

Long,  Mo. 

Scott 

Cooper 

Long,  La. 

Smathers 

Dirksen 

Magnuson 

Smith 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Dominick 

McGovern 

Symington 

Douglas 

McIntyre 

Tydings 

Fulbright 

McNamara 

Williams,  N.  J. 

Gore 

Metcalf 

Young,  Ohio 

Gruening 

Miller 

NAYS— 20 


Bennett 

Fannin 

Russell,  S.C, 

Bible 

Hruska 

Simpson 

Cotton 

Jordan,  N.C 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Jordan, Idaho 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Williams,  Del. 

Ellender 

Morse 

Young,  N.  Dak 

Ervin 

Robertson 

NOT  VOTING— 

-12 

Byrd,  Va. 

Murphy 

Russell,  Ga. 

Fong 

Muskie 

Talmadge 

Mansfield 

Neuberger 

Tower 

McGee 

Pell 

Yarborough 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  7750)  was  passed. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  Senate  bill  1837  be  indefinitely 
postponed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  Senate  bill  1837  is  indefi¬ 
nitely  postponed. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its 
amendments  to  H.R.  7750  and  request  a 
conference  with  the  House  thereon,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  (Mr.  Russell  of 
South  Carolina  in  the  chair)  appointed 
Mr.  Fulbright,  Mr.  Sparkman,  Mr.  Mans¬ 
field,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Hickenlooper, 
Mr.  Aiken,  and  Mr.  Carlson  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
printed  with  the  Senate  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
just  a  word  in  conclusion.  I  thank  the 
Senate  for  its  prompt  action.  I  believe 
this  is  the  earliest  and  most  expeditious 
action  that  the  Senate  has  taken  on  a 
foreign  aid  bill  in  many  years.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  voted  extremely  well.  I  appreciate 
the  cooperation  I  have  received.  I  thank 
the  staff  for  its  excellent  work  in  the 
preparation  and  handling  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  in  the 
approval  he  has  just  given,  on  such  a 
wholesale  basis.  It  is  well-deserved 
tribute.  None  deserves  credit  more  than 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  who,  as  we  all  know,  was  not  too 
eager  to  handle  the  bill  this  year. 

We  are  also  indebted  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  who 
cooperated  very  closely  in  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  bill,  and  who  advanced  the 
idea  that  a  time  limitation  might  be 
worthy  of  consideration.  I  express  my 
thanks  to  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  for  the  courtesy,  kindness,  and 
consideration  which  he  has  shown. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator. 
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ESTABLISHMENT  OF  A  TERCENTE¬ 
NARY  COMMISSION  TO  COM¬ 
MEMORATE  THE  ADVENT  AND 

HISTORY  OF  FATHER  JACQUES 

MARQUETTE  IN  NORTH  AMERICA 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  qf  Calendar  No.  300,  Sen¬ 
ate  Joint  Resolution  53. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  resolution 
(S.J.  Res.  53)  to  establish  a  Tercentenary 
Commission  To  Commemorate  the  Ad¬ 
vent  and  History  of  Father  Jacques  Mar¬ 
quette  in  North  America,  \nd  for  other 
purposes.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  this  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Montana.  \ 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  point 
resolution  (S.J.  Res.  53)  to  establish,  a 
Tercentenary  Commission  To  CommemX 
orate  the  Advent  and  History  of  Fathers 
Jacques  Marquette  in  North  America, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  had  been 
reported  from  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  with  an  amendment 
at  the  top  of  page  5,  to  strike  out  “Sec. 
5.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary” 
and  insert  “Sec.  5.  There  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  an  amount  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  the  sum  of  $10,000”;  so  as  to  make 
the  joint  resolution  read: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a)  there  is 
established  a  commission  to  be  known  as  the 
Father  Marquette  Tercentenary  Commission, 
which  shall  be  composed  of  twelve  members 
as  follows: 

(1)  Four  Members  of  the  Senate  to  be  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate; 

(2)  Four  Members  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  to  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives;  and 

(3)  Four  members  to  be  appointed  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  President  shall,  at  the  time  of 

appointment,  designate  one  of  the  members 
appointed  by  him  to  serve  as  Chairman  and 
executive  officer.  The  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  shall  receive  no  salary  by  reason  of 
their  services  as  members,  but  the  executive, 
officer  may  reimburse  them  for  reasonable 
and  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  therryln 
conducting  Commission  business.  / 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  Commission/shall 

not  affect  its  powers,  but  shall  be  fined  in 
the  same  manner  in  which  the  original  ap¬ 
pointment  was  made.  / 

Sec.  2.  The  functions  of  the  Commission 
shall  be  to  develop  and  execute  suitable  plans 
for  the  celebration  of  the  three  hundredth 
anniversary  of  the  advent  /nd.  subsequent 
history  of  Father  Jacques'  Marquette,  who 
came  to  New  France  in  1 6/6.  In  conjunction 
with  the  development /of  such  plans,  the 
Commission  shall  investigate,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Secretary  of4he  Interior,  the  desir¬ 
ability  and  suitability  of  establishing  a 
permanent  national  monument  or  memorial 
to  commemorate  the  historical  events  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the/ life  of  Father  Jacques  Mar¬ 
quette  in  the/New  World,  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  submit  to  the  Congress 
the  CommjSsion’s  report  thereon. 

Sec.  3./Ttie  Commission  may  employ, 
without/regard  to  the  civil  service  laws  or  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  such  employees 
as  may  1)6  necessary  in  carrying  out  its 
functions:  Provided,  That  no  employee 
whose  position  would  be  subject  to  the 


Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  if 
said  Act  were  applicable  to  such  position, 
shall  be  paid  a  salary  at  a  rate  in  excess  of 
the  rate  payable  under  said  Act  for  positions 
of  equivalent  difficulty  or  responsibility. 
Such  rates  of  compensation  may  be  adopted 
by  the  Commission  as  may  be  authorized  by 
the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
as  of  the  same  date  such  rates  are  authorized 
for  positions  subject  to  said  Act.  Tire  Com¬ 
mission  shall  make  adequate  provision  for 
administrative  review  of  any  determination 
to  dismiss  any  employee. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  Commission  is  authorized 
to  accept  donations  of  money,  property,  or 
personal  services;  to  cooperate  with  agencies 
of  State  and  local  governments;  with  patri¬ 
otic  and  historical  societies  and  with  insti¬ 
tutions  of  learning;  and  to  call  upon  other 
Federal  departments  or  agencies  for  their 
advice  and  assistance  in  carrying  out  the 
purposes  of  this  joint  resolution.  The  Com¬ 
mission,  to  such  extent  as  it  finds  to  be 
necessary,  may  procure  supplies,  services, 
and  property  and  make  contracts,  and  may 
exercise  those  powers  that  are  necessary  to 
enable  it  to  carry  out  efficiently  and  in  the 
public  interest  the  purposes  of  this  joint 
resolution. 

,  (b)  Expenditures  of  the  Commission  shall 

\e  paid  by  the  executive  officer  of  the  Com-/ 
mission,  who  shall  keep  complete  records 
of  such  expenditures  and  who  shall  account 
for  all  funds  received  by  the  Commis/fon. 
A  report  of  the  activities  of  the  Commission, 
including  an  accounting  of  funds  Deceived 
and  expended,  shall  be  furnished/  by  the 
Commission  to  the  Congress  within  one  year 
following  thk  termination  of  the/celebration 
as  prescribed N?y  this  joint  resfflution.  The 
Commission  shall  terminate /upon  submis¬ 
sion  of  its  reporlMo  the  Congress,  unless  the 
investigation  authorized  An  section  2  of 
this  joint  resolution,  is  incomplete  and  the 
report  thereon  has  no/  been  submitted  to 
the  Congress. 

(c)  Any  property /acquired  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  remaining/upon  termination  of  the 
celebration  may  be  used  by'dhe  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  for  purposes  of  the  national 
park  system  or/may  be  disposed,  of  as  surplus 
property.  Tjte  net  revenues,  after  payment 
of  Commission  expenses,  derived  xrom  Com¬ 
mission  activities,  shall  be  deposited  in  the 
Treasury/ of  the  United  States.  \ 

(d)  Jaail  matter  sent  by  the  Commission 
as  pe/lalty  mail  or  franked  mail  shall  bk  ac¬ 
cepted  for  mail  subject  to  section  4156\ of 
ti ye  39,  United  States  Code,  as  amended.  \ 
/  Sec.  5.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro  A 

/priated  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of 
$10,000  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
joint  resolution. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  joint  resolution  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 
Joint  resolution  to  establish  a  tercentenary 

commission  to  commemorate  the  advent 

and  history  of  Father  Jacques  Marquette  in 

North  America,  and  for  other  purposes 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a)  there  is 
established  a  commission  to  be  known  as 
the  Father  Marquette  Tercentenary  Commis¬ 
sion,  which  shall  be  composed  of  twelve 
members  as  follows : 

(1)  Four  Members  of  the  Senate  to  be  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  of  the  Senate; 

(2)  Four  Members  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  to  be  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  fo  Representatives;  and 

(3)  Four  members  to  be  appointed  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  President  shall,  at  the  time  of 
appointment,  designate  one  of  the  members 
appointed  by  him  to  serve  as  Chairman  and 
executive  officer.  The  members  of  the  Com¬ 


mission  shall  receive  no  salary  by  reason  of 
their  services  as  members,  but  the  executive 
officer  may  reimburse  them  for  reasonable 
and  necessary  expenses  incurred  by  thpm  in 
conducting  Commission  business.  / 

(c)  Any  vacancy  in  the  Commission  shall 
not  affect  its  powers,  but  shall  be  filled  in 
the  same  manner  in  which  the  Original  ap¬ 
pointment  was  made.  / 

Sec.  2.  The  functions  of  the  Commission 
shall  be  to  develop  and  execute  suitable  plans 
for  the  celebration  of  the/three  hundredth 
anniversary  of  the  advejrft  and  subsequent 
history  of  Father  JaccnJes  Marquette,  who, 
came  to  New  France  in/1666.  In  conjunction 
with  the  development  of  such  plans,  the 
Commission  shall  i/Ivestigate,  in  cooperation 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  de¬ 
sirability  and  suitability  of  establishing  a 
permanent  national  monument  or  memorial 
to  commemorate  the  historical  events  asso¬ 
ciated  with/the  life  of  Father  Jacques  Mar¬ 
quette  in/the  New  World,  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  i/terior  shall  submit  to  the  Congress 
the  Commission’s  report  thereon. 

Sec/T 3.  The  Commission  may  employ,  with¬ 
out/regard  to  the  civil  service  laws  or  the 
Classification  Act  of  1949,  such  employees 
as  may  be  necessary  in  carrying  out  its  func¬ 
tions:  Provided,  That  no  employee  whose 
position  would  be  subject  to  the  Classifica¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  if  said  Act 
were  applicable  to  such  position,  shall  be 
paid  a  salary  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  the  rate 
payable  under  said  Act  for  positions  of 
equivalent  difficulty  or  responsibility.  Such 
rates  of  compensation  may  be  adopted  by 
the  Commission  as  may  be  authorized  by 
the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
as  of  the  same  date  such  rates  are  authorized 
for  positions  subject  to  said  Act.  The  Com¬ 
mission  shall  make  adequate  provision  for 
administrative  review  of  any  determination 
to  dismiss  any  employee. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  Commission  is  authorized 
to  accept  donations  of  money,  property,  or 
personal  services;  to  cooperate  with  agencies 
of  State  and  local  governments;  with 
patriotic  and  historical  societies  and  with 
institutions  of  learning;  and  to  call  upon 
other  Federal  departments  or  agencies  for 
their  advice  and  assistance  in  carrying  out 
the  purposes  of  this  joint  resolution.  The 
Commission,  to  such  extent  as  it  finds  to  be 
necessary,  may  procure  supplies,  services, 
and  property  and  make  contracts,  and  may 
exercise  those  powers  that  are  necessary  to 
enable  it  to  carry  out  efficiently  and  in  the 
public  interest  the  purposes  of  this  joint 
resolution. 

\  (b)  Expenditures  of  the  Commission  shall 

be  paid  by  the  executive  officer  of  the  Com¬ 
mission,  who  shall  keep  complete  records  of 
sucrv  expenditures  and  who  shall  account  for 
all  funds  received  by  the  Commission.  A  re¬ 
port  or\the  activities  of  the  Commission,  in- 
cluding \n  accounting  of  funds  received  and 
expended \hall  be  furnished  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  the'Congress  within  one  year  follow¬ 
ing  the  termination  of  the  celebration  as 
prescribed  by\this  joint  resolution.  The 
Commission  shall  terminate  upon  submis¬ 
sion  of  its  report \o  the  Congress,  unless  the 
investigation  authorized  in  section  2  of  this 
joint  resolution  is  incomplete  and  the  report 
thereon  has  not  been  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  \ 

(c)  Any  property  acquired  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  remaining  upon  termination  of  the 
celebration  may  be  used  by \he  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  for  purposes  oN  the  national 
park  system  or  may  be  disposed\>f  as  surplus 
property.  The  net  revenues,  aftCr  payment 
of  Commission  expenses,  derived  iSom  Com¬ 
mission  activities,  shall  be  deposited  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States.  \ 

(d)  Mail  matter  sent  by  the  Commission 
as  penalty  mail  or  franked  mail  shall  beNfC- 
cepted  for  mail  subject  to  section  4166  \f 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  as  amended.  X 


89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  7750 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

J  une  14, 1965 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  190,1,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

4  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  -That  this  Aet  may  he  ehcd  as  the  “Foreign  Assistance 

4  Aet  of  1-9S5A 

5  Part  1 

6  CHAPTER  1  P-OLdCA 

7  SeO:  4-Oh:  {Section  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Aet 

8  of  19&h  amended,  which  relates  to  the  statement  of 

9  policy-  is  amended  hy  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

10  new  paragraph-: 

11  -^Ht  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance,  under 
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this  or  any  other  Aet  to  any  foreign  country  whieh  here¬ 
after  permits,  or  fails  to  take  adequate  measures  to  prevent? 
the  damage  or  destruction  fey  mofe  action  of  U-nited  States 
property  within  sueb  country,  should  fee  terminated  and 
should  net  fee  resumed  until  the  President  determines  that 
appropriate  measures  have  been  taken  fey  such  country  to 
present  a  recurrence  thereof-.” 

CHAPTER  2  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
Titee  II — Technical  Cooperation-  anb  Development 

Grants 

Seo.  -1027  Title  H  of  chapter  41  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended?  which  relates  to  tech¬ 
nical  cooperation  and  development  grants,  is  amended  as 
follows-: 

-faf  -Amend  section  21-2,  whieh  relates  to  authorization, 
fey  striking  out  “4965”  and  “$2-1-5t0007000”  and  suhstitut-- 
mg  “1966”  and  ‘^$24070007000^  respectively. 

-ffe)-  Amend  section  214,  which  relates  to  American 
sehools  and  hospitals  abroad?  as  follows : 

-f4f  Amend  subsection  -ffe)-  by  striking  out  “treat¬ 
ment,  education,”  and  substituting  “-education”. 

-fUf  Amend  subsection  -fe)-  fey  striking  out  “-I965? 
$•18,000,000”  and  substituting  -1966,  $7t00O?OO0”-.- 
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Title  HI — Investment  Guaranties 
SeGt  -3-Q-3t  Title  HI  ef  chapter  2  of  part  I  el  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Aet  el  1-96-1-,  as  amended,  which  relates  te  in-vest 
ment  guaranties?  is  amended  as  follows : 

-faf  Amend  section  221-fb)  ?  whieh  relates  te  general 
authority?  as  follows-; 

-(T)-  Amend  the  introductory  clause  te  read  as 
follows-; 


“-(b)  The  President  may  issue 
United  States  investors — A 


des  te  eligible 


In  paragraph  -fl)-?  strike  eut  “$2,500t000- 
000”  and  substitute  “$5-,0007000?000”; 

-fdf  Amend  paragraph  -f2|-  as  follows: 

-(Af  In  the  hrst  previse?  strike  eut  and  ne 
seek  guaranty  in  the  ease  el  a  lean  shall  exceed 
$25,000^000  and  ne  other  sueh  guaranty  shall  ex¬ 
ceed  $io,oootooqa 

-(H)-  In  the  third  proviso?  immediately  alter 
“$30070007000”  insert  the  following;  ^V'and  guar¬ 
anties  issued  under  this  paragraph  -fUf  for  other 
than  housing  projects  similar  te  those  insured  by  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration,  shall  net 
$150,000?0OOA 
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-(Of  the  fourth  proviso?  strike  out  “1966” 
and  substitute  ‘‘1-907”. 

Of  section  224  (c) ,  which  relates  te  general 

authority?  by  inserting  after  the  word  “guaranty--  the  third 
time  it  appears,  the  words  ^ef  on  equity  investment”? 

-(ef  Amend  section  222  (h) ,  which  relates  te  general 
provisions,-  hy  inserting  after  -  (cselusive  of  informational 
media  guaranties)  ?”  the  words  -and  to  pay  the  costs  of  in¬ 
vestigating  and  adjusting  (ineluding  costs  of  arbitration)- 
elaims  under  sueh  guarantiesfb 

fdf  Amend  section  223,  wbiek  relates  to  definitions, 
as  follows: 

-(4f  In  subseetion  -(of?  strike  out  “and”  at  the  end 
thereof  and  in  subsection  -(bf  strike  out  the  period  and 
substitute  ~  and”. 

-(2f-  Add  the  following  new  subseetion  -{ef* 

“-(e)  the  term  ‘eligible  United  States  investors- 
means  United  States  citizens,  or  corporations?  partner¬ 
ships?  or  other  associations  created  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  or  any  State  or  territory  and  substantially 
beneficially  owned  hy  United  States  citizens,  as  well  as 
foreign  corporations,  partnerships?  or  other  associations 
wholly  owned  hy  one  or  more  sueh  United  States  citi¬ 
zens?  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations:- 
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Provided ,  Lhat  the  eligibility  el  a 
shall  he  determined  without  regard  te  any  shares-,  in 
aggregate  less  than  §  per  centam  el  the  tetal  el  issned 
and  subscribed  share  capital,  reqaired  by  law  te  be  held 
by  persons  ether  than  the  United  States  owners .- 
-(e)-  Amend  section  224,  which  relates  te  housing  proj¬ 
ects  in  Latin  American  countries?  te  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  224t  Housing  Projects  in  -Latin  American 
Countries  . — far)-  It  is  the  sense  el  Congress  that  in  order 
te  stimalate  private  heme  ownership  and  assist  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  el  stable  economies  in  Latin  America--  the  anther 
ity  conferred  by  this  section  shoald  be  utilized  for  the  pur- 
pese  el  assisting  in  the  development  in  the  American  Pepab- 
hes  el  sell  liquidating  pilot  housing  projects,  the  development 
el  institutions  engaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs? 
with  particular  emphasis  on  cooperatives?  free  labor  anions? 
savings  and  lean  and  ether  institutions  in  Latin  America 
engaged  directly  or  Indirectly  in  the  financing  el  home  mort¬ 
gages,  the  construction  el  hemes  for  lower  income  persons 
and  families?  the  increased  mobilization  of  savings  and  the 
improvement  el  housing  conditions  in  Latin  America. 

“-(b)  5b  carry  eat  the  purposes  el  subsection  -(a-)-?  the 
President  is  authorized  te  issue  guaranties,  on  such  terms 
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and  conditions  as  fee  shall  dot-ermine  to  eligible  United  States 
investors  as  defined  in  section  2443  assaying  against  loss  of 
loan  investments  made  by  snob  investors  in — 

“-(-1)  pilot  or  demonstration  private  boosing  proj¬ 
ects  in  Latin  America  of  types  similar  to  those  insured 
by  the  Pedcral  Housing  Administration  and  suitable 
for  conditions  in  Latin  Ameriea-j 

“  (2)  eredit  institutions  in  Latin  America  engaged 
directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages, 
sueh  as  savings  and  loan  institutions^ 

housing  projects  in  Latin  America  for  lower 
income  families  and  persons,  which  projects  shall  he 
constructed  in  aeeerdanee  with  maximum  unit  costs 
established  by  the  President  for  families  and  persons 
whose  incomes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the 
President? 

“  (4)  housing  projeets  m  Latin  America  which  will 
promote  the  development  of  institutions  important  to 
the  success  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  sueh  as  free 
labor  unions  and  cooperatives ;  or 

^-5)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  2#  per 
centum  or  more  of  die  aggregate  of  the  mortgage  financ 
mg  for  which  is  made  available  from  sources  within 
Latin  America  and  is  not  derived  from  sources  outside 
Latin  America,  which  projeets  shady  to  the  maximum 
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extent  practicable,  have  a  unit  east  at  net  marc  than 
$6^500. 

“■(c)  The  total  face  amount  af  guaranties  issued  under 
this  scetion  outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  net  exceed 
$450,000,000 :  Provided,  That  ne  payment  may  he  made 
under  this  soetian  far  any  lass  arising  aut  af  fraud  er  mis- 
eanduct  far  which  the  investor  is  responsible :  Provided 
further,  That  this  authority  shall  continue  until  June  OO7 
1967.” 

■Title  ¥4 — Alliance  for  Progress 
Sec.  104t  Section  259  af  the  -Foreign  -Assistance  Act 
af  19647  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  Alliance  far  -Prog 
ressy  is  amended  by  striking  out  An  fiscal  year  1-965”  and 
substituting  An  each  af  the  fiscal  years  1905  and  1966 A 
CHAPTER  3— INTERNATIONAL  ORGANISATIONS 

ANP  PROGRAMS 


Sect  T05t  Chapter  9  af  part  II  af  the  Foreign 
anee  Act  af  1961,  as  amended,-  whieh  relates  to  interna¬ 
tional  organizations  and  programs,-  is  amended  as  follows-? 

-(a)-  Amend  scetion  304  (e)  >■  which  relates  to  assist 
anee  far  -Palestine  refugees  in  the  Near  East-  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following-?  “Contributions  by  the  U-nited 
States  to  the  United  Nations  Relief  and  Works  Agency  far 
Refugees  m  the  Near  East  far  the  calendar  year 


1966  shall  not  exceed  $15,200,000.” 
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-(b)-  Amend  section  302^  which  relates  to  aathorizfltieig 
by  striking  eat  ”1965”  and  ”$134,272,400”  and  sabstitut- 
iag  ”1966”  and  $144,755,000”,  rcspcctivelyr 

CHAPTER  4  SUPPORTING  ASS4S-TAEGE 


Seo.-  400:  Section  403  of  the  Foreign  Assistaaee  Aet 
of  40047  as  amendedj  which  relates  to  supporting  assistance, 
is  amended  by  striking  oat  in  the  first  sentence  “I960”-  and 
”$405,000,000”  and  substituting  ”1900”  and  ”$309^200,- 
000”,  respectively. 

CHAPTER  5  CONTINGENCY  PEA® 


SeGt  4074  Section  454  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Aet 
of  1961,  as  amende d7  which  relates  to  the  contingency  fundj 
is  amended  as  follows : 

-fa)-  Amend  subsection  -fa)-  as  follows : 

-f4f  Strike  oat  ‘-‘4965-’  and  ”$1507000,000”  and 


substitute  -‘A966”  and  --^$507000, 000’’,-  respectively: 

-ffi}-  Add  dm  following  new  sentence :  AEn  addi- 
tiofg  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  President  for  ase  in  Southeast  Asia  sueh  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  in  the  fiscal  year  1966  for  programs 
authorized  by  parts  4  and  44  of  this  Aet  m  aecordanee 
with  the  provisions  applicable  to  sueh  programs  if  he 
determines  sueh  ase  to  be  important  to  the  national 
mterest :  Provided;  That  the  President  shall  present  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  and 
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the  Speaker  ef  the  House  el  Representatives  the  pro¬ 
grams  to  be  earried  out  from  funds  requested  fey  the 
President  to  fee  appropriated  under  authority  ef  this 
sentcneoP’ 

-(fej-  Amend  sufeseetion  -(h)-  fey  striking  out  “this  see 
tion”  and  substituting  Ahe  first  sentence  ef  subsection  -fa) 

Part  44 

CHAPTER  -2 — MILITARY-  ASSISTANCE 
Seer  204:  Chapter  2  ef  part  44  ef  the  Foreign  Assist 
anee  Aet  ef  4-901 ,  as  amended,  whieh  relates  te  military  as- 
sistanee^  is  amended  as  follews-7 

-faf  Amend  section  003 -(b)  which  relates  to  general 
authority, ■  fey  striking  out  the  words  ^fin  foreign  eountriesA 
-(b)-  Amend  section  004,  which  relates  te  authorization, 
fey  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$1 ,050,000j009”  in  the  first 
sentence  and  substituting  “1966”  and  “fpl-T-OyQOAOOO11? 
respectively.- 

-(e)-  Amend  section  000,-  which  relates  te  utilization  ef 
assistance,-  as  follows-: 

Of  i®  sufeseetion  strike  out  the  colon  and 
add  the  following-;  ~  or  for  the  purpose  of  assisting 
foreign  military  forces  in  less  developed  friendly  coun¬ 
tries  -(or  the  voluntary  efforts  of  personnel  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  Ported  States  in  such  eountries)  to  eon- 
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struct  public  works  and  to  engage  iu  other  activities 
helpful  to  the  economic  development  of  sueh  friendly 
countries.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Gongress  that  sueh 
foreign  military  forces  should  not  he  maintained  or  cstab- 
hshed  solely  for  civie  action  activities  and  that  sueh 
civic  action  activities  not  significantly  detract  from  the 
capability  of  the  military  forces  to  perform  their  military 
missions  and  he  coordinated  with  and  form  part  of  the 
total  ceonomie  development  effort^ 

-f£)-  Strike  out  subsection  -fbf  and  redesignate  the 
proviso  of  subseetion  -{of  as  subseetion  -fb}r 

-fdf  In  redesignated  subsection  -{b}^  strike  out 
“■Provided;  That  except”  and  substitute  “Except”'; 
strike  out  Np  -f2f”  and  substitute  or  -(2}-  for  civic 
action  assistance,  or  -(3-)-^ 

-(d)-  Amend  section  which  relates  to  sales,-  as 

follows : 

Offe  subsection  -{&)-,  insert  the  following  new 
sentence  between  the  second  and  third  sentences-? 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  644- (m)  (2)-7 
nonexcess  defense  articles  may  he  sold  under  this  suh¬ 
seetion  at  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time  sueh 
articles  are  offered  for  sale  to  the  purehasing  country  or 
international  organization.” 

-(-3-)-  In  subsection  -(b) ,  strike  out  the  period  at  the 
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end  of  the  first  proviso,  substitute  a  eolon  and  add  the 
following :  “Provided  further,  That  the  President  may, 
when  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  national  interest, 
enter  into  sales  agreements  with  purehasing  countries 
or  international  organisations  which  fix  prices  to  be 
paid  by  the  purchasing  countries  or  international  orga¬ 
nizations  for  the  defense  articles  or  defense  services 
ordered.  Ponds  available  under  this  part  for  financing 
sales  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable  appro 
priations  in  the  amounts  required  by  the  contracts  which 
exceed  the  priee  so  fixed,  except  that  sueh  reimburse¬ 
ment  shall  not  be  required  upon  determination  by  the 
President  that  the  continued  production  of  the  defense 
article  being  sold  is  advantageous  to  the  A-rmed  Porees 
of  the  United  States.-  Payments  by  purehasing  coun¬ 
tries  or  international  organizations  which  exceed  the 
amounts  required  by  sueh  contracts  shall  be  credited 
to  the  aceoont  established  under  seetion  §Q8r  To  the 
maximum  extent  possible?  prices  fixed  under  any  sueh 
sales  agreement  shall  be  sufficient  to  reimburse  the 
United  States  for  the  cost  of  the  defense  articles  or  de¬ 


fense  services 


The  President  shall  submit  to 


the  Congress  promptly  a  detailed  report  concerning  any 
fixed  price  sales  agreement  under  winch  the  aggregate 
east  to  the  United  States  exeeeds  the  aggregate  amount 
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required  to  be  paid  fey  the  purchasing  country  or  inter¬ 
national  organizat-ienT- 

-fe)-  Amend  section  508,  which  relates  to  reimbursement 
as  follows : 

-ffef  After  “this  part”  the  first  time  it  appears,  in¬ 
sert  -have  been  ord? 

-ffi}-  After  -United  States  Government/-  the  first 
time  it  appears  insert  “receipts  received  from  the  dispesi- 
tien  of  evidences  of  -indebtedness  and  charges  -(including 
fees  and  premiums)  or  interest  collected^ 

-ffif  Strike  out  iithe  current  applicable  appropria¬ 
tion”  and  substitute  ^  separate  fund  accounts 

-f4f  Strike  out  Punishing  further  military  assist- 
anee  on  eash  or  credit  terms”  and  substitute  “* 


sales  and  guaranties,  including  the  overhead  costs 
thereof”? 

-fff  Amend  section  509  (b) ,  which  relates  to  exchanges 
and  guaranties,  fey  inserting  “-{excluding  contracts  with  any 
agency  of  the  United  States  Government)--”  in  the  second 
sentence  bet  we  e  n  the  last  word  thereof  and  the  period-? 

-(gf  Amend  section  540y  which  relates  to  special  author- 
ityy  as  follows : 


-fhf  In  subsection  -(afy  strike  out  “1965”  eaeh 
place  it  appears  and  substitute  in  eaeh  sueh  place 
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“1966” ;  and  strike  eat  --available  for  military  assist 
ancc”. 

-(2)-  fe  sftbseetion  -(b) ,  strike  eat  ^te  tbe  Presi¬ 
dent”. 

-(b-)-  Amend  section  o42^  which  relates  te  restrictions  eft 
military  aid  te  Africa,  as  follows : 

-(-4)-  Strike  eat  ‘‘programs  described  m  section 
-(h)-  ef  this  chapter”  and  sabstit-ate  “civic  action  re- 
qnirements”? 

-(£)-  Strike  eat  ^496-^’  and  sabstitutc  “1-966” 

~Pf)  vt  TTT 
-L  tix  t  in 

CHAPTER  4-  OEN-EEAL  PPO¥4SIQ^S 
Se6t  30-1t  Chapter  4  ef  part  444  ef  the  Eereign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  ef  4964,  as  amended,  which  relates  te  general 
provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

-(a)-  Amend  section  605', ■  wrhioh  relates  te  retention  and 
ase  ef  items,  as  follows : 

-(4)-  4»  the  section  heading  strike  eat  “Items”  and 
sabstitate  “Certain  Items  anb  EundsA 

-(2)-  Add  the  following  new  sabscetions : 

“(e)-  -Eands  realized  as  a  resalt  ef  any  failarc  ef  a 
transaetien  financed  ander-  aathority  ef  part  4  ef  this  Aet 
te  eenferm  te  the  reqairements  ef  this  Aet?  sr  te  applicable 
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rales  and  regulations  ef  the  United  States  Government;  er 
to  the  teems  of  any  agreement  or  contract  entered  into  under 
authority  el  part  4  el  this  Act;  shad  revert  te  the  respective 
appropriation,  fend,  er  aecoent  nsed  te  finance  sneh  trans¬ 
action  or  te  the  appropriation,  fund,  er  account  currently 
available  for  the  same  general  purpose-.- 

--(d)  Funds  realized  by  the  United  States  Government 
from  the  sale;  transfer,  er  disposal  el  defense  articles  returned 
te  the  United  States  Government  by  a  recipient  country  er 
international  organization  as  ne  longer  needed  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  fer  which  famished  shall  be  credited  te  the  respective 
appropriation-  fund,  er  account  used  te  procure  such  defense 
articles  er  te  the  appropriation,  fund;  er  account  currently 
available  fer  the  same  general  purposcr” 

-fbf  Amend  section  64-2;  which  relates  te  use  ef 

currencies;  by  redesignating  subsection  -(e)-  as 

/M 
\ ^/  • 

-(e)-  Amend  section  6266  which  relates  te  prohibitions 
against  famishing  assistance  te  Cuba  and  certain  other  coun¬ 
tries,  as  follows-? 

-ft)-  Amend  the  section  heading  te  read  as  follows-? 
“Prohibitions  Against  -Furnisiii-ng  Assist¬ 


ance. 


V 


(2 )  In  paragraph  (2 )  ef  section  620  (c)  ,■  which 
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relates  te  the  application  el  the  federal  aet  el  state  dee- 
trine?  strike  eat  ‘AJanuary  4?  1366”  and  substitute 
■“January  4?  1367”. 

-fgf  In  section  620  (1) ,  which  relates  te  the  pro¬ 
hibition  against  famishing  assistance  te  countries  which 
lad  te  enter  fate  agreements  te  institute  the  investment 
guaranty  program  and  providing  protection  against  cer¬ 
tain  risks?  strike  eat  —December  -34?  196b”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  ‘‘December  34?  1966”. 

(4)  -At  the  end  el  sueh  section  620,-  add  the  fat- 
lowing  new  subsection : 

-‘  (n)  Until  the  ^President  determines  that  North  Viet  ■ 
nam  has  ceased  all  efforts  te  overthrew  the  Government  el 
South  Vietnam?  ne  funds  authorized  te  he  made  available 
under  this  Ant  (except  under  section  214)  shall  he  used  te 
famish  assistance  te  any  country  which  has  failed  te  take 
appropriate  steps?  net  later  than  sixty  days  alter  the  date 
el  enactment  el  the  -Foreign  Assistance  Act  el  436b — 

-(A-)-  te  prevent  ships  er  aircraft  under  its  registry 
from  transporting  te  North  Vietnam — 

“-(i)  any  items  el  economic  assistance? 

“  (ii)  any  items  which  are?  for  the  purposes  el 
title  4  el  the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control 
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Act  el  195-1?  as  amended,  arms,  ammunition  and 
implements  el  war-,  atomic  energy  materials?  petro¬ 
leum,  transportation  materials  el  strategic  value?  or 
items  el  primary  strategic  significance  used  m  the 
production  el  arms?  ammunition,  and  implements  el 
war?  or 

— (iii)  any  ether  equipment,  materials?  or  com¬ 
modities  ;  and 

-  (B)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry' 
from  transporting  any  equipment?  materials,  or  com¬ 
modities  from  North  Vietnam-.” 

CHAPTER  2  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 
Seo.  302t  Ghapter  2  el  part  444  el  the  Eorcign  Assist¬ 
ance  Aet  el  -196-1,  as  amended?  which  relates  to  administra- 
tiwe  provisions?  is  amended  as  follows : 

-(a)-  Amend  section  62 2?  which  relates  to  coordination 
with  foreign  policy,  as  follows  :■ 

-(4-)-  In  subsection  -(h)-?  immediately  after  -military 
assistance^  insert  -  (including  any  eivie  aetion  and  sales 
program)  ”, 

-(2)-  In  subsection  -(0)7  immediately  after  -‘military 
assistance  program”  insert  -  (including  any  civic  action 
and  sales  program) 
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-(b)-  -Amend  section  624-j  which  relates  to  statutory 
offieersj  as  fellows--: 

-ft)-  In  subsection  -(b)^  strike  out  -paragraph  -(3-)- 
of11  and  ^  the  officers  provided  for  m  paragraphs  -fhf 
and  of  that  subsection  ”7  and  substitute  for  the  latter 

—of  one  or  more  of  said  officers”. 

■m-  fa  subsection  -fdfy  strike  out  “Public  Law 
86-735-’  wherever  it  appears  and  substitute  ^hhe  Latin 
American  Development  Aetj  as  amended’A 
-(e)-  Amend  section  625-(d)-,  which  relates  to  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  personnel,  by  striking  out  “twenty11  in  para¬ 
graph  -fUf  and  substituting  “fifty’’. 

-(d)-  Amend  section  6H67  which  relates  to  experts,  eon- 
sultants,  and  retired  officers,  by  redesignating  subsection  -(d)- 
as  subsection  -(eK 

-(e)-  Amend  section  636j  which  relates  to  terms  of 
detail  or  assignment,-  by  inserting  “benefits1’-  after  “travel 
expenses’1,  in  paragraphs  -(2)-  and  -(4^-r 

-(f)-  Amend  section  fidfHgH  which  relates  to  general 
authorities,  by  inserting  “and  sales”  after  “-loans1’  in  the 
introductory  clause? 

-(g)-  -Amend  section  636,  which  relates  to  provisions  on 
uses  of  funds,  as  follows-: 
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-ft)-  La  subsection  -(e)-7  strike  out  -‘section  9  of  the 
Act  of  July  J4y  18947  as  amended  -f5  L.StQt  02)--  and 
substitute  ‘Mention  004  el  tbe  Dual  Compensation  Aet 
-f5  ILStCt  3-165)-A 

-f2)-  4n  subsection  -flH  strike  out  “Act  to  provide 
ler  assistance  in  tbe  development  el  Latin  America 
and  in  tbe  reconstrnetion  el  Ghilo,-  and  ler  ether  pur¬ 
poses”  and  substitute  “Latin  American  Development 
Aety  as  amended-’ 7 

-fb)-  Amend  scetion  607-(a) ,  which  relates  te  adminis- 
trative  expenses,  by  striking  eat  “4965-  and  “$52,500,060’- 
and  substituting  “1966”  and  “$507240t000”,  respectively. 

-fi)-  Amend  scetion  6O87  whieh  relates  te  Peace  Corps 
assistance,  by  striking  eut  all  beginning  with  er  famine”- 
and  substituting  a  period. 

-fj-)-  Add  tbe  following  new  section  639-: 

-SeOt  609t  Famine  anb  Disasteb  Relief; — No  pre¬ 
vision  el  this  Aet  shad  be  construed  te  prohibit  assistance 
te  any  country  ler  famine  er  disaster  relief:” 

CHAPTER  3  MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 
Seo.  OOOr  Chapter  0  el  part  HI  el  die  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Ant  el  1964-7  as  amended,  which  relates  te  miscellaneous 
provisions,  is  amended  as  follows : 

-fa)-  Amend  section  642(a)  (2),  which  relates  te  stat- 
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utes  repealed,  by  striking  out  “1-43/’  and  ad  beginning  with 
Provided,”  np  to  Ida  semleolon. 

-(d)-  Amend  section  d-14,  which  relates  to  definitionsy 
as  fodo  w  s-7 

-(4-)-  In  subsection  -(g^7  insert  ~  and  not  procured 
in  anticipation  of  mditary  assistance  or  sales  require 
mcnt3,  or  pursuant  to  a  military  assistance  or  sales 
order-/’  alter  “United  States  Government”  and  strike 
out  —as  grant  assistance”. 

-(d)-  In  subsection  (m)  (2) ,  strike  out  “Such  price 
shad  he  the  same  standard  price1’  and  susbtituto  “Such 


shad  he  die  same  price  (including  au¬ 


thorised  reduced  prices) 


paragraph  -(d)-  in  subsection  -(mf  as  fodows-? 

-(A)-  4n  the  first  scntcnee7  insert  “and  sales” 
after  “Military  assistance’--. 

-(B)-  In  the  second  proviso-^  strike  out  i£hy  the 
mditary  assistance  program”? 

-(e)-  Amend  section  64fp  which  relates  to  unexpended 
balances,  by  striking  out  “Pubde  Law  86  -73-5”  and  sub¬ 
stituting  iithe  Latin  American  Development  And  as 
amended^? 
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CHAPTER  4  AMENDMENT  TO  THE  AGRICUL 

TU44AL  TRADE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  ACT  OE  4054 

Sect  ‘JO It  Section  407  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1-954  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  tfee  following  new  paragraph : 

ETo  sale  under  title  4  of  this  Aet  shad  be  made  to  the 
United  Arab  Republic  unless  the  President  determines  that 
sueb  sale  is  essential  to  the  national  interest  of  the  United 
States.-  No  sueb  sale  shall  be  based  mi  the  requirements  of 
the  United  Arab  Republic  for  more  than  one  fiscal  year? 
The  President  shall  keep  the  -Foreign  Relations  Committee 
and  the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  fully  and  currently 
informed  with  respect  to  sales  made  to  the  United  Arab 
Republic  under  title  4  of  this  Act;” 

That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “ Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1965”. 

PART  I 

CHAPTER  1— POLICY 

Sec.  101.  Section  102  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  statement  of  policy, 
is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Strike  out  the  last  sentence  in  the  seventh  para¬ 
graph  and  substitute  the  following:  “Tt  is  the  sense  of  the 
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Congress  that  in  furnishing  assistance  under  this  part  excess 
personal  property  shall  he  utilized  wherever  practicable  in 
lieu  of  the  procurement  of  new  items  for  United  States-as- 
sisted  projects  and  programs.  It  is  the  further  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  assistance  under  this  part  shall  he  comple¬ 
mented  hy  the  furnishing  under  any  other  Act  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  and  hy  disposal  of  excess  personal 
property  under  this  and  other  Acts 

(h)  After  the  second  sentence  in  the  thirteenth  para¬ 
graph  insert  the  following:  u Congress  further  urges  that  the 
United  States  and  other  free  world  nations  place  an  increas¬ 
ing  portion  of  their  assistance  programs  on  a  multilateral 
basis  and  that  the  United  States  continue  its  efforts  to  im¬ 
prove  coordination  among  programs  of  assistance  carried  out 
on  a  bilateral  basis  by  free  world  nations 

(c)  Add  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para¬ 
graph  : 

“It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance  under  this 
or  any  other  Act  to  any  foreign  country  which  hereafter  per¬ 
mits,  or  fails  to  take  adequate  measures  to  prevent,  the  dam¬ 
age  or  destruction  by  mob  action  of  United  States  property 
within  such  country,  should  be  terminated  and  should  not  be 
resumed  until  the  President  determines  that  appropriate 
measures  have  been  taken  by  such  country  to  prevent  a  re¬ 
currence  thereof 
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CHAPTER  2— DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
Title  I — Development  Loan  Fund 
Sec.  102.  Title  I  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the 
Development  Loan  Fund,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  201(e),  which  relates  to  general  au¬ 
thority,  by  inserting  after  the  comma  at  the  end  of  clause  (1) 
the  following:  “and  that  periodic  progress  reports  will  be 
made  with  respect  to  the  self-help  measures,  public  and  pri¬ 
vate,  planned  and  achieved  in  the  recipient  country,” . 

(b)  Amend  section  202(a),  which  relates  to  authori¬ 
zation,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  the  first  proviso,  strike  out  “ during  the 
above  period” . 

(2)  In  the  second  proviso,  strike  out  “and  June  30, 
1966 ”  and  substitute  “ June  30,  1966,  and  June  30, 
1967”. 

(c)  Amend  section  205,  which  relates  to  the  use  of  the 
facilities  of  the  International  Development  Association,  to 
read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  205.  Use  of  International  Lending  Orga¬ 
nizations. — In  order  to  serve  the  purposes  of  this  title  and 
the  policy  contained  in  section  619,  the  President,  after 
consideration  of  the  extent  of  additional  participation  by 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


23 


other  countries,  may  make  available,  in  addition  to  any  other 
funds  available  for  such  purposes,  on  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  he  determines,  hot  to  exceed  15  per  centum  of  the 
funds  made  available  for  this  title  to  the  International  Devel¬ 
opment  Association,  the  International  Bank  for  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  and  Development,  or  the  International  Finance  Corpo¬ 
ration  for  use  pursuant  to  the  laws  governing  United  States 
participation  in  such  institutions,  if  any,  and  the  governing 
statutes  thereof  and  without  regard  to  section  201  or  any  other 
requirements  of  this  or  any  other  Act:  Provided,  That  with 
respect  to  any  dollars  herein  authorized  the  voting  power  of 
the  United  States  shall  be  exercised  for  the  purpose  of  dis¬ 
approving  any  loan  by  the  Association  for  any  project,  enter¬ 
prise,  or  activity  in  any  country,  during  any  period  for  ichich 
the  President  has  suspended  assistance  to  the  government  of 
such  country  because  of  any  action  taken  on  or  after  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1962,  by  the  government  of  such  country  or  any  gov¬ 
ernment  agency  or  subdivision  within  such  country  as  specified 
in  paragraph  (A),  (B),  or  (C) ,  of  subsection  ( e) 

(1)  of  section  620  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended,  and  the  failure  of  such  country  within  a  reason¬ 
able  time  to  take  appropriate  steps  to  discharge  its  obligations 
or  provide  relief  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  sub¬ 
section. ** 
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(d)  Add  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  206.  Regional  Development  in  Africa  — 
The  President  is  requested  to  seek  and  to  take  appropriate 
action,  in  cooperation  and  consultation  with  African  and, 
other  interested  nations  and  with  international  development 
organizations,  to  further  and  assist  in  the  advancement  of 
African  regional  development  institutions,  including  the 
African  Development  Bank,  with  the  view  toward  pro¬ 
moting  African  economic  development.” 

Title  II — Technical  Cooperation  and  Development 

Grants 

Sec.  103.  Title  II  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  techni¬ 
cal  cooperation  and  development  grants,  is  amended  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

(a)  Amend  section  212,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
as  follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  “for  use  beginning  in  the  fiscal 
year  1965” . 

(2)  Strike  out  “$ 215,000,000  which”  and  substi¬ 
tute  “$ 219,000,000  for  use  beginning  in  the  fiscal  year 
1966  and  $210,000,000  for  use  beginning  in  the  fiscal 
year  1967,  which  sums”. 
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(b)  Amend  section  214,  which  relates  to  American 
schools  and  hospitals  abroad,  as  follows: 

(1)  Subsection  (b)  is  hereby  repealed  effective 
July  1,  1967. 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (c)  by  striking  out  ufor 
the  fiscal  year  1965,  $18,000,000,  to”  and  substituting 
“$ 9,000,000  for  use  beginning  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1966  and  1967,  which  sums  shall”. 

Title  111 — Investment  Guaranties 
Sec.  104.  Title  111  of  chapter  2  of  part  1  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amend, ed,  which  relates  to  invest¬ 
ment  guaranties,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  221(b),  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  as  follows: 

(1)  Amend  the  introductory  clause  to  read  as 
follows: 

uThe  President  may  issue  guaranties  to  eligible 
United  States  investors — 

(2)  In  paragraph  (1),  strike  out  u  $2, 500, 000,- 
000”  and  substitute  “ $5, 000, 000, 000” . 

(3)  Amend  paragraph  (2)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  proviso,  strike  out  “,  and  no 

such  guaranty  in  the  case  of  a  loan  shall  exceed 
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$25,000,000  and  no  other  such  guaranty  shall  ex¬ 
ceed  $10,000,000” . 

(B)  In  the  fourth  proviso,  strike  out  “1966” 
and  substitute  “1968”. 

(b)  Amend  section  221(c),  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  by  striking  out  “actual  earnings  or  profits”  and 
substituting  “earnings  or  profits  actually  received” . 

(c)  Amend  section  222(b),  which  relates  to  general 
provisions,  by  inserting  after  “(exclusive  of  informational 
media  guaranties) ,”  the  words  “and  to  pay  the  costs  of 
investigating  and  adjusting  (including  costs  of  arbitration) 
claims  under  such  guaranties,” . 

(d)  Amend  section  223,  ivhich  relates  to  definitions,  as 
follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  “and”  at  the  end 
thereof  and  in  subsection  (b)  strike  out  the  period  and 
substitute  “ ;  and” . 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection  (c): 

“(c)  the  term  ‘ eligible  United  States  investors 
means  United  States  citizens,  or  corporations,  partner¬ 
ships,  or  other  associations  created  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  or  any  State  or  territory  and  substantially 
beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  as  well  as 
foreign  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations 
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wholly  owned  by  one  or  more  such  United  States  citi¬ 
zens,  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations: 
Provided,  That  the  eligibility  of  a  foreign  corporation 
shall  be  determined  without  regard  to  any  shares,  in 
aggregate  less  than  5  per  centum  of  the  total  of  issued 
and  subscribed  share  capital,  required  by  law  to  be  held 
by  persons  other  than  the  United  States  owners 
(e)  Amend  section  224,  which  relates  to  housing  proj¬ 
ects  in  Latin  American  countries,  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  224.  Housing  Projects  in  Latin  American 
Countries. — (a)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  order  to 
stimulate  private  home  ownership  and  assist  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  stable  economies  in  Latin  America,  the  authority 
conferred  by  this  section  should  be  utilized  for  the  purpose 
of  assisting  in  the  development  in  the  American  Republics  of 
self -liquidating  pilot  housing  projects,  the  development  of 
institutions  engaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs,  the 
construction  of  homes  for  lower  income  persons  and  families, 
the  increased  mobilization  of  savings  and  the  improvement 
of  housing  conditions  in  Latin  America. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a),  the 
President  is  authorized  to  issue  guaranties,  on  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  shall  determine,  to  eligible  United 
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States  investors  as  defined  in  section  223  assuring  against 
loss  of  loan  investments  made  by  such  investors  in — 

“(1)  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  proj¬ 
ects  in  Latin  America  of  types  similar  to  those  insured 
by  the  Federal  Housing  Administration  and  suitable  for 
conditions  in  Latin  America; 

“(2)  credit  institutions  in  Latin  America  engaged 
directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages; 

“(3)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  for  lower 
income  families  and  persons ,  which  projects  shall  be 
constructed  in  accordance  with  maximum  unit  costs 
established  by  the  President  for  families  and  persons 
whose  incomes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the 
President; 

“(4)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  which  will 
promote  the  development  of  institutions  important  to 
the  success  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress;  or 

“( 5)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  25  per 
centum  or  more  of  the  aggregate  of  the  mortgage  financ¬ 
ing  for  which  is  made  available  from  sources  within 
Latin  America  and  has  not  derived  from  sources  outside 
Latin  America,  which  projects  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  have  a  unit  cost  of  not  more  than 
$6,500. 

“(c)  The  total  face  amount  of  guaranties  issued  under 
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this  section  outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not  exceed 
$350,000,000 :  Provided,  That  no  payment  may  he  made 
under  this  section  for  any  loss  arising  out  of  fraud  or  miscon¬ 
duct  for  which  the  investor  is  responsible :  Provided  further, 
That  this  authority  shall  continue  until  June  30,  1968.” 
Title  IV — Surveys  of  Investment  Opportunities 

Sec.  105.  Section  232  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  surveys  of  investment 
opportunities,  is  amended  by  inserting  after  “$2,100,000,” 
the  following:  “and  for  use  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1967  to 
carry  out  such  purposes  not  to  exceed  $2,100,000,” . 

Title  VI — Alliance  for  Progress 

Sec.  106.  Title  VI  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the 
Alliance  for  Progress,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  251(e),  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  by  inserting  after  the  comma  at  the  end  of  clause 
(i)  the  following:  “and  that  periodic  progress  reports  will 
be  made  with  respect  to  the  self-help  measures,  public  and 
private,  planned  and  achieved  in  the  recipient  country,”. 

(b)  Amend  section  252,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
as  follows: 

(1)  In  the  first  sentence,  strike  out  “and  1966”  and 
substitute  “1966,  and  1967” ;  strike  out  “1964  and”  and 
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substitute  “1964,” ;  and  after  “fiscal  year  1965 ”  insert  a 
comma  and  the  following:  “and  $70,000,000  in  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1966  and  1967” . 

(2)  In  the  third  sentence,  strike  out  “and  June  30, 
1966”  and  substitute  “,  June  30,  1966,  and  June  30,  1967” . 

CHAPTER  3— INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZA¬ 
TIONS  AND  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  107.  Chapter  3  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  international 
organizations  and  programs,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  AmenfcL  section  301,  which  relates  to  general  author¬ 
ity,  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(d)  Contributions  to  the  International  Secretariat  for 
Volunteer  Services  for  the  calendar  year  1966  or  any  subse¬ 
quent  year  shall  not  exceed  28  per  centum  of  the  total  amount 
contributed  to  such  organization  for  such  year.” 

(b)  Amend  section  302,  which  relates  to  authorization, 
as  follows: 

(1)  Amend  the  first  sentence  by  striking  out  “for  the 
fiscal  year  1965”  and  substituting  “for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1966  and  1967” ,  and  by  striking  out  “$ 134,272,400 ” 
and  substituting  “$146,455,000” . 

(2)  Strike  out  the  second  sentence. 
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CHAPTER  4* — SUPPORTING  ASSISTANCE 
Sec.  108.  Section  402  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  which 'relates  to  supporting  assistance,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(a)  In  the  first  sentence,  strike  out  ufor  use  begin¬ 
ning  in  the  fiscal  year  1965”. 

(b)  In  the  first  sentence,  strike  out  u$405,000,000, 
which”  and  substitute  u  $430, 000, 000  for  use  beginning 
in  the  fiscal  year  1966  and  $ 350,000,000  for  use  begin¬ 
ning  in  the  fiscal  year  1967  which  sums”. 

CHAPTER  5— CONTINGENCY  FUND 
Sec.  109.  Section  451(a)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  contingency 
fund,  is  amended  by  striking  out  11  for  the  fiscal  year  1965 
not  to  exceed  $ 150,000,000 ”  and  substituting  ufor  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  not  to  exceed  $50,000,000 
in  each  such  fiscal  year” . 

PART  II 

CHAPTER  2— MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 
Sec.  201.  Chapter  2  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  military 
assistance,  is  amended  as  follows: 
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(a)  Amend  section  503(b),  which  relates  to  general 
authority,  by  striking  out  the  words  11  in  foreign  countries. 

(b)  Amend  section  504(a),  which  relates  to  authoriza¬ 
tion,  by  striking  out  “in  fiscal  year  1965 ”  and  substituting 
“in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967”,  and  by  striking 
out  1,055,000,000 ,  which”  and  substituting  “$1,170,000,- 
000  in  each  such  fiscal  year,  which  sums” . 

(c)  Amend  section  505,  which  relates  to  utilization  of 

i 

assistance,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  the  colon  and  add  the 
following:  “ ,  or  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  foreign  military 
forces  (or  the  voluntary  efforts  of  personnel  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States)  to  construct  public  works  and 
to  engage  in  other  activities  helpful  to  the  economic  and 
social  development  of  friendly  countries.  It  is  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that,  insofar  as  practicable,  such  foreign 
military  forces  should  not  be  maintained  or  established  solely 
for  civic  action  activities  and  that  such  civic  action  activities 
not  significantly  detract  from  the  capability  of  the  military 
forces  to  perform  their  military  missions  and  be  coordinated 
with  and  form  part  of  the  total  economic  and  social  develop¬ 
ment  effort.” 

(2)  Strike  out  subsection  (b)  and  redesignate  the 
proviso  of  subsection  (a)  as  subsection  (b). 

(3)  In  redesignated  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “Pro- 
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vided,  That  except ”  and  substitute  “Except”;  strike  out 
“or  (2)”  and  substitute  “,  or  (2)  for  civic  action  assistance, 
or  (3)”. 

(d)  Amend  section  507,  ivhich  relates  to  sales,  as 
follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  insert  the  following  new  sen¬ 
tence  between  the  second  and  third  sentences:  “Notwith¬ 
standing  the  provisions  of  section  644  (m)  (2),  nonexcess 
defense  articles  may  be  sold  under  this  subsection  at  the 
standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time  such  articles  are  offered 
for  sale  to  the  purchasing  country  or  international  organi¬ 
zation.” 

(2)  In  subsection  (b)  strike  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  the  first  proviso,  substitute  a  colon  and  add  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “Provided  further,  That  the  President  may,  when  he 
determines  it  to  be  in  the  national  interest,  enter  into  sales 
agreements  with  purchasing  countries  or  international  organi¬ 
zations  which  fix  prices  to  be  paid  by  the  purchasing  coun¬ 
tries  or  international  organizations  for  the  defense  articles  or 
defense  services  ordered.  Funds  available  under  this  part 
for  financing  sales  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable 
appropriations  in  the  amounts  required  by  the  contracts  which 
exceed  the  price  so  fixed,  except  that  such  reimbursement 
shall  not  be  required  upon  determination  by  the  President 
that  the  continued  production  of  the  defense  article  being 
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sold  is  advantageous  to  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States.  Payments  by  purchasing  countries  or  international 
organizations  which  exceed  the  amounts  required  by  such  con¬ 
tracts  shall  be  credited  to  the  account  established  under 
section  508.” 

(e)  Amend  section  508,  which  relates  to  reimburse¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

(1)  After  “this  part”  the  first  time  it  appears,  insert 
“ have  been  or”. 

(2)  After  “United  States  Government,”  the  first  time 
it  appears,  insert  “receipts  received  from  the  disposition  of 
evidences  of  indebtedness  and  charges  (including  fees  and 
premiums)  or  interest  collected” . 

(3)  Strike  out  “the  current  applicable  appropriation” 
and  substitute  “a  separate  fund  account” . 

(4)  Strike  out  “furnishing  further  military  assistance  on 
cash  or  credit  terms”  and  substitute  “financing  sales  and 
guaranties,  including  the  overhead  costs  thereof”. 

(f)  Amend  section  509(b),  which  relates  to  exchanges 
and  guaranties,  by  inserting  “( excluding  contracts  with  any 
agency  of  the  United  States  Government)”  in  the  second 
sentence  between  the  last  word  thereof  and  the  period. 

(g)  Amend  section  510(a),  which  relates  to  special  au¬ 
thority,  as  follows: 
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(1)  In  the  first  sentence  strike  out  “fiscal  year  1965 ” 
and  substitute  “ fiscal  years  1966  and  1967”. 

(2)  In  the  second  sentence ,  strike  out  “in  the  fiscal  year 
1965 ”  and  substitute  “in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and, 
1967”. 

(h)  Amend  section  511,  which  relates  to  restrictions 
on  military  aid  to  Latin  America,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  “a  part  may  be  used 
during  each  fiscal  year  for  assistance  in  implementing  a  fea¬ 
sible  plan  for  regional  defense”,  and  insert  “$ 25,000,000 
may  be  used  for  assistance  on  a  cost-sharing  basis  to  an  inter- 
American  military  force  under  the  control  of  the  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  American  States” . 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (b)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  military  assist¬ 
ance  shall  be  furnished  to  American  Republics  only  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  joint  plans  (including  joint  plans  relating  to 
internal  security  problems)  approved  by  the  Organization 
of  American  States.  The  President  shall  submit  quarterly 
reports  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  on  the 
implementation  of  this  subsection.” 

(i)  Amend  section  512,  which  relates  to  restrictions  on 
military  aid  to  Africa,  as  follows: 
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(1)  Strike  out  “programs  described  in  section  505(b) 
of  this  chapter ”  and  substitute  “civic  action  requirements” . 

(2)  Strike  out  “in  fiscal  year  1965”  and  substitute  “ for 
the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967” . 

(3)  After  “$ 25,000,000 ”  insert  “in  each  such  fiscal 
year” . 

PART  111 

CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  301.  Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  general  pro¬ 
visions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  605,  which  relates  to  retention  and 
use  of  items,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  the  section  heading  strike  out  “Items” 
and  substitute  “Certain  Items  and  Funds”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsections: 

“( c)  Funds  realized  as  a  result  of  any  failure  of  a 
transaction  financed  under  authority  of  part  1  of  this  Act  to 
conform  to  the  requirements  of  this  Act,  or  to  applicable 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  United  States  Government,  or  to 
the  terms  of  any  agreement  or  contract  entered  into  under 
authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act,  shall  be  deposited  into  the 
Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts. 

“(d)  Funds  realized  by  the  United  States  Government 
from  the  sale,  transfer,  or  disposal  of  defense  articles  returned 
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to  the  United  States  Government  hy  a  recipient  country  or 
international  organization  as  no  longer  needed  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  for  which  furnished  shall  he  deposited  into  the  Treasury 
as  miscellaneous  receipts.” 

(b)  Amend  section  611(a),  which  relates  to  comple¬ 
tion  of  plans  and  cost  estimates,  as  follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2) 
and  substitute  a  semicolon  and  the  word  uand”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  paragraph  (3): 

“(3)  unless  the  chief  of  the  economic  assistance  mission 
in  the  recipient  country  has  certified  in  writing  within  six 
months  prior  to  the  making  of  such  agreement  or  grant  that 
the  recipient  country  has  the  capability  to  utilize  effectively 
such  assistance.  In  the  event  that  such  a  certification  cannot 
be  made,  the  assistance  may  be  furnished  only  upon  specific 
advance  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  State  ( or,  upon  appro¬ 
priate  delegation  of  authority,  by  an  Under  Secretary  or 
Assistant  Secretary  of  State).  The  Secretary  of  State,  or 
his  delegate,  shall  make  a  complete  report  to  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  to  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  and  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
Senate  of  each  such  determination  and  approval  and  the 
reasons  therefor.” 

(c)  Amend  section  612,  which  relates  to  use  of  foreign 
currencies,  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsection 
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(*),  and  by  striking  out  the  second  paragraph  of  such  sub¬ 
section  and  substituting  the  following: 

“ The  President  shall  take  all  appropriate  steps  to  assure 
that,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  United  States-owned 
foreign  currencies  are  utilized  in  lieu  of  dollars.  Dollar  funds 
made  available  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  not  be  expended  for 
goods  and  services  when  United  States-owned  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  are  available  for  such  purposes  unless  the  adminis¬ 
trative  official  approving  the  voucher  certifies  as  to  the  reason 
for  the  use  of  dollars  in  each  case 

(d)  Amend  section  613,  which  relates  to  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies,  as  follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  the  section  heading  and  substitute  the 
following:  “Accounting,  Valuation,  Deporting,  and  Admin¬ 
istration  of  Foreign  Currencies” . 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(d)  In  cases  where  assistance  is  to  be  furnished  to 
any  recipient  country  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this 
or  any  other  Act  on  a  basis  which  will  result  in  the  accrual 
of  foreign  currency  proceeds  to  the  United  States,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  shall  issue  regulations  requiring  that 
agreements,  in  respect  of  such  assistance,  include  provisions 
for  the  receipt  of  interest  income  on  the  foreign  currency 
proceeds  deposited  in  authorized  depositaries  at  a  rate  not 
less  favorable  than  the  highest  interest  rate  lawfully  obtain- 
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able  from  the  recipient  country  or  agencies  thereof  in  the 
respective  countries:  Provided,  That  whenever  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  determines  it  not  to  be  in  the  national  interest 
to  conclude  arrangements  for  the  receipt  of  interest  income 
he  may  waive  the  requirement  thereof:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Secretary  of  State,  or  his  delegate,  shall  promptly 
make  a  complete  report  to  the  Congress  on  each  such  deter¬ 
mination  and  the  reasons  therefor .” 

(e)  Amend  section  620,  which  relates  to  termination  of 
assistance  to  certain  countries,  as  follows: 

<i)  Amend  subsection  (e)(1),  which  relates  to  ex¬ 
propriations  and  related  matters,  by  inserting  “ including  the 
issuance  of  new  investment  guaranties)”  after  ivords  “The 
President  shall  suspend  assistance”  and  by  inserting  “pur¬ 
suant  to  procedures  substantially  equivalent  to  those  set  forth 
in  the  Convention  on  the  Settlement  of  Investment  Disputes 
Between  States  and  Nationals  of  Other  States  submitted  to 
governments  by  the  International  Bank  for  Deconstruction 
and  Development”  after  the  words  “which  may  include 
arbitration” . 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (e)(2),  which  relates  to  the 
act  of  state  doctrine,  by  inserting  after  the  words  “other 
right”  each  time  they  appear  the  words  “to  property” ,  and 
by  striking  out  “,  or  (3)  in  any  case  in  which  the  proceed¬ 
ings  are  commenced  after  January  1, 1966” . 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


40 


(3)  Add  the  following  subparagraph  to  subsection  (e): 

“(3)  No  assistance  including  the  issuance  of  new  in¬ 
vestment  guaranties)  shall  be  furnished  in  connection  with 
any  project  if  property  used  in,  or  concession  rights  relating 
to,  the  same  or  a  substantially  similar  predecessor  project 
are  the  subject  of  a  bona  fide  claim  by,  or  of  a  judgment  or 
award  in  favor  of,  any  United  States  citizen  or  any  corpora¬ 
tion,  partnership,  or  association  not  less  than  50  per  centum 
beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens  that  such  prop¬ 
erty  or  rights  were,  without  consent,  on  or  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act,  subjected  to  expropriatory  or  other  similar 
acts  as  described  in  subparagraphs  (1)  (A),  (1)  (B),  and 
(1)  (C)  of  this  subsection,  unless  the  property  or  rights 
which  are  the  subject  of  such  claim,  judgment,  or  award  are 
restored  to  the  claimant,  pursuant  to  the  mandate  of  a 
judgment  or  award  or  under  terms  agreed  to  by  the 
claimant.” 

(4)  Amend  subsection  (l),  which  relates  to  termina¬ 
tion  of  assistance  to  countries  which  fail  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  to  institute  investment  guaranty  programs,  by  striking 
out  “December  31,  1965 ”  and  substituting  “June  30,  1967” . 

(15)  Add  the  following  new  subsections: 

“(n)  No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act, 
and  no  sales  shall  be  made  under  title  I  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
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to  the  United  Arab  Republic  or  to  Indonesia  so  long  as 
either  of  such  countries  shall  continue  to  commit  aggression , 
as  the  President  shall  determine  in  accordance  with  section 
620  (i)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended. 

“(o)  No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act 
to  any  country  which  (1)  has  extended,  or  hereafter  ex¬ 
tends,  its  jurisdiction  for  fishing  purposes  over  any  area  of 
the  high  seas  beyond  that  recognized  by  the  United  States, 
and  (2)  hereafter  imposes  any  penalty  or  sanction  against 
any  United  States  fishing  vessel  on  account  of  its  fishing 
activities  in  such  area. 

“ The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  applicable 
in  any  case  in  which  the  extension  of  jurisdiction  is  made 
pursuant  to  international  agreement  to  which  the  United 
States  is  a  party.” 

CHAPTER  2— ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  302.  Chapter  2  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  administra¬ 
tive  provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  624,  which  relates  to  statutory 
officers,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “paragraph  (3) 
of”  and  “of  the  officers  provided  for  in  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of  that  subsection” ,  and  substitute  for  the 
latter  “of  one  or  more  of  said  officers” . 
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(2)  In  subsection  (d),  strike  out  “ Public  Law 

86-735”  wherever  it  appears  and  substitute  “the  Latin 

American  Development  Act,  as  amended” . 

(b)  Amend  section  625(d),  which  relates  to  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  personnel,  by  striking  out  “  twenty”  in  para¬ 
graph  (2)  and  substituting  “thirty” . 

(c)  Amend  section  626,  which  relates  to  experts,  con¬ 
sultants,  and  retired  officers,  by  redesignating  subsection  (d) 
as  subsection  (c). 

(d)  Amend  section  630,  ivhich  relates  to  terms  of 
detail  or  assignment,  by  inserting  “benefits”  after  “ travel 
expenses,”  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (4). 

(e)  Amend  section  631,  which  relates  to  missions  and 
staffs  abroad,  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(d)  In  any  case  in  which  the  cost  of  assistance  pro¬ 
grammed  for  any  country  under  this  Act  for  any  fiscal  year 
does  not  exceed  $ 1,000,000 ,  such  assistance  shall  be  ad¬ 
ministered  in  such  country  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief 
of  the  United  States  Diplomatic  Mission  by  the  principal 
economic  officer  of  the  mission  in  the  case  of  assistance 
under  part  I,  and  by  the  senior  military  officer  of  the  mission 
in  the  case  of  assistance  under  part  II.” 

(f)  Amend  section  635(g),  which  relates  to  general 
authorities,  by  inserting  “and  sales ”  after  “loans”  in  the 
introductory  clause. 
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(g)  Amend  section  636,  which  relates  to  provisions  on 
uses  of  funds,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (e),  strike  out  “ section  2  of  the  Act 
of  July  31, 1894,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  62)”  and  substitute 
“section  301  of  the  Dual  Compensation  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
3105)”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (f),  strike  out  “Act  to  provide  for 
assistance  in  the  development  of  Latin  America  and  in  the 
reconstruction  of  Chile,  and  for  other  purposes”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  “ Latin  American  Development  Act,  as  amended”. 

(h)  Amend  section  637(a),  which  relates  to  administra¬ 
tive  expenses,  by  striking  out  “for  the  fiscal  year  1965  not  to 
exceed  $ 52,500,000 ”  and  inserting  after  “part  I”  the  words 
“,  $55,240,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967” . 

(i)  Amend  section  638,  which  relates  to  Peace  Corps 
assistance,  by  striking  out  all  beginning  with  “  ;  or  famine” 
and  substituting  a  period. 

(j)  Add  the  following  new  sections: 

“Sec.  639.  Famine  and  Disaster  Belief— No  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  assistance  to 
any  country  for  relief  from  famine  or  other  natural  disasters. 

“Sec.  640.  Military  Sales. — Except  as  otherwise 
provided  in  part  II  of  this  Act,  no  provision  of  this  Act  shall 
be  construed  to  prohibit  the  sale,  exchange,  or  the  guaranty 
of  a  sale,  of  defense  articles  or  defense  services  to  any  friendly 
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country  or  international  organization  if  the  President  shall 
have  found,  pursuant  to  section  503,  that  the  assisting  of 
such  country  or  organization  will  strengthen  the  security  of 
the  United  States  and  promote  world  peace.” 

CHAPTER  3— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  303.  Chapter  3  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  miscellaneous 
provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  642(a)  (2) ,  which  relates  to  stat¬ 
utes  repealed,  by  striking  out  “143 ,”  and  all  beginning  with 
“ :  Provided  ,”  up  to  the  semicolon. 

(b)  Amend  section  644,  which  relates  to  definitions, 
as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (g),  insert  “,  and  not  procured  in 
anticipation  of  military  assistance  or  sales  requirements,  or 
pursuant  to  a  military  assistance  or  sales  order ”  after 
uUnited  States  Government ”  and  strike  out  “as  grant 
assistance” . 

(2)  In  subsection  (m)(2),  strike  out  “Such  price  shall 
be  the  same  standard  price”  and  substitute  “Such  standard 
price  shall  be  the  same  price  (including  authorized  reduced 
prices)”. 
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(3)  Amend  the  'paragraph  following  the  numbered  para¬ 
graph  (3)  in  subsection  (m)  as  follows: 

(A)  in  the  first  sentence,  insert  “and  sales”  after 

“Military  assistance” . 

(B)  in  the  second  proviso,  strike  out  “by  the  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  program” . 

(c)  Amend  section  645,  which  relates  to  unexpended 
balances,  by  striking  out  “Public  Law  86-735”  and  substi¬ 
tuting  “the  Latin  American  Development  Act,  as  amended” . 

(d)  At  the  end  thereof  add  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  649.  Limitation  on  Aggregate  Authoriza¬ 
tion  for  Use  in  Fiscal  Years  1966  and  1967.— Not¬ 
withstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act,  the  aggregate 
of  the  total  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  use 
during  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  for  furnishing 
assistance  and  for  administrative  expenses  under  this  Act 
shall  not  exceed  $3,243,000,000  for  each  such  year.” 

Sec.  304.  Section  9  of  the  Foreign  Service  Buildings 
Act,  1926,  as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  300),  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  after  the  words  “foreign  countries”  the  words  “or 
for  use  in  carrying  out  activities  under  part  I  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  in  foreign  countries” . 
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Part  IV 

PROGRAMS  FOR  FISCAL  YEARS  BEGINNING  AFTER 

JUNE  30,  1967 

Sec.  401.  The  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 
part  IV  to  read  as  follows: 

“Part  IV 

“programs  for  fiscal  years  beginning  after 

JUNE  30,  1967 

“Sec.  701.  Termination  of  Existing  Programs. — 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  no  assistance 
shall  be  furnished  pursuant  to  this  Act  or  (except  as  required 
pursuant  to  agreements  entered  into  prior  to  June  30,  1967) 
pursuant  to  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development 
and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  or  any  extension 
thereof,  to  any  country  or  area  (or  enterprise  therein)  subse¬ 
quent  to  June  30,  1967. 

“Sec.  702.  Proposals  for  Future  Programs  — 
The  President  is  requested  to  submit  to  the  Congress,  on  or 
before  July  1,  1966,  his  recommendations,  including  legisla¬ 
tive  proposals  designed  to  carry  out  such  recommendations, 
for  such  future  foreign  assistance  programs  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  and  appropriate  in  the  national  interest  and  taking  into 
account  the  principles  set  forth  in  section  703. 
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“Sec.  703.  Principles  To  Be  Taken  Into  Ac¬ 
count  in  Proposals  for  Future  Programs. — (a)  In 
the  formation  and  submission  to  the  Congress  of  proposals 
for  foreign  assistance  for  fiscal  years  beginning  on  or  after 
July  1,  1967,  such  proposals  should  include  and  be  divided 
into  the  following  separate  and  distinct  categories: 

“(1)  Assistance  intended  primarily  for  humani¬ 
tarian  purposes,  including  grants,  loans,  contributions, 
or  other  aid  to  be  made  available  for  relief  purposes 
through  international  organizations  or  relief  agencies, 
or  otherwise,  and  similar  relief  programs. 

“(2)  Assistance  for  development  purposes  (A)  to 
be  extended  only  to  countries  in  which  progress  is  being 
made  toward  respect  for  the  rule  of  law,  freedom  of  ex¬ 
pression  and  of  the  press,  and  recognition  of  the  im¬ 
portance  of  individual  freedom,  initiative,  and  private 
enterprise;  and  (B)  to  be  in  furtherance  of  sound  plans 
for  economic  and  social  growth  to  the  end  of  developing 
the  resources  of  the  recipient  countries  to  make  them 
self-sufficient  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

“(3)  Assistance  for  political  or  contingency  pur¬ 
poses,  to  be  extended  to  a  limited  number  of  countries  or 
areas,  primarily  for  purposes  of  advancing  or  protecting 
the  mutual  interests  of  the  United  States  and  the  other 
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countries  or  areas  concerned ,  such  as  programs  relating 
to  the  creation  of  special  relationships  with  recipient 
countries,  reinforcement  of  alliance-type  relationships, 
or  other  political  or  contingency  purposes. 

“(4)  Military  assistance  to  he  furnished  for  pur¬ 
poses  that  serve  the  military  defense  of  the  United  States 
as  recommended  hy  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  subject  to 

i 

approval  hy  the  Secretary  of  State. 

“( 5)  Assistance  of  the  type  now  carried  on  under 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954  through  the  use  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities.  All  proposals  in  this  category  shall  he  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

“(b)  The  proposals  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  should 
also  provide  that  after  June  30,  1967,  the  total  number  of 
countries  receiving  assistance  referred  to  in  paragraphs  (2), 
(3),  and  (4),  of  subsection  (a)  and  assistance  of  the  type 
now  carried  on  under  title  1  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  De¬ 
velopment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  should  not  exceed  a 
total  of  fifty. 

“(c)  In  order  to  provide  for  better  coordination  of  all 
programs  of  United  States  assistance  to  foreign  countries,  and 
for  more  efficient,  economical,  and  effective  administration 
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1  of  such  programs,  the  proposals  referred  to  in  paragraphs 

2  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  subsection  (a)  should  also  include 

3  provisions  for  unification,  insofar  as  practicable,  of  the  ad- 
41  ministration  of  such  programs  under  a  single  officer  or 

5  agency. 

6  “(d)  The  proposals  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  should 
l  .  include  recommendations  as  to  (1)  the  extent  to  ivhich  as- 

8  sistance  should  be  furnished  multilaterally  or  bilaterally  and 

9  (2)  the  extent  to  which  it  should  be  extended  for  programs 

10  or  for  specific  projects. 

11  “(e)  The  proposals  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  should 

12  be  based  on  an  analysis  and  estimate  of  the  funds  required 
12  by  the  developing  nations  of  the  world  to  close  the  widening 
11  gap  between  the  economically  privileged  nations  and  those 
1^  nations  striving  to  achieve  a  developed  economy.  This 

10  analysis  should  examine  the  relationship  between  develop- 

1 1  ment  requirements  and  the  economic  growth,  including  the 

18  rising  gross  national  product  of  the  United  States,  assessing 

19  the  percentage  thereof  that  should  be  devoted  to  such  develop- 
29  ment  assistance.  The  proposals  should  include  an  assessment 

21  of  the  role  that  economic  assistance  by  the  United  States  and, 

22  other  developed  nations  can  and  should  play  in  the  economic 
22  and  social  development  of  the  rest  of  the  world,  and  carefully 
21  delineate  policies  and  programs  required  to  fulfill  this  role. 
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“Sec.  704.  Temporary  Planning  Committee  Es- 
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tablished. — (a)  There  is  hereby  created  a  Foreign  Aid 
Planning  Committee  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  ‘Com¬ 
mittee’ )  which  shall  consist  of  sixteen  members  to  be  selected 
as  follows: 

“( 1)  Four  members  to  be  appointed  by  the 
President ; 

“(2)  Four  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  of  the  Senate ,  to  be  designated  by  the  Vice 
President; 

“( 3)  Four  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  to  be  designated 
by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives; 

“(4)  Two  members  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  of  the  Senate,  to  be  designated  by  the  Vice 
President; 

“(5)  Two  members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  to  be  designated  by 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  Committee  shall  select  a  Chairman  and  Vice  Chair¬ 
man  from  among  its  members. 

“(b)  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Committee  (1)  to  make 
such  studies  and  investigations  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable 
it  to  make  recommendations  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  concerning  the  proposals  referred  to  in  section  703(a), 
and  (2)  to  provide  the  President,  or  such  officer  or  agency  as 
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the  President  may  designate,  with  such  assistance  as  the 
President  or  such  officer  or  agency  may  request  in  the  for¬ 
mulation  of  such  proposals. 

“(c)  The  Committee  is  authorized  to  appoint  and  fix 
the  compensation  of  such  secretarial,  clerical,  and  other  staff 
assistants  as  may  he  necessary  to  enable  it  to  perform  its 
functions,  and  to  procure,  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 
laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  tem¬ 
porary  and  intermittent  services  to  the  same  extent  as  is 
authorized  for  the  departments  by  section  IS  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (60  Stat.  810;  5  U.S.C.  55a) ,  but  at  rates 
not  to  exceed  $100  per  diem  for  individuals. 

“(d)  Members  of  the  Committee  appointed  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)(1)  who  are  not  otherwise  employed  by  the 
United  States  shall  be  paid  compensation  at  the  rate  of 
$100  per  diem  while  engaged  in  the  work  of  the  Committee, 
and  shall  be  reimbursed  for  travel  and  other  necessary  ex¬ 
penses  incurred  while  so  engaged,  including  per  diem  in 
lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2) 
for  persons  in  the  Government  service  employed  inter¬ 
mittently. 

“(e)  The  Committee  may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  hold  such  hearings  and 
sit  and  act  at  such  times  and  places,  administer  such  oaths, 
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and  require  by  subpena  or  otherwise  the  attendance  and 
testimony  of  such  witnesses  and  the  production  of  such 
books,  records,  correspondence,  memorandums,  papers,  and 
documents  as  the  Committee  may  deem  advisable.  Sub¬ 
pen  as  may  be  issued  under  the  signature  of  the  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  and  may  be  served  by  any  person  designated 
by  the  Chairman.  The  provisions  of  sections  102  to  104, 
inclusive,  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (2  U.S.C.  192-194), 
shall  apply  in  the  case  of  any  failure  of  any  witness  to  comply 
with  any  subpena  or  to  testify  when  summoned  under 
authority  of  this  subsection. 

“(f)  Each  department  and  agency  of  the  Government 
shall  furnish  to  the  Committee,  upon  its  request,  such  infor¬ 
mation  or  other  assistance  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  it 
to  carry  out  its  functions. 

“(g)  The  Committee  shall  from  time  to  time  transmit 
to  the  President,  and  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  reports  of  its  activities,  including  its  recommendations, 
and  shall  file  its  final  report  on  or  before  January  3,  1967. 
Upon  the  filing  of  its  final  report,  the  Committee  shall  cease 
to  exist. 

“(h)  There  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Committee 
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1  out  of  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  Act  such  amounts, 

2  not  to  exceed  an  aggregate  of  $ 400,000 ,  as  the  Committee 

3  deems  necessary  to  enable  it  to  carry  out  its  functions .” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  25,  1965. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  an  amendment  June  14,  1965. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

UNI  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Was  ton,  D.  C.  20250 

Off  ,1  Business  Postage  and  Fees  Paid 

U.  S,  Department  of  Agriculture 


!S  SIGNAL 
DINGS 


i 


OFFICE  OF 
BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 


.(For  information  only; 
•  should  not  be  quoted 
or  cited) 

Issued  Juno  18,  1 965 
For  actions  of  June  17,  1965 

89th-lst;  No,  11C 


Adjournment . 17 

Appropriations . 11,16 

Budget . 22 

Cigarette  labeling . 16 

Civil  rights . 15 

Diets . 28 

Disaster  relief . 16,32 

Economic  development .  10 , 19 

Excise  taxes . 1 

Farm  labor . 14 

Food . 31 

Foreign  aid . 13,18,23 


breign  trade . 27 

Highways .  ....  10 

Information . 24 

Legislative 

accomplishments . /I 

Legislative  process. .  25 

Legislative^  program,  y. . .  16 

Livestock  marketing/ . 6 

Medical  care.  . /. . 29 

Personnel . . .  'A .  ...12,29 

Public  Law  48 ()/. .  \. . 31 

Public  works/. . \.  10,11 


Puerto  Rico . 30 

iclamation . 4 

lesearch . 3,24 

Retirement . 12 

Salt-water  research . 3 

Taxes . 1 

Trade  expansion . 27 

Transportation . .  26 

Weights  and  measures ....  21 

Wilderness . 5 

Wool . 5,20 


/TGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  voted  tc/report  public  works-economic  development 

Lll.  Sen.  McGovern  introduced  ancj/discussed  bill  t'q  provide  food  for  peaceful 
development  program. 


SENATE 

1.  EXCISE  TAXES.  Both/Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on/.  R.  8371,  to  re¬ 

duce  or  repeal  ce/tain  excise  taxes.  This  bill  will  now  be  sopt  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  pp.  1357^-80,  13462-6 

2.  WOOL  SUPPORTS/  Sen.  Moss  objected  to  "a  proposal  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 

ture  for  a/sliding  scale  system  of  support  payments  to  woolgrowers  .,|NV p°  13521 

3.  SAIT -WATER  RESEARCH.  Sen,  Mansfield  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  24,  providing  :bqr  addi¬ 

tional^ research  on  changing  salt  water  to  fresh  water.  pp»  13520-1 

4*  RECLAMATION,  Passed  as  reported  S.  32,  to  authorize  the  Southern  Nevada  Watcn 
“’oject.  pp0  13513-15 

5/ WILDER  NESS .  Sen,  McGovern  inserted  an  article  favoring  S.  107,  to  include  the 


\ 
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Lincoln  Back  Country  in  the  wilderness  system,,  p0  13522 

6.  LIVESTOCK  MARKETING,,  Sen.  McGovern  inserted  a  speech  on  the  importance  otf the 

livestock  terminal  markets.  pp„  13568-9 

7.  LEGISLATIVE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS.  Majority  Leader  Mansfield  commended  congressional 

accomplishment's  so  far  this  year  and  inserted  a  summary  of  the  actons  „  ppe 

13536-40 

80  D.  C.  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  H„  R.  6453,  was  made  the  unfinished  bjzsiness  .pp0 13565-6 
9®  ADJOURNED  until  Mop.,  June  21«  p„  13594 

HOUSE 

10.  PUBLIC  WORKS;  E CONOM I C \DE VELO FMENT .  The  "Daily  DigestV7  states  that  the  Public 

Works  Committee  on  June\16  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  S.  1648 
(amended),  the  proposed  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965. 
p.  D544  \  /  £ 

A  subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  Committee /voted  to  report  to  the  full 
committee  H.  R.  6790  (amended),  to  increase  the!  limitation  on  emergency  relief 
for  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways  /inder  23  U.S.C.  125*  p.  D544 

11.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  II.  R.  9220,  the  public 

works  appropriation  bill,  1966  (H.NRept .  /527) ,  and  H.  R.  9221,  the  Defense 
Department  appropriation  bill,  1966\H./Rept.  528).  p.  13496 

12.  PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil VSdsrvice  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

H.  R.  8469,  to  provide  certain  increases\in  annuities  payable  from  the  civil 
_ service  retirement  and  disability/rund  (H\Rept.  529).  p.  13496 


13.  FOREIGN  AID.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H,  R.  7750,  the  foreign  aid  authoriza- 
_ tion  bill  (p.  13461).  Senate  conferees  had  already  been  appointed. _ _1 


Rep.  Morgan  inserted  an  article,  "Government  Charges  23  Concerns  Diverted 
$13.7  Million  of  Grains  Aimed  for  Austria,"  which, states  the  "Government  is 
seeking  damages  and  penalties  of  about  $3  million"\3nd  commended  USDA  for  its 
part  in  this  investigation,  pp.  12493-4 

14.  FARM  LABOR.  Rep.  Talcdtt  stated  that  the  "'A-team'  program  being  promoted  by  th< 

Department  of  Labor- -squads  of  high  school  students  with  little  or  no  training 
in  farmwork--has  not  yet  been  helpful;  in  fact,  it  has  been  detrimental." 
p.  13482 

/ 

15.  CIVIL  RIGHTS.  Rep.  Fraser  commended  USDA  on  the  implement at iotkof  title  VI  of 

the  Civil  P.ights  Act  and  praised  Secretary  Freeman  for  "his  efforts  to  fully 
enforce  the  law  of  the  land."  pp.  13483-5 

16.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  on  Mon.  H.  R.  8620, ''to  provide 

diversion  payments  on  acreage  affected  by  disaster,  and  S.  1796,  assistance  for 
disaster  victims,  will  be  brought  up  under  suspension  of  the  rules;  anil  on 
Tues.  and  the  balance  of  the  week  the'  House  will  consider  the  public  works, 
defense  appropriation  bills,  ai  the  cigarette  labeling  bill.  p.  1346,2 


JOURNED  until  Mon.,  June  21.  p.  13495 
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WASHINGTON,  THURSDAY,  JUNE  17,  1965 


No.  110 


House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  12\n ’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
DJD.,  prefaced  his  prayek  with  these 
words  of  Scripture:  Galatians^ :  13:  By 
love  serve  one  another. 

Almighty  God,  we  worship  arid  adore 
Thee  as  the  goal  of  all  our  aspirations 
and  the  Supreme  Ruler  of  the  Universe. 

When  we  think  of  the  achievemei 
of  our  intrepid  and  heroic  astronaut^ 
who  have  added  new  luster  to  the  fame 
of  our  beloved  country,  we  bow  before 
Thee  in  wonder  and  humility. 

We  look  for  the  dawning  of  a  time 
when  mankind  shall  reach  upward  to  a 
fuller  and  more  expanding  spiritual  life, 
giving  itself  in  new  vows  of  loyalty  to 
Thy  divine  will  and  ways. 

May  we  aspire  to  the  ascending  spir¬ 
itual  life  that  is  free  of  the  fallacies  and 
fatigues  of  the  temporal  and  earthly, 
and  where  truth  is  more  vivid  and  love 
more  real  and  our  fellowship  is  happy 
in  its  dreams  and  realizations. 

For  this  kind  of  a  life  may  we  have 
more  sympathy  and  compassion,  more 
love  and  good  will  in  our  hearts  so  that 
the  Great  Society  which  we  are  build¬ 
ing  shall  not  be  something  that  is  merely 
visionary,  but  a  blessed  reality. 

Hear  us  in  Christ’s  name.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate/by  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  bills  of  the  House  of  the 
following  titles: 

H.R.  3165.  An  act  to  authorize  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  Pecos  National  Monument  in 
the  State  of  New  Mexico,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  and 

H.R.  8464.  An  agt  to  provide,  for  the  period 
beginning  on  July  1,  1965,  and  ending  on 
June  30,  196/'  a  temporary  increase  in  the 
public  debt/fimit  set  forth  in  section  21  of 
the  Secong  Liberty  Bond  Act. 

lessage  also  announced  that  the 
agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 


mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
7717)  entitled  “An  act  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  to  the  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration  for  research 
and  development,  construction  of  facili¬ 
ties,  and  administrative  operations,  and 
for  other  purposes.” 

'  The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  and  a  concurrent 
Dlution  of  the  following  titles,  in  which 
thh  concurrence  of  the  House  is  re- 
ques 

S.  24\An  act  to  expand,  extend,  and  up 
oelerate  the  saline  water  conversion  prog 
conduct ed\by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
and  for  other,  purposes; 

S.  26.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior \o  acquire  lands  for,  and  to 
develop,  operate, 'and  maintain/  ;he  Golden 
Spike  National  Historic  Site; 

S.  559.  An  act  to  regulate/ the  labeling  of 
cigarettes,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  998.  An  act  to  ampnd  section  4  of  the  • 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Ac/  of '1956  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  th/lnteriox  to  make  loans 
for  the  financing'  and  refinancing  of  new 
and  used  fishing'  vessels,  and  th  extend  the 
term  during  which  the  Secretaryvcan  make 
fisheries  loans  under  the  act; 

S.  106 5.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  acquire  through  exchange 
the  Great  Falls  property  in  the  State  of  vir¬ 
gin!  ar for  administration  in  connection 
this  George  Washington  Memorial  Parkway/ 
id  for  other  purposes; 

S.  1285.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  convey¬ 
ance  to  Pima  and  Maricopa  Counties,  Ariz., 
and  to  the  city  of  Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  of 
certain  lands  for  recreational  purposes  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Recreation  and  Public 
Purposes  Act  of  1926; 

S.  1582.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  Mann  Creek  Federal  reclamation 
project,  Idaho,  in  order  to  increase  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
such  project  (act  of  August  16,  1962,  76  Stat. 
388); 

S.  1761.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  construct,  operate,  and 
maintain  a.  third  powerplant  at  the  Grand 
Coulee  Elam,  Columbia  Basin  project,  Wash¬ 
ington,  and  for  other  purposes;  and 

S.  Con.  Res.  36.  Concurrent  resolution  ex¬ 
pressing  the  sense  of  the  Congress  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  20th  anniversary  of  the  United 
Nations  during  International  Cooperation 
Year,  and  for  other  purposes. 


FILING  OF  REPORT  FROM  COMMIT¬ 
TEE  ON  POST  OFFICE  AND  CIVIL 
SERVICE  / 

Mr.  DANIELS/  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office, -and  Civil  Service  may  have 
until  midnight  tonight  to  file  a  report 
on  the  bilt^I.R.  8469. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  remarks  I 
made  on  yesterday  follow  those  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Strat¬ 
ton]  in  the  permanent  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDING  THE  FOREIGN  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  ACT  OF  1961 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  7750)  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes,  with  Senate  amendments 
thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  and  agree  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania?  The  Chair  hears  none 
and  appoints  the  following  conferees: 
Messrs.  Morgan,  Hays,  O’Hara  of  Illi¬ 
nois,  Adair,  Mailliard,  Frelinghuysen, 
and  Mrs.  Kelly. 


DEDICATION  OF\ASSEMBLY  ROOM 
OF  INDEPENDENCE  HALL 


^Speaker 


I  call 
d  ask  for  its 


Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.N 
up  House  Resolution  426' 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  restitution,  as 
follows : 

Resolved,  That  the  Speaker  of  tb^  House 
of  Representatives  is  authorized  to  ajtypoint 
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eight^lembers  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  as.  a  delegation  to  attend  the  dedica¬ 
tion  of  the  historic  Assembly  Room  of  Inde¬ 
pendence  Hall,  to  be  held  in  Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania,  on  June  28,  1965,  at  the  invi¬ 
tation  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  and  to 
designate  the  Chairman  of  said  delegation. 

Sec.  2.  The  expenses  of  the  delegation 
shall  not  exceed  $1,000  and  shall  be  paid 
from  the  contingent  fund  of  the  House  upon 
vouchers  signed  by  the  chairman  of  the 
delegation  and  approved  by  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  FQR  WEEK 
OP  JUNE  21,  1965  \ 

(Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House  for 
1  minute.)  \ 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  ask  for  this  time  for  the  purpose  of. 
inquiring  of  the  majority  leader  as  to  \ 
the  program  and  schedule  for  next  week. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  my 
distinguished  friend  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  will  be  glad 
to  yield  to  the  distinguished  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  week  of  June  21  is  as 
follows : 

Monday  is  Constant  Calendar  day. 
There  are  six  suspensions  as  follows: 
H.R.  2263,  Correctional  Rehabilitation 
Study  Act  of  1965;  H.R.  7743,  National 
Vocational  Student  Loan  Insurance  Act 
of  1965;  H.R.  6097,  providing  penalties 
for  the  assassination  of  the  President; 
H.R.  8620,  to  permit  farmers  in  disaster 
areas  to  comply  with  acreage  reduction 
agreements;  S.  1796,  assistance  for  dis¬ 
aster  victims ;  House  Concurrent  Resolu¬ 
tion  416,  Baltic  States  resolution. 

For  Tuesday  and  the  balance  of  the 
week,  the  public  works  appropriations 
for  1966,  the  defense  appropriations  for 
1966,  and  H.R.  3014,  Federal  Cigarette 
Labeling  and  Advertising  Act,  which 
comes  up  under  an  open  rule  with  3  hours 
of  general  debate. 

This  announcement,  of  course,  is  made 
subject  to  the  usual  reservation  that 
conference  reports  may  be  brought  up 
any  time  and  any  further  program  yrill 
be  announced  later. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Will  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  leader  advise  the 
House  as  to  whether  or  not  we,are  going 
over  today  until  Monday? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Yes.  If  /the  gentle¬ 
man  will  yield  further,  we'  have  only  a 
conference  report  and  ope  other  matter 
to  dispose  of  on  our  legislative  program 
for  this  week.  / 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that7 when  the  House  ad¬ 
journs  today  it  adjourn  to  meet  on  Mon 
day  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request pf  the  gentleman  from  Okla 
homa? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  rlgfit  to  object,  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  if  there 
is  any  substance  to  the  report  that  there 
it  be  a  recess  or  adjournment  of  the 
Louse  for  a  couple  of  weeks  in  connec¬ 


tion  with  the  Independence  Day  cele¬ 
bration? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  advise  the  gentleman 
that  if  there  is,  I  have  no  knowledge  of 

it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  No  knowledge  of  it? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  None  whatever.  I 
would  advise  the  gentleman  that  it  would 
seem  almost  impossible  that  we  would 
have  2  weeks  recess  at  that  time  in  view 
of  the  legislative  program. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  did  not  think  there 
was  a  single  thing  that  was  impossible 
around  here,  after  the  experience  of  the 
last  few  months. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  We  are  entitled  to  a  lot 
of  credit,  but  not  as  much  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  giving  us. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  ask  the  gentleman,  if 
there  is  no  Independence  Day  recess,  will 
the  T  and  T  Club  be  in  operation? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  gentleman  will 
have  to  take  that  up  with  the  officials  of 
that  “club.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
e  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

ere  was  no  objection. 


DISPENSING 
WEDNESDAY 
EK 


WITH  CALEf 
BUSINESS  Nl 


on  one  or  more  of  the  suspensions  whicf 
have  been  announced  for  next  week;  als 
that  these  suspensions  may  not  be  called 
up  in  the  order  in  which  they  are  listed. 


EXCISE  TAX  REDUCTION  A£ 
1965 


'OF 


.ON- 


AUTHGRITY  TO  ACT  DURING 
JOURNMENT  OVER  UNTIL 
DAY 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speak  eL,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  adjournment  of  the/House  until 
Monday  next,  thk  Clerk  be'authorized  to 
receive  messages  from  the  Senate  and 
that  the  Speaker  bft  authorized  to  sign 
any  enrolled  bills  an^"  joint  resolutions 
duly  passed  by  the  tpro Ifouses  and  found 
truly  enrolled. 

The  SPEAKER^.  Is  thefe  objection  to 
the  request  of  £ne  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  wasLno  objection. 


r.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker  I  ask\ 
nanimous  consent  that  Calendar 
Wednesday  business  may  be  dispensed 
with  on  Wednesday  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


RECESS  TO  RECEIVE  THE 
ASTRONAUTS 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  tell 
the  House  what  the  plans  are  for  today, 
as  far  as  taking  a  recess  and  reconvening 
are  concerned? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Yes;  we  hope  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  the  conference  report  on  the  ex¬ 
cise  bill  and  another  bill  which  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  advised  yes¬ 
terday  would  be  called  up  today  under  a 
unanimous-consent  request.  The  House 
will  recess  shortly  thereafter.  We  ex¬ 
pect  the  astronauts  here  on  the  floor 
about  2 : 30  this  afternoon. 

May  I  advise  the  Members,  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  that  we  expect  there  may  be  rollcalls 


Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speakqf',  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  ^he  bill  (H.R. 
8371)  to  reduce  excise  taxes,  and  for  oth¬ 
er  purposes,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statement  of/the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  Houg6  be  read  in  lieu  of 
the  report. 

The  Clerk  read/the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  pi  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  wa£  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  June  16, 
1965/ 

fr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  preliminary 
to7  an  actual  discussion  of  what  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  conference  report,  permit 
me  to  take  time  to  call  attention  to  the 
fact  that  we  are  presenting  a  conference 
report  on  the  Excise  Tax  Reduction  Act 
of  1965  today,  exactly  30  days  following 
the  receipt  of  the  request  for  such  action 
by  the  Congress  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  mention  this  only  to 
point  out  that  when  the  Congress  desires 
to  act  expeditiously  with  respect  to  mat¬ 
ters  of  this  sort,  it  seems  clear  that  the 
Congress  can  so  act.  I  do  not  recall,  I 
must  admit,  however,  that  since  I  have 
been  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  at  least,  that  we  have 
acted  quite  this  expeditiously  with  re¬ 
spect  to  all  and  sundry  tax  proposals  that 
have  been  submitted  to  us;  but,  at  least, 
it  seems  that  the  Congress  has  improved 
insofar  as  this  particular  bill  is  indica¬ 
tive. 

Now,  Mi-.  Speaker,  there  are  about  five 
principal  matters  which  I  believe  deserve 
attention  at  this  point  with  respect  to  the 
conference  report.  I  will,  of  course,  be¬ 
fore  concluding  include  a  more  detailed 
cplanation  of  all  substantive  changes, 
is  the  bill  passed  the  House  the  Mem¬ 
bers  will  recall  that  it  involved  a  loss  of 
revenue  of  approximately  $2,169  billion 
for  the.fiscal  year  1966.  Under  the  con- 
f erenceVersion  now  before  us,  the  corre- 
spondingNfigure  is  $2,189  billion.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is 'estimated,  in  fiscal  1966  the 
figure,  afterVfeedback,”  will  be  approxi¬ 
mately  $1.8  billion. 

Mr.  Speaker /I  will  now  summarize  the 
five  principal  matters  involved  here,  and 
then  include  a  more  detailed  explanation. 

First  of  all,  the  cohimittee  decided  that 
it  would  work  a  hardship  on  retail, 
manufacturing,  and  wholesale  businesses 
if  a  bill  was  passed  with\n  effective  date 
for  the  reductions  in  the&e  rates  at  the 
close  of  business  on  June  311 and  the  bill 
was  enacted  and  then  signed  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  a  week  or  10  days  or  2  we^ks  ahead 
of  that  effective  date. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Senate  Fin  an  ch  Com¬ 
mittee  changed  the  effective  date  for  the 
reductions  that  the  House  passed  buthad 
designated  for  July  1,  1965,  on  articfc 
sold  in  retail  and  those  Involving  tlife 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  debated  farm  b/11.'/  dooley  inserted  proposed  wheat  and  cotton 
amendments.  Conferees  agreed  tor  file  report  on  foreign  aid  authorization  bill. 

Rep.  Selden  inserted  President/s  speech  proposing  elimination  of  import  fee  on  Latin 
American  sugar.  Rep.  Cooley/introduced  Sugar  bill.  Senate  debated  bill  to  expand 
poperty  program.  Sen.  Young,  N.  Dak. ,  inserted  article  critical  of  shipping 
restrictions  on  wheat.  S/n.  Dirksen  discussed  U.  S.  opportunity  for  expansion  of 
meat  exports.  Sen.  Breyster  urged  continuation  of  milk  indemnity  program. 

HOUSE 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM/  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  9811,  the  farm  bill  (pp.  \9932-78,  20024- 
5).  Rep. /Cooley  stated  that  he  intended  to  propose  an  amendment  on  wheat  to 
provide  /that  CCC  shall  bear  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  domestic  marketing 
certificates  required  for  wheat  used  in  the  manufacture  of  food  products 
equal/ to  the  amount  by  which  price  support  for  wheat  accompanied  by\domestic 
cei/ificates  exceeds  $2  per  bushel  (p.  19934).  Rep.  Cooley  inserted  amend- 
its  to  be  offered  to  the  cotton  title  of  the  bill  and  an  explanatory 


statement  stating  that  the  amendments:  J 

Would  permit  the  transfer  of  released  acreage  across  county  lines  within 
the  State,  as  is  permitted  under  present  law.  / 

Would  permit  the  planting  of  unlimited  acreage  to  cotton  while  foregoing 
program  benefits  only  on  farms  which  had  an  acreage  allotment  for  19o5  and 
which  were  operated  by  the  same  farm  operator  or  his  heir.  An  operator  who 
chose  to  overplant  his  acreage  allotment  on  one  farm  could  not  participate  in 
the  program  on  any  other  farm  in  which  he  had  a  controlling  or  Substantial 
interest.  / 

Provides  that  farmers  who  receive  reapportioned  acreage  would  receive  pries 
support  payments  on  the  farm  domestic  acreage  allotment  computed  without 
regard  to  reapportioned  acreage.  The  rate  of  price  support  payments  on  such 
domestic  acreage  allotment  would  reflect  payments  for  diverted  acres.  Farmers 
would  continue  to  receive  9  cents  per  pound  in  1966  for/the  domestic  allotment 
portion  of  reapportioned  acres  but  would  not  receive  payment  for  diversion  of 
any  such  acres.  \  / 

Would  provide  that  a\cooperator  for  purposes  of/the  bill  would  only  have  t( 
divert  15  per  centum  of  £he  farm  acreage  allotment  determined  before  any 
acreage  is  reapportioned  tb  the  farm.  / 

Would  limit  the  applicability  of  section  405  of  the  bill  so  that  transfers 
could  be  approved  during  the  '4-year  period  1966-69  but  transfers  so  approved 
could  continue  in  effect  beyond  such  period/ 

Would  limit  the  total  cotton  \allotmentyWbich  may  be  transferred  by  sale  or 
lease  to  any  farm  to  an  acreage  not  to  exceed  100  acres  above  the  1965  farm 
acreage  allotment  excluding  acreagk  r Apportioned ;■ to'  the;  farm -fort.- 
(pp.  19977-8).  \/ 


2.  FOREIGN  AID.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  conferees  agreed  to  file  a 

conference  report  on  H.  R.  7750.  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill,  p.  D806 


Rep.  Selden  inserted  the  President's  remarks  commending  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  on  its  fourth  anniversary  in  whick  he  stated  he  was  proposing  to 
Congress  the  elimination  of  tne  special  import  fee  on  sugar  "so  the  full 
price  will  go  to  the  Latin  American  producers/"  pp.  19978-80 

Several  Representatives/ commended  the  Alliance  for  Progress  on  its  fourth 
anniversary,  pp.  19993-^0008,  20044-5 


3.  DATA  PROCESSING.  The  Government  Operations  Committe^e  reported  with  amendment 
H,  R.  4845,  to  provide  for  the  economic  and  efficient!  purphase,  lease, 
maintenance,  operation,  and  utilization  of  automatic  a^ta  processing  equip¬ 
ment  by  Federal  agencies  (H.  Rept.  802).  p.  20046 


4.  SUGAR.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  antend  and  extend  the 
provisions  of/the  Sugar  Act  of  1948;  to  Agriculture  Committee,  p.  20046 


5.  RECREATION./  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  89,  t/,authorize 

establishment  of  the  Delaware  Water  Gap  National  Recreation  Area,.  This  bill 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p;  19921  . 

Rep<  Edmondson  inserted  the  report  of  the  Committee  on  Recreation  and 
Wildlife  of  the  National  Rivers  and  Harbors  Congress,  p.  19990 


6.  EDUCATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration/^ 
R.9567,  the  proposed  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965.  pp.  19938-20046 
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debated  bill  to  expand  poverty  pr9gram.  Sen.  Moss  introduced  and  discussed  sugar 

bill. 


HOUSE 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  p6ntinued  debate  on  H.  R.  9811,  the  farm  bill.  20139-88, 

20219-20 

Agreed  to  ar/  amendment  by  Rep.  Poage  to  the  cotton  title  of  the  bill  which  he 
stated  wduld  allow  reapportioned  cotton  acres  to  cross  county  lines;  limit 
the  right  of  open-ended  production  to  those  who  are  presently  growing  cotton 
and  uno  have  an  allotment;  provide  that  all  cotton  farm  under  one  owrarship 
must  have  the  same  status  with  regard  to  receipt  of  payments;  and  provide 
that  payments  on  farms  receiving  reallocated  acres  shall  be  based  on  thex 
jmestic  allotment  as  all  payments  are  based.  pp.  20175-88 


-2- 


e jected  the  following  amendments: 

,By  Rep.  O'Brien,  89  to  105,  which  he  stated  would  make  clear  that  a  bojAa 
fide  farmer,  engaged  in  selling  milk  at  retail  in  his  State,  or  wj 
a  Federal  milk  marketing  area,  or  in  the  vicinity  of  his  farm,  sb&ll  not 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act/of  1937. 
Pt\  20142-54 

By  Rep\  Findley,  to  provide  that  the  support  price  for  shorn  wo^l  shall  not 
be  lower  that  75  percent  of  parity  (rather  than  77  percent /as  provided 
in  they  bill.  pp.  20154-9 

By  Rep.  Qu\e,  35  to  76,  which  he  stated  would  provide  that  /the  100  percent 
of  suppofy  for  payment  in  kind  for  feed  grains  would  remain  for  that 
marketing  year. "  pp.  20164-6 

By.  Rep.  Findl\v,  28  to  78,  to  provide  that  feed  grain/certificates 

redeemed  by  OCC  shall  be  valued  at  not  less  105  percent  of  the  current 
support  price  \rather ' than  current  support  price)/  p.  20166 

By  Rep. .Findley,  sV to  66,  to  reduce  the  period  of/authority  for  the  feed 
grains  program  from  4  years  to  2  years,  pp.  20166-7 

By  Rep.  Michel,  43  to\79,  to  provide  that  total /di version  and  price  supporfc 
payments  on  feed  grain  acreage  to  any  producer  shall  not  exceed  20 
percent  of  the  fair  market  value  of  the  ajZxeage  diverted  by  such  pro¬ 
ducer.  p.  20167 

By  Rep.  Quie,  to  strike  oudyof  the  cotton/iitle  of  the  bill  the  provision 
for  sale  and  lease  of  allotments. 


pp/  20170-5 

Rep.  Divine  inserted  a  speech  b\  Ronald  Reagan  discussing  various  subjects, 
including  criticism  of  the  farm  program,  /pp.  20197-200 


2.  FOREIGN  AID.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  7750,  the  foreign  aid 
authorization  bill  (H.  Rept.  811) (pp.  20132-9).  As  reported  the  bill  extends 
the  foreign  aid  program  for  one  year  and  limits  the  aggregate  appropriation 
authorization  to  $3,360,000,000.  Also,  it  prohibits  the  sale  of  surplus 
agricultural  products  under  Public  Law  480  to  the  United  Arab  Republic  unless 
the  President  determines  that  such  sale  is  essential  to  the  national  interest. 


Rep.  Ottinger  commended  the /Extent  to  which  'American  business  Pas  become 

involved  in  the  foreign  aid  program  and  inserted  an  article,  "Foreign  Aid  Wins 
Business  Favor."  p.  20219 

Rep.  Schmidhauser  inserted  an  article,  "Wrappin^\Up  United  States  Aid  to 
China,"  reviewing  and  commending  economic  assistancy to  the  Republic  of  China 
on  Taiwan,  including  assistance  under  Public  Law  480a  pp.  20221-3 


3.  STATE-JUSTICE-COMMERC)/- JUDICIARY  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Received  the  conference 
report  on  this  bill/  H.  R.  8639  (H.  Rept.  807) (pp.  20131^2).  This  bill 
includes  items  for'  contributions  to  international  organizations  and  for  the 
Bureau  of  Publi^/Roads  for  the  Federal  highway  program,  including  forest 
highways. 


4.  HOUSING.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  6927,  to  provide  for\:he  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (p.  20132)  \  Senate 
conferee s/ have  not  yet  been  appointed. 


LABOR  STANDARDS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Education  and  Labdr 
Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  "H.  R.  10518,  regarding 

Ffll V  T  aKnr  a i  ft  ' 


Farr  Labor  Standards  Act  Amendments."  p.  D813 
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|  Mr.  Morgan,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted 

the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  7750] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7750)  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Foreign 
Assistance  Act  oj  1965”. 

PART  I 

|  CHAPTER  1— POLICY 

Sec.  101.  Section  102  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  which  relates  to  the  statement  of  'policy,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Strike  out  the  last  sentence  in  the  seventh  paragraph  and  substitute 
the  following:  “It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  in  furnishing  assist¬ 
ance  under  this  part  excess  personal  property  shall  be  utilized  wherever 
practicable  in  lieu  of  the  procurement  of  new  items  for  United  States- 
assisted  projects  and  programs.  It  is  the  further  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  assistance  under  this  part  shall  be  complemented  by  the  furnishing 
under  any  other  Act  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  and  by  disposal 
of  excess  property  under  this  and  other  Acts.” 

(b)  Acid  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance  under  this  or  any  other 
Act  to  any  foreign  country  which  hereafter  permits ,  or  fails  to  take  adequate 
measures  to  prevent,  the  damage  or  destruction  by  mob  action  of  United 
States  property  within  such  country,  should  be  terminated  and  should  not 
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be  resumed  until  the  President  determines  that  appropriate  measures  have 
been  taken  by  such  country  to  prevent  a  recurrence  thereof .” 

CHAPTER  2— DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
Title  I — Development  Loan  Fund 

Sec.  102.  Title  I  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  Development  Loan  Fund,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  205,  which  relates  to  the  use  of  the  facilities  of  the 
International  Development  Association,  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  205.  Use  of  International  Lending  Organizations. — In 
order  to  serve  the  purposes  of  this  title  and  the  policy  contained  in  section 
619,  the  President,  after  consideration  of  the  extent  of  additional  participa¬ 
tion  by  other  countries,  may  make  available,  in  addition  to  any  other 
funds  available  for  such  purposes,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he/ 
determines,  not  to  exceed  15  per  centum  of  the  funds  made  available  fo\ 
this  title  to  the  International  Development  Association,  the  International 
Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development,  or  the  International  Finance 
Corporation  for  use  pursuant  to  the  laws  governing  United  States  participa¬ 
tion  in  such  institutions,  if  any,  and  the  governing  statutes  thereof  a,nd 
without  regard  to  section  201  or  any  other  requirements  of  this  or  any 
other  Act.” 

( b )  Add  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  206.  Regional  Development  in  Africa. — The  President  is 
requested  to  seek  and  to  take  appropriate  action,  in  cooperation  and 
consultation  with  African  and  other  interested  nations  and  with  inter¬ 
national  development  organizations,  to  further  and  assist  in  the  advance¬ 
ment  of  African  regional  development  institutions,  including  the  African 
Development  Bank,  with  the  view  toward  promoting  African  economic 
development.” 

Title  II — Technical  Cooperation  and  Development  Grants 

Sec.  103.  Title  II  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  technical  cooperation  and/ 
development  grants,  is  amended  as  follows:  \ 

(a)  Amend  section  212,  which  relates  to  authorization,  by  striking 
out  “1965”  and  “$ 215,000,000 ”  and  substituting  “1966”  arid 
“$210,000,000” ,  respectively. 

(b)  Amend  section  21 4-,  which  relates  to  American  schools  and  hospitals 
abroad,  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Amend  subsection  ( b )  by  striking  out  “treatment,  education,” 
and  substituting  “education” . 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (c)  by  striking  out  “1965,  $18,000,000” 
and  substituting  “1966,  $7 ,000,000” . 

Title  III — Investment  Guaranties 

Sec.  104.  Title  III  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  investment  guaranties,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  221  ( b ) ,  which  relates  to  general  authority,  as 
follows: 
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(1)  Amend  the  introductory  clause  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  The  President  may  issue  guaranties  to  eligible  United  States 
investors — 

(2)  In  paragraph  ( 1 ),  strike  out  “$2,500,000,000”  and  substitute 
“$ 5,000,000,000 ”. 

(3)  Amend  paragraph  (2)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  proviso,  strike  out  “,  and  no  such  guaranty 
in  the  case  of  a  loan  shall  exceed  $ 25,000,000  and  no  other 
such  guaranty  shall  exceed  $10 ,000 ,000” . 

( B )  In  the  third  proviso,  immediately  after  “$300,000,000” 
insert  the  following:  “,  and  guaranties  issued  under  this  para¬ 
graph  (2)  for  other  than  housing  projects  similar  to  those  in¬ 
sured  by  the  Federal  Housing  Administration,  shall  not  exceed 
$175,000,000”. 

( C )  In  the  fourth  proviso,  strike  out  “1966”  and  substitute 
“1967”. 

(b)  Amend  section  221(c),  which  relates  to  general  authority,  as 
follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  “ actual  earnings  or  profits”  and  substitute  “earn¬ 
ings  or  profits  actually  accrued” . 

(2)  Immediately  after  “ guaranty ”  the  third  time  it  appears,  in¬ 
sert  “of  an  equity  investment” . 

(c)  Amend  section  222(b),  which  relates  to  general  provisions,  by 
inserting  after  “(exclusive  of  informational  media  guaranties),”  the 
words  “and  to  pay  the  costs  of  investigating  and  adjusting  (including 
costs  of  arbitration)  claims  under  such  guaranties,” . 

(d)  Amend,  section  223,  which  relates  to  definitions,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  “and”  at  the  end  thereof  and  in 
subsection  (b)  strike  out  the  period  and  substitute  and”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection  (c): 

“(c)  the  term  ‘eligible  United  States  investors'  means  United 
States  citizens,  or  corporations ,  partnerships,  or  other  associations 
created  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  any  State  or  territory 
and  substantially  beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens,  as 
well  as  foreign  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations 
wholly  owned  by  one  or  more  such  United  States  citizens,  corpora¬ 
tions,  partnerships,  or  other  associations:  Provided,  That  the  eligi¬ 
bility  of  a  foreign  corporation  shall  be  determined  without  regard 
to  any  shares,  in  aggregate  less  than  5  per  centum  of  the  total  of 
issued  and  subscribed  share  capital,  required  by  law  to  be  held  by 
persons  other  than  the  United  States  owners.” 

(e)  Amend  section  224,  which  relates  to  housing  projects  in  Latin 
American  countries,  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  22j.  Housing  Projects  in  Latin  American  Countries. — 
(a)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  order  to  stimulate  private  home 
ownership  and  assist  in  the  development  of  stable  economies  in  Latin 
America,  the  authority  conferred  by  this  section  should  be  utilized  for  the 
purpose  of  assisting  in  the  development  in  the  American  Republics  of 
self-liquidating  pilot  housing  projects,  the  development  of  institutions 
engaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs,  including  cooperatives,  free 
labor  unions,  savings  and  loan  type  institutions,  and  other  private 
enterprise  programs  in  Latin  America  engaged  directly  or  indirectly  in 
the  financing  of  home  mortgages,  the  construction  of  homes  for  lower 
income  persons  and  families,  the  increased  mobilization  of  savings  and 
the  improvement  of  housing  conditions  in  Latin  America. 
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“(b)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  oj  subsection  (a),  the  President  is 
authorized  to  issue  guaranties,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  shall 
determine,  to  eligible  United  States  investors  as  defined  in  section  223 
assuring  against  loss  of  loan  investments  made  by  such  investors  in — 

“(1)  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  projects  in  Latin 
America  of  types  similar  to  those  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration  and  suitable  for  conditions  in  Latin  America; 

“(2)  credit  institutions  in  Latin  America  engaged  directly  or 
indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages,  such  as  savings  and 
loan  institutions  and  other  qualified  investment  enterprises; 

“(3)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  for  lower  income  families 
and  persons,  which  projects  shall  be  constructed  in  accordance  with 
maximum  unit  costs  established  by  the  President  for  families  and 
persons  whose  incomes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent; 

“(4)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  which  will  promote  the 
development  of  institutions  important  to  the  success  of  the  Alliance 
for  Progress,  such  as  free  labor  unions,  cooperatives,  and  other  private 
enterprise  programs;  or 

“(5)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  25  per  centum  or  more 
of  the  aggregate  of  the  mortgage  financing  for  which  is  made  available 
from  sources  within  Latin  America  and  is  not  derived  from  sources 
outside  Latin  America,  which  projects  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable,  have  a  unit  cost  of  not  more  than  $6,500. 

“(c)  The  total  face  amount  of  guaranties  issued  under  this  section 
outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not  exceed  $400,000,000:  Provided, 
That  no  payment  may  be  made  under  this  section  for  any  loss  arising  out 
of  fraud  or  misconduct  for  which  the  investor  is  responsible:  Provided 
further,  That  this  authority  shall  continue  until  June  SO,  1967." 

Title  VI — Alliance  for  Progress 

Sec.  105.  Section  252  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  which  relates  to  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  is  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  after  “-fiscal  year  1965”  the  following:  “and 
$75,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1966”. 

CHAPTER  3— INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS  AND 

PROGRAMS 

Sec.  106.  Chapter  3  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended,  which  relates  to  international  organizations  and  programs,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  301  (c) ,  which  relates  to  assistance  for  Palestine 
refugees  in  the  Near  East,  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
“Contributions  by  the  United  States  to  the  United  Nations  Relief  and 
Works  Agency  for  Palestine  Refugees  in  the  Near  East  for  the  calendar 
year  1966  shall  not  exceed  $15,200,000.” 

(b)  Amend  section  302,  which  relates  to  authorization,  by  striking  out 
“1965”  and  “$ 134,272,4-00 ”  and  substituting  “1966"  and  “$144,755,- 
000”,  respectively. 
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CHAPTER  4— SUPPORTING  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  107.  Section  402  oj  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  which  relates  to  supporting  assistance,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
in  the  first  sentence  “1965”  and  “ $405, 000, 000”  and  substituting  “1966” 
and  “$369,200,000” ,  respectively. 

CHAPTER  5— CONTINGENCY  FUND 

Sec.  108.  Section  451  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  which  relates  to  the  contingency  fund,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  subsection  (a)  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Strike  out  “1965”  and  “$ 150,000,000 ”  and  substitute 
“1966”  and  “$50,000,000” ,  respectively. 

(, 2 )  Add  the  following  new  sentence:  “In  addition,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President  for  use  in  Southeast 
Asia  such  sums,  not  to  exceed  $89 ,000 ,000 ,  as  may  be  necessary 
in  the  fiscal  year  1966  for  programs  authorized  by  parts  I  and  II 
of  this  Act.” 

(b)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  “ this  section”  and  substituting 
“the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)”. 

PART  II 

CHAPTER  2— MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  201.  Chapter  2  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended,  which  relates  to  military  assistance,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  503(b),  which  relates  to  general  authority,  by 
striking  out  the  words  “in  foreign  countries” . 

(b)  Amend  section  504,  which  relates  to  authorization,  by  striking 
out  “1965”  and  “$1 ,055,000,000”  in  the  first  sentence  and,  substituting 
“1966”  and  “$1,170,000,000”,  respectively.  _ 

(c)  Amend  section  505,  which  relates  to  utilization  of  assistance,  as 
follows: 

(. 1 )  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  the  colon  and  add  the  following: 
“,  or  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  foreign  military  forces  in  less 
developed  friendly  countries  (or  the  voluntary  efforts  of  personnel 
of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States  in  such  countries )  to 
construct  public  works  and  to  engage  in  other  activities  helpful  to 
the  economic  and  social  development  of  such  friendly  countries. 
It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  such  foreign  military  forces 
should  not  be  maintained  or  established  solely  for  civic  action 
activities  and  that  such  civic  action  activities  not  significantly 
detract  from  the  capability  of  the  military  forces  to  perform  their 
military  missions  and  be  coordinated  with  and  form  part  of  the 
total  economic  and  social  development  effort.” 

(2)  Strike  out  subsection  (b)  and  redesignate  the  proviso  of 
subsection  (a)  as  subsection  (b) . 

(3)  In  redesignated  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “Provided,  That 
except”  and  substitute  “Except”;  strike  out  “or  (2)”  and  substitute 
“,  or  (2)  for  civic  action  assistance,  or  (3)”. 
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(d)  Amend  section  507,  which  relates  to  sales,  as  follows: 

( 1 )  In  subsection  (a),  insert  the  following  new  sentence  between 
the  second  and  third  sentences:  “ Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  64ff(m)(2),  nonexcess  defense  articles  may  be  sold  under 
this  subsection  at  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the  time  such  articles 
are  offered  for  sale  to  the  purchasing  country  or  international 
organization.” 

(2)  In  subsection  ( b ),  strike  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
first  proviso,  substitute  a  colon  and  add  the  following:  “ Provided 
further,  That  the  President  may,  when  he  determines  it  to  be  in  the 
national  interest,  enter  into  sales  agreements  with  purchasing 
countries  or  international  organizations  which  fix  prices  to  be  paid 
by  the  purchasing  countries  or  international  organizations  for  the 
defense  articles  or  defense  services  ordered.  Funds  available  under 
this  part  for  financing  sales  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the  applicable 
appropriations  in  the  amounts  required  by  the  contracts  which 
exceed  the  price  so  fixed,  except  that  such  reimbursement  shall  not  be  | 
required  upon  determination  by  the  President  that  the  continued 
production  of  the  defense  article  being  sold  is  advantageous  to  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States.  Payments  by  purchasing 
countries  or  international  organizations  which  exceed  the  amounts 
required  by  such  contracts  shall  be  credited  to  the  account  established 
under  section  508.  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  prices  fixed 
under  any  such  sales  agreement  shall  be  sufficient  to  reimburse  the 
United  States  for  the  cost  of  the  defense  articles  or  defense  services 
ordered.  The  President  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  promptly  a 
detailed  report  concerning  any  fixed-price  sales  agreement  under 
which  the  aggregate  cost  to  the  United  States  exceeds  the  aggregate 
amount  required  to  be  paid  by  the  purchasing  country  or  international 
organization.” 

(e)  Amend  section  508,  which  relates  to  reimbursement  as  follows: 

( 1 )  After  “this  part”  the  first  time  it  appears,  insert  “have  been 
or” . 

(2)  After  “ United  States  Government,”  the  first  time  it  appears 

insert  “receipts  received  from  the  disposition  of  evidences  of  in¬ 
debtedness  and  charges  ( including  fees  and  premiums )  or  interest 
collected”.  { 

(3)  Strike  out  “the  current  applicable  appropriation ”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  “a  separate  fund  account” . 

(4)  Strike  out  “furnishing  further  military  assistance  on  cash 
or  credit  terms”  and  substitute  “financing  sales  and  guaranties, 
including  the  overhead  costs  thereof’ . 

(J)  Amend  section  509(b),  which  relates  to  exchanges  and  guaranties, 
by  inserting  “  (excluding  contracts  with  any  agency  of  the  United  States 
Government)”  in  the  second  sentence  between  the  last  word  thereof  and  the 
period. 

(g)  Amend  section  510(a),  which  relates  to  special  authority,  as 
follows: 

(1)  In  the  first  sentence  strike  out  “1965”  and  substitute  “1966”. 

(2)  In  the  second  sentence,  strike  out  “1965”  and  substitute  “1966”. 

(h)  Amend  section  511,  which  relates  to  restrictions  on  military  aid  to 
Latin  America,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  “a  part  may  be  used  during  each  fiscal 
year  for  assistance  in  implementing  a  feasible  plan  for  regional  defense ”, 
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and  insert  “$25,000,000  may  be  used  for  assistance  on  a  cost-sharing 
basis  to  an  inter-American  military  force  under  the  control  of  the  Organi¬ 
zation  of  American  States”;  and  amend  the  proviso  to  read  as  follows: 

Provided,  That  the  cost  of  defense  articles  supplied  for  use  by  elements 
of  the  Inter-American  Peace  Force  in  the  Dominican  Republic  shall  not 
be  charged  against  the  $55,000,000  limitation  provided  by  this  subsection”. 

(2)  Amend  subsection  ( b )  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  To  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  military  assistance  shall  be 
furnished  to  American  Republics  in  accordance  with  joint  plans  ( including 
joint  plans  relating  to  internal  security  problems)  approved  by  the  Or¬ 
ganization  of  American  States.  The  President  shall  submit  semiannual 
reports  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  on  the  implementation  of  this 
subsection.” 

(i)  Amend  section  512,  which  relates  to  restrictions  on  military  aid  to 
Africa,  as  follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  “programs  described  in  section  505(b)  of  this 
chapter”  and  substitute  “ civic  action  requirements” . 

(2)  Strike  out  “1965”  and  substitute  “1966” . 

PART  III 

CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  301.  Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended,  which  relates  to  general  provisions,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  605,  which  relates  to  retention  and  use  of  items,  as 
follows: 

(1)  In  the  section  heading  strike  out  “Items”  and  substitute 
“Certain  Items  and  Funds”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsections: 

“(c)  Funds  realized  as  a  result  of  any  failure  of  a  transaction  financed 
under  authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act  to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  this 
Act,  or  to  applicable  rules  and  regulations  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment,  or  to  the  terms  of  any  agreement  or  contract  entered  into  under 
authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act,  shall  revert  to  the  respective  appropriation, 
fund,  or  account  used  to  finance  such  transaction  or  to  the  appropriation, 
fund,  or  account  currently  available  for  the  same  general  purpose. 

“(d)  Funds  realized  by  the  United  States  Government  from  the  sale, 
transfer,  or  disposal  of  defense  articles  returned  to  the  United  States 
Government  by  a  recipient  country  or  international  organization  as  no 
longer  needed  for  the  purpose  for  which  furnished  shall  be  credited  to  the 
respective  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  procure  such  defense 
articles  or  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently  available  for 
the  same  general  purpose.” 

(b)  Amend  section  612,  which  relates  to  use  of  foreign  currencies,  by 
redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsection  (b),  and  by  striking  out  the  first 
sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  of  such  subsection  and  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“The  President  shall  take  all  appropriate  steps  to  assure  that,  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  United  States-owned  foreign  currencies  are 
utilized  in  lieu  of  dollars.  Dollar  funds  made  available  pursuant  to 
this  Act  shall  not  be  expended  for  goods  and  services  when  United  States- 
owned  foreign  currencies  are  available  for  such  purposes  unless  the 
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administrative  official  approving  the  voucher  certifies  as  to  the  reason  jor 
the  use  oj  dollars  in  each  case.” 

( c )  Amend  section  618,  which  relates  to  jor eign  currencies,  as  follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  the  section  heading  and  substitute  the  following: 

11  Accounting,  Valuation,  Reporting,  and  Administration  of 
Foreign  Currencies”. 

(8)  Add  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(d)  In  cases  where  assistance  is  to  be  furnished  to  any  recipient 
country  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  or  any  other  Act  on  a 
basis  which  will  result  in  the  accrual  of  foreign  currency  proceeds  to  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  issue  regulations  re¬ 
quiring  that  agreements,  in  respect  of  such  assistance,  include  provisions 
for  the  receipt  of  interest  income  on  the  foreign  currency  proceeds  deposited 
in  authorized  depositaries:  Provided,  That  whenever  the  Secretary  of 
State  determines  it  not  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  conclude  arrange¬ 
ments  for  the  receipt  of  interest  income  he  may  waive  the  requirement 
thereof:  Provided  further,  That  the  Secretary  of  State,  or  his  delegate, 
shall  promptly  make  a  complete  report  to  the  Congress  on  each  such 
determination  and  the  reasons  therefor.” 

(d)  Amend  section  620,  which  relates  to  prohibitions  against  furnishing 
assistance  to  Cuba  and  certain  other  countries,  as  follows: 

(1)  Amend  the  section  heading  to  read  as  follows: 

“Prohibitions  Against  Furnishing  Assistance. — 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (e)(2),  which  relates  to  the  act  of  state 
doctrine,  by  inserting  after  the  words  “ other  right”  each  time  they 
appear  the  words  “to  property” ,  and  by  striking  out  “,  or  (8)  in  any 
case  in  which  the  proceedings  are  commenced  after  January  1, 1966” . 

(8)  In  section  620(1),  which  relates  to  the  prohibition  against 
furnishing  assistance  to  countries  which  fail  to  enter  into  agreements 
to  institute  the  investment  guaranty  program  and  providing  protection 
against  certain  risks,  strike  out  “December  31,  1965”  and  substitute 
“December  31,  1966”. 

(4)  At  the  end  of  such  section  620,  add  the  following  new  sub¬ 
sections: 

“(n)  In  view  of  the  aggression  of  North  Vietnam,  the  President  shall 
consider  denying  assistance  under  this  Act  to  any  country  which  has  failed 
to  take  appropriate  steps,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965 — 

“(A)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  from  transport¬ 
ing  to  North  Vietnam — 

“(i)  any  items  of  economic  assistance, 

“(ii)  any  items  which  are,  for  the  purposes  of  title  I  of  the 
Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951,  as  amended, 
arms,  ammunition  and  implements  of  war,  atomic  energy  ma¬ 
terials,  petroleum,  transportation  materials  of  strategic  value, 
or  items  of  primary  strategic  significance  used  in  the  production 
of  arms,  ammunition,  and  implements  of  war,  or 

“(Hi)  any  other  equipment,  materials,  or  commodities;  and 

“(B)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  from  transport¬ 
ing  any  equipment,  materials,  or  commodities  from  North  Vietnam. 

“(o)  In  determining  whether  or  not  to  furnish  assistance  under  this 
Act,  consideration  shall  be  given  to  excluding  from  such  assistance  any 
country  which  hereafter  seizes,  or  imposes  any  penalty  or  sanction  against, 
any  United  States  fishing  vessel  on  account  of  its  fishing  activities  in 
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international  waters.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not  be 
applicable  in  any  case  governed  by  international  agreement  to  which  the 
United  States  is  a  party.” 

CHAPTER  2— ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  202.  Chapter  2  of  pari  III  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  administrative  provisions,  is  amended 
as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  622,  which  relates  to  coordination  with  foreign 
policy,  as  follows: 

( 1 )  In  subsection  ( b ),  immediately  after  “military  assistance ” 
insert  “ (including  any  civic  action  and  sales  program)”. 

(2)  In  subsection  ( c ),  immediately  after  “military  assistance 
program”  insert  “ (including  any  civic  action  and  sales  program)” . 

(b)  Amend  section  624,  which  relates  to  statutory  officers,  as  follows: 

( 1 )  In  subsection  ( b ),  strike  out  “ paragraph  ( 2 )  of”  and  “of 
the  officers  provided  for  in  paragraphs  ( 1 )  and  ( 2 )  of  that  sub¬ 
section”,  and,  substitute  for  the  latter  “of  one  or  more  of  said  officers” . 

(2)  In  subsection  (d),  strike  out  “ Public  Law  86-725”  wherever 
it  appears  and  substitute  “ the  Latin  American  Development  Act, 
as  amended”. 

( c )  Amend  section  625(d),  which  relates  to  the  employment  of  per¬ 
sonnel,  by  striking  out  “ twenty ”  in  paragraph  (2)  and  substituting 
“forty” . 

(d)  Amend  section  626,  which  relates  to  experts,  consultants,  and 
retired  officers,  by  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  subsection  ( c ). 

(e)  Amend  section  620,  which  relates  to  terms  of  detail  or  assignment, 
by  inserting  “ benefits ”  after  “travel  expenses,”  in  paragraphs  (2)  and  (4). 

(f)  Amend  section  621,  which  relates  to  missions  and  staffs  abroad, 
by  adding  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(d)  Wherever  practicable,  especially  in  the  case  of  the  smaller  pro¬ 
grams,  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  administered  under  the  direction 
of  the  Chief  of  the  United  States  Diplomatic  Mission  by  the  principal 
economic  officer  of  the  mission  in  the  case  of  assistance  under  part  I,  and 
by  the  senior  military  officer  of  the  mission  in  the  case  of  assistance  under 
part  II.” 

(g)  Amend  section  625(g),  which  relates  to  general  authorities,  by 
inserting  “and  sales”  after  “loans”  in  the  introductory  clause. 

(h)  Amend  section  626,  which  relates  to  provisions  on  uses  of  funds, 
as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (e),  strike  out  “section  2  of  the  Act  of  July  21, 
1894,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  62)”  and  substitute  “section  201  of  the 
Dual  Compensation  Act  (5  U.S.C.  2105)” . 

(2)  In  subsection  (f),  strike  out  “Act  to  provide  for  assistance  in 
the  development  of  Latin  America  and  in  the  reconstruction  of  Chile, 
and  for  other  purposes”  and  substitute  “Latin  American  Development 
Act,  as  amended” . 

(i)  Amend  section  627(a),  which  relates  to  administrative  expenses, 
by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$52,500,000”  and  substituting  “1966”  and, 
“$54,240,000” ,  respectively. 

(j)  Amend  section  628,  which  relates  to  Peace  Corps  assistance,  by 
striking  out  all  beginning  with  “ ;  or  famine”  and  substituting  a  period. 

(k)  Add  the  following  new  sections: 
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“Sec.  689.  Famine  and  Disaster  Relief.-— No  provision  of  this 
Act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  assistance  to  any  country  for  famine  or 
disaster  relief. 

“Sec.  640.  Military  Sales.— Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
part  II  of  this  Act,  no  provision  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit 
the  sale,  exchange,  or  the  guaranty  of  a  sale,  of  defense  articles  or  defense 
services  to  any  friendly  country  or  international  organization  if  the 
President  shall  have  found,  pursuant  to  section  503,  that  the  assisting  of 
such  country  or  organization  will  strengthen  the  security  of  the  United 
States  and  promote  world  peace.” 

CHAPTER  3— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  303.  Chapter  3  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  miscellaneous  provisions,  is  amended 
as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  643(a)(2),  which  relates  to  statutes  repealed,  by  / 

striking  out  “143,”  and  all  beginning  with  Provided ,”  up  to  the  V 

semicolon. 

(b)  Amend  section  644 ,  which  relates  to  definitions,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (g),  insert  “,  and  not  procured  in  anticipation 
of  military  assistance  or  sales  requirements,  or  pursuant  to  a  military 
assistance  or  sales  order,”  after  “ United  States  Government”  and 
strike  out  “as  grant  assistance” . 

(2)  In  subsection  (m)(2),  strike  out  “Such  price  shall  be  the 
same  standard  price”  and  substitute  “Such  standard  price  shall  be 
the  same  price  (including  authorized  reduced  prices)” . 

(3)  Amend  the  paragraph  following  the  numbered  paragraph  (3) 
in  subsection  (m)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  sentence,  insert  “and  sales”  after  “ Military 
assistance” . 

(B)  In  the  second  proviso,  strike  out  “by  the  military  assist¬ 
ance  program” . 

(c)  Amend  section  645,  which  relates  to  unexpended  balances,  by 
striking  out  “Public  Law  86-735”  and  substituting  “the  Latin  American 
Development  Act,  as  amended,” . 

(d)  At  the  end  thereof  add  the  following  new  section:  A 

“Sec.  649.  Limitation  on  Aggregate  Authorization  for  Use > 

in  Fiscal  Year  1966.— Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
Act,  the  aggregate  of  the  total  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
use  during  the  fiscal  year  1966  for  furnishing  assistance  and  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  under  this  Act  shall  not  exceed  $ 3,860,000,000 .” 

CHAPTER  4— AMENDMENT  TO  THE  AGRICULTURAL 
TRADE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1954 

Sec.  401.  Section  107  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

“No  sale  under  title  I  of  this  Act  shall  be  made  to  the  United  Arab 
Republic  unless  the  President  determines  that  such  sale  is  essential  to 
the  national  interest  of  the  United  States.  No  such  sale  shall  be  based 
on  the  requirements  of  the  United  Arab  Republic  for  more  than  one  fiscal 
year.  The  President  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  and 
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the  Appropriations  Committee  oj  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  fully  and  currently  informed  with  respect  to 
sales  made  to  the  United  Arab  Republic  under  title  I  of  this  Act.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Thomas  E.  Morgan, 

Edna  F.  Kelly, 

Wayne  L.  Hays, 

Barratt  O’Hara, 

W.  S.  Mailliard, 

Peter  H.  B.  Frelinghuysen, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

J.  W.  Fulbright, 

John  Sparkman, 

Mike  Mansfield, 

Bourke  B.  Hickenlooper, 

George  Aiken, 

Frank  Carlson, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  7750)  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by 
the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference 
report: 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  all  of  the  House  bill  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  inserted  a  substitute  text. 

The  committee  of  conference  recommends  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  which  is  a  substitute  for  both  the  text  of  the  House  bill  and 
the  text  of  the  Senate  amendment,  and  that  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
same. 

Except  for  clerical  and  minor  drafting  changes,  the  differences 
between  the  House  bill  and  the  substitute  agreed  to  in  conference 
are  noted  below. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  FUNDS 

The  following  table  shows  the  differences  between  the  House  bill 
and  the  Senate  amendment,  the  sums  agreed  to  by  the  committee  of 
conference  and  the  administration  appropriation  request  for  programs 
authorized  in  this  bill  and  in  existing  law: 
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Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965  ( fiscal  year  1966) 


[In  thousands] 


(1) 

Executive 

appropri¬ 

ation 

request 

(2) 

House 

(3) 

Senate 

(4) 

Conference 

(2)  and  (4) 

Adjustment 

against 

House 

bill 

(3)  and  (4) 

Adjustment 

against 

Senate 

amendment 

Development  Loan  Fund...  . 

l  $780, 250 

0 

0 

0 

Technical  cooperation  and  de- 

velopment  grants _  . 

210, 000 

$210, 000 

$210, 000 

$210, 000 

For  southeast  Asia  2 _ 

2  9, 000 

0 

2  9, 000 

0' 

0 

2  — $9, 000 

American  schools  and  hos- 

pitals  abroad _ _ _ 

7,000 

7,000 

9, 000 

7, 000 

-2, 000 

Alliance  for  Progress  3 _ 

3  580, 125 

(3) 

(3) 

0 

Grants _ _ _  _  . 

(85, 000) 

(85, 000) 

(70, 000) 

(75, 000) 

(-$10,000) 

(+5, 000) 

International  organizations 

and  programs.  .  . 

145, 555 

144, 755 

146, 455 

144,  755 

—  1,  700 

Supporting  assistance _ ... 

369, 200 

369, 200 

350,  000 

369;  200 
0 

+19,200 

’  For  southeast  Asia  2 _ 

2  80, 000 

0 

2  80, 000 

0 

2  -80, 000 

Contingency  fund  2_  _ 

50, 000 

2  50, 000 

50, 000 

50, 000 

Special  authorization  for 

southeast  Asia  2 _ 

0 

0 

0 

2  89, 000 

2  +89, 000 

2  +89, 000 

Military  assistance _  _ 

1,170,000 

1,170,000 

1,170, 000 

1,170, 000 

Administrative  expenses: 

AID _ 

55, 240 

53, 240 

55, 240 

54, 240 

+1,000 

-1, 000 

State  Department _ 

4  3, 100. 

0 

0 

0 

Total...  . . . 

3,459,470 

2, 004, 195 

2, 079, 695 

2, 094, 195 

+90, 000 

+14, 500 

1  Existing  law  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $1,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1966,  plus  unappropriated  por¬ 
tions  of  amounts  authorized  for  fiscal  years  1962-65.  The  Executive  request  for  fiscal  year  1966  is  $780,250,000. 

2  The  House  bill  contained  an  authorization  for  an  appropriation  for  military  and  economic  programs  in 
southeast  Asia  of  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  in  fiscal  year  1966.  This  was  added  to  the  section  of  the 
law  relating  to  the  contingency  fund.  The  Senate  amendment  added  $9,000,000  to  the  authorization  for 
technical  cooperation  and  $80,000,000  to  the  authorization  for  supporting  assistance  to  reflect  the  Executive 
request  of  $89,000,000  for  use  In  southeast  Asia.  The  conferees  agreed  to  a  special  authorization  of  $89,000,000 
for  southeast  Asia  under  the  contingency  fund. 

2  Existing  law  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $600,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1966  against  which  the  Executive 
has  requested  an  appropriation  of  $580,125,000.  Neither  the  House  bill  nor  the  Senate  amendment  made 
any  change  in  the  total  authorization  for  the  Alliance  for  Progress  for  fiscal  year  1966. 

4  Existing  law  contains  a  continuing  authorization  for  such  sums  as  necessary.  The  Executive  has 
requested  an  appropriation  of  $3,100,000. 

Note.— The  Senate  amendment  contained  a  limitation  on  the  aggregate  authorization  for  use  in  fiscal 
year  1966  of  $3,243,000,000.  The  conferees  agreed  to  a  limitation  of  $3,360,000,000.  See  pp.  24-25. 

RECAPITULATION 

Total  amount  of  new  authorizations  contained  in  H.R.  7750 _  $2, 094, 195, 000 

Appropriations  requested  against  previous  authorizations: 

Development  Loan  Fund _ _ _ $780, 250, 000 

Alliance  for  Progress _  580, 125, 000 

State  Department  administrative  expenses _ _ _  3, 100, 000 

-  1,363,475,000 


Total  authorized  and  requested  for  fiscal  year  1966 _  3, 457, 670, 000 

Limitation  on  aggregate  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1966  (see  pp.  24-25) - -  3, 360, 000, 000 


Reduction  below  total  authorized  and  requested  for  fiscal  year  1966 _  97, 670, 000 


Reduction  below  Executive  request _  99, 470, 000 


USE  OF  EXCESS  PROPERTY - SECTION  101  (SENATE - SEC.  101(A)) 

The  Senate  amendment  added  a  sentence  to  section  102  of  the 
act — statement  of  policy — expressing  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
in  furnishing  assistance  under  this  part,  excess  personal  property 
should  be  utilized  wherever  practicable  in  lieu  of  the  procurement  of 
new  items  for  U.S. -assisted  projects  and  programs. 

A  sentence  already  in  the  statement  of  policy  dealing  with  this  mat¬ 
ter  was  modified  by  changing  the  phrase  “excess  property”  to  “excess 
personal  property.” 

The  House  bill  contained  no  language  dealing  with  this  subject. 
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The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  accepted  the  Senate  lan¬ 
guage,  except  that  the  insertion  of  the  word  "personal”  in  the  last 
sentence  of  the  paragraph  in  the  existing  statement  of  policy  was 
deleted. 

The  managers  for  the  House  are  convinced  that  Congress  already 
has  indicated  that  it  favors  the  use  of  excess  property  in  lieu  of  the 
procurement  of  new  items  in  carrying  out  the  foreign  aid  program, 
and  that  a  further  and  stronger  statement  of  congressional  intent 
on  this  subject  would  be  desirable.  They  did  not  regard  the  refer¬ 
ence  to  "excess  personal  property,”  rather  than  retention  of  the  phrase 
"excess  property,”  as  adding  anything  to  the  meaning. 

CHANNELING  ASSISTANCE  THROUGH  MULTILATERAL  PROGRAMS  AND 

INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS - SECTION  102(a)  (SENATE - SECS. 

101(b)  AND  102(C)) 

Section  101(b)  of  the  Senate  amendment  included  a  statement  that 
Congress  urges  that  an  increasing  proportion  of  U.S.  aid  be  placed  on 
a  multilateral  basis. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  comparable  provision. 

Section  102(c)  of  the  Senate  amendment  included  an  amendment  to 
section  205  of  the  act  to  increase  from  10  to  15  percent  the  develop¬ 
ment  loan  funds  which  might  be  made  available  to  the  International 
Development  Association,  the  International  Bank  for  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  and  Development,  or  the  International  Finance  Corporation,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  proviso  stating  that  with  respect  to  any  dollars  expended 
pursuant  to  this  authority,  the  United  States  shall  use  its  voting  power 
to  vote  for  disapproval  of  any  International  Development  Association 
(IDA)  loan  for  any  activity  in  a  country  to  which  assistance  is  sus¬ 
pended  pursuant  to  section  620(e)(1)  of  the  act,  which  requires  the 
suspension  of  U.S.  aid  to  countries  which  expropriate  U.S.  property. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  comparable  provisions. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  agreed  to  accept  the  Senate 
language  increasing  the  limit  on  the  use  of  development  loan  funds  by 
the  International  Development  Association,  the  International  Bank 
for  Reconstruction  and  Development  or  the  International  Finance 
Corporation  from  10  to  15  percent,  but  refused  to  concur  in  a  state¬ 
ment  that  "Congress  further  urges  that  the  United  States  and  other 
free  world  nations  place  an  increasing  portion  of  their  assistance 
programs  on  a  multilateral  basis  and  that  the  United  States  continue 
its  efforts  to  improve  coordination  among  programs  of  assistance 
carried  out  on  a  bilateral  basis  by  free  world  nations.” 

The  increase  from  10  to  15  percent  is  permissive  only.  No  use  has 
been  made  of  this  authority  in  the  past,  and  the  Executive  reports 
that  no  plan  for  allocating  development  loan  funds  to  these  inter¬ 
national  agencies  is  currently  being  considered  for  fiscal  year  1966. 
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REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  IN  AFRICA - SECTION  102(b)  (SENATE — SEC. 

102(d)) 

Section  102(d)  of  the  Senate  amendment  added  a  new  section  206 
to  the  act  relating  to  regional  development  in  Africa.  The  House 
bill  did  not  contain  a  similar  provision. 

The  House  conferees  accepted  the  Senate  language.  The  new 
language  reflects  the  view  that,  in  promoting  African  economic  develop¬ 
ment,  African  regional  development  institutions,  including  the 
recently  created  African  Development  Bank,  should  be  utilized.  In 
accepting  this  language,  the  conferees  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
primary  responsibility  for  free  world  economic  assistance  to  Africa 
rests  with  Europe  and  that  the  role  of  the  United  States,  at  most,  is 
that  of  an  interested  minority  participant. 

EARMARKING  OF  EXTENDED  RISK  GUARANTIES  FOR  HOUSING - SECTION 

104(a)(3)(B)  (HOUSE - SEC.  103(b)(3)(B)) 

Section  103(b)(3)(B)  of  the  House  bill  amended  section  221(b)(2) 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act,  which  relates  to  extended  risk  guaranties, 
to  provide  that  of  the  $300  million  of  guaranties  authorized  to  be 
issued  under  that  section  not  less  than  $150  million  could  be  issued 
only  for  housing  projects  similar  to  those  insured  by  the  Federal 
Housing  Administration. 

The  Senate  amendment  did  not  contain  a  comparable  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  agreed  to  a  compromise, 
increasing  the  limit  on  extended  risk  guaranties  which  could  be  used 
for  purposes  other  than  housing  to  $175  million.  This  has  the  effect 
of  assuring  that  $125  million  of  the  $300  million  limit  currently  in 
effect  on  extended  risk  guaranties  will  be  available  for  housing  projects 
similar  to  those  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing  Administration. 
This  would  not  preclude  the  use  of  more  than  $125  million  for  housing 
should  a  demand  in  excess  of  this  total  for  housing  investments 
develop. 

EXTENT  OF  INVESTMENT  GUARANTY  COVERAGE — SECTION  104(b) 

(SENATE - SEC.  104(b)) 

The  Senate  amendment  included  an  amendment  to  section  221(c) 
of  the  act,  changing  the  existing  limits  on  investment  guaranty 
coverage  from  the  value  of  the  investment  plus  “actual  earnings  and 
profits”  to  the  value  of  the  investment  plus  “earnings  or  profits 
actually  received.” 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  a  comparable  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  accepted  a  modification  of 
the  Senate  language,  limiting  investment  guaranty  coverage  to  “earn¬ 
ings  and  profits  actually  accrued”  rather  than  “received.”  It  was 
the  understanding  of  the  committee  of  conference  that  it  has  always 
been  the  intent  and  the  practice  of  the  investment  guaranty  program 
that  only  earnings  and  profits  actually  accrued  were  covered  and  that 
the  added  language  would  further  clarify  this  intent. 
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LATIN  AMERICAN  HOUSING  GUARANTIES - SECTION  104(e)  (HOUSE — -SEC. 

103(e);  SENATE - SEC.  104(e)) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  224(a)  of  the  act  to  continue  the 
present  program  of  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  projects 
and  to  broaden  the  purposes  of  guaranties  for  housing  projects  in 
Latin  America  to  include  (a)  development  of  institutions  engaged  in 
Alliance  for  Progress  programs,  particularly  cooperatives,  free  labor 
unions,  and  savings  and  loan  type  institutions;  ( b )  construction  of 
lower  income  housing;  and  (c)  increased  mobilization  of  savings  and 
improvement  of  housing  conditions  in  Latin  America. 

The  Senate  amendment  similarly  broadened  the  purposes  of  section 
224(a)  but  deleted  specific  reference  to  cooperatives,  free  labor  unions, 
and  savings  and  loan  type  institutions. 

In  addition,  the  House  bill  added  a  new  subsection  224(b)(4)  to  the 
act,  defining  as  eligible  for  Latin  American  housing  guaranties  invest¬ 
ments  in  “housing  projects  in  Latin  America  which  will  promote  the 
development  of  institutions  important  to  the  success  of  the  Alliance  I 
for  Progress,  such  as  free  labor  unions  and  cooperatives.” 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  a  similar  provision,  but  did  not 
include  specific  reference  to  free  labor  unions  and  cooperatives. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  accepted  amendments  to  the 
House  language  which  added  appropriate  references  to  “private 
enterprise”  and  to  “private  investment”  in  each  instance  in  order  to 
make  clear  that  it  was  not  intended  that  the  free  labor  unions,  coopera¬ 
tives,  and  savings  and  loan  type  institutions  should  have  priority 
over  other  private  enterprise  in  the  development  of  housing  in  Alliance 
for  Progress  programs. 

CEILING  ON  LATIN  AMERICAN  HOUSING  GUARANTIES - SECTION  104(e) 

(HOUSE - SEC.  103(e);  SENATE - SEC.  104(e)) 

The  Senate  amendment  increased  from  $250  to  $350  million 
the  total  face  amount  of  guaranties  that  may  be  issued  for  Latin 
American  housing  investments  and  provided  that  the  authority  to 
issue  such  guaranties  should  continue  through  June  30,  1968. 

The  House  bill  increased  the  issuing  authority  for  such  guaranties 
from  $250  to  $450  million  and  continued  the  authority  to  issue  I 
such  guaranties  through  June  30,  1967. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  accepted  a  ceiling  of  $400 
million  on  the  face  amount  of  such  guaranties,  a  figure  which  splits  the 
difference  between  the  $350  million  limit  set  by  the  Senate  and  the 
$450  million  set  by  the  House.  The  authority  to  issue  guaranties  is 
continued  through  June  30,  1967. 

ALLIANCE  FOR  PROGRESS — SECTION  105  (HOUSE - SEC.  104;  SENATE — - 

SEC.  106) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  252  of  the  act  to  authorize  an 
appropriation  of  $600  million  for  fiscal  year  1966  for  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  of  which  not  more  than  $85  million  may  be  used  for  technical 
cooperation  grants.  The  balance  may  only  be  used  for  dollar  re¬ 
payable  loans. 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  an  identical  authorization  but 
limited  the  amount  that  may  be  used  for  technical  cooperation  grants 
to  $70  million. 
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The  committee  of  conference  agreed  that  not  more  than  $75  million 
of  the  $600  million  may  be  used  for  such  grants.  It  was  recognized 
that  technical  cooperation  funds  have  financed  a  number  of  programs 
basic  to  the  development  of  the  Latin  American  countries.  Among 
these  are  programs  for  improved  tax  collection  services  conducted 
by  the  U.S.  Internal  Revenue  Service,  support  for  educational 
programs  for  the  Central  American  regional  integration  system.,  and 
programs  for  the  improvement  of  savings  and  loan  and  credit  facilities 
in  a  number  of  countries.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  figure  agreed 
upon  does  not  increase  the  authorization  contained  in  the  bill;  it  is 
an  allocation  made  from  the  $600  million  which  was  in  the  House  bill 
and  in  the  Senate  amendment.  The  reduction  from  $85  million  to 
$75  million  has  the  effect  of  reserving  a  larger  portion  of  the  $600 
million  for  dollar  repayable  loans. 

STANDBY  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SOUTHEAST  ASIA - SECTION  108(a)(2) 

(HOUSE SEC.  107(a)(2);  HOUSE — SEC.  102(a);  SENATE — 103(a); 

HOUSE - SEC.  106;  SENATE - SEC.  108) 

The  House  bill  authorized  for  use  in  southeast  Asia  such  sums  for 
economic  and  military  assistance  as  may  be  necessary  in  fiscal  year 
1966.  It  required  the  President  to  present  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs  and  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  the  pro¬ 
grams  to  be  carried  out  with  the  appropriations  requested  by  the 
President  under  this  authority. 

The  Senate  amendment  did  not  contain  a  comparable  provision. 

On  June  1,  1965,  the  President  sent  a  message  to  the  Congress, 
requesting  the  authorization  of  $89  million  for  the  Agency  for  Inter¬ 
national  Development  for  expanded  programs  of  economic  and  social 
development  in  southeast  Asia.  This  message  was  received  after  the 
passage  of  H.R.  7750  by  the  House  but  prior  to  its  consideration  by 
the  Senate. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the  $89  million  requested  by  the 
President  (1)  by  increasing  the  authorization  for  technical  cooperation 
and  development  grants  from  the  figure  of  $210  million  contained  in 
section  102  of  the  House  bill  to  $219  million,  and  (2)  by  increasing  the 
authorization  for  supporting  assistance  by  $80  million. 

The  committee  of  conference  agreed  to  a  compromise  according  to 
which  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  accepted  the  figures 
for  development  grants  and  technical  cooperation  and  for  supporting 
assistance  in  the  House  bill,  and  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
accepted  a  limitation  of  $89  million  on  the  special  authorization  for 
southeast  Asia  contained  in  section  107(a)(2)  of  the  House  bill. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  House  provision  for  an  open-end  authori¬ 
zation  of  funds  was  replaced  by  a  specific  authorization  of  $89  million 
for  that  area,  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  agreed  to  delete 
the  requirements  for  a  determination  by  the  President  and  for  special 
reports  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  in  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  in  connection  with  the  use 
of  funds  appropriated  under  this  authority. 
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CIVIC  ACTION  PROGRAMS — SECTION  201(c)  (HOUSE - SEC.  201(C);  SEN¬ 

ATE —  SEC.  201(C)) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  505  of  the  act  to  include  authority 
for  assisting  foreign  military  forces  in  less  developed  friendly  countries 
to  construct  public  works  and  to  engage  in  activities  “helpful  to  the 
economic  development  of  such  friendly  countries.”  It  also  recorded 
the  sense  of  Congress  that  foreign  military  forces  should  not  be  main¬ 
tained  or  established  solely  for  civic  action  and  that  civic  action  should 
not  detract  significantly  from  the  capability  of  the  military  to  perform 
its  military  function. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  similar  to  that  contained  in  the  House 
bill  except  that  it  authorized  assistance  for  activities  helpful  to  the 
“social”  as  well  as  economic  development  of  friendly  countries  and 
provided  that  the  statement  of  the  sense  of  Congress  should  be 
followed  “insofar  as  practicable.” 

The  Senate  receded  with  an  amendment  to  the  House  bill  that  would 
authorize  civic  action  programs  helpful  to  the  social  as  well  as  the 
economic  development  of  the  country.  The  inclusion  of  the  word 
“social”  will  remove  an  ambiguity  that  may  exist  as  to  health  and 
literacy  programs  carried  on  within  the  limitations  contained  in  the 
House  amendment. 

DRAWDOWN  AUTHORITY — 'SECTION  201(g)  (HOUSE — SEC.  201(g);  SEN¬ 
ATE — SEC.  201(g)) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  510  of  the  act  to  eliminate  the 
requirement  that  the  appropriations  making  reimbursement  for 
defense  articles  and  services  used  pursuant  to  the  special  authority 
should  be  made  to  the  President,  as  are  military  assistance  appropria¬ 
tions,  so  as  to  permit  making  such  appropriations  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  or  to  the  President  or  any  other  agency  as  may  be  requested 
by  the  Executive. 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  no  comparable  provision  and 
retained  existing  law  which  authorizes  an  appropriation  only  to  the 
President. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  accepted  the  Senate  version. 
Appropriations  for  the  various  segments  of  the  foreign  assistance 
program  are  voted  to  the  President.  Acceptance  of  the  Senate 
amendment  retains  this  policy,  thus  permitting  all  foreign  assistance 
appropriations  to  be  contained  in  one  appropriation  act. 

RESTRICTIONS  ON  MILITARY  AID  TO  LATIN  AMERICA — SECTION  201(h) 

(SENATE - SEC.  201(h)) 

The  Senate  amendment  to  the  House  bill  amended  section  511  of  the 
act  in  two  respects.  First,  section  511(a)  was  amended  to  provide 
that,  of  the  $55  million  annually  permitted  for  grant  programs  of 
defense  articles  for  American  Republics,  $25  million  may  be  used  for 
assistance  on  a  cost-sharing  basis  to  an  inter-American  military  force 
under  the  control  of  the  Organization  of  American  States.  Second, 
section  511(b)  was  rewritten  to  provide  that,  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible,  military  assistance  shall  be  furnished  to  American  Republics 
only  in  accordance  with  joint  plans  (including  joint  plans  relating  to 
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internal  security  problems)  approved  by  the  Organization  of  American 
States.  In  addition,  the  President  was  directed  to  submit  quarterly 
reports  on  the  implementation  of  section  511(b). 

The  House  bill  contained  no  comparable  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  accepted  the  Senate 
provisions  with  amendments. 

Section  511(a)  of  existing  law  authorizes  during  each  fiscal  year 
the  use  of  “a  part”  of  the  military  aid  funds  for  Latin  America  “for 
assistance  in  implementing  a  feasible  plan  for  regional  defense.” 
The  present  situation  in  the  Dominican  Republic  has  pointed  up  the 
need  for  more  positive  and  clearer  language  to  encourage  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  an  inter- American  military  force.  Accordingly,  that  language 
in  existing  law  is  repealed  and  is  replaced  by  the  provision  that  up  to 
$25  million  of  the  $55  million  may  be  used  on  a  cost-sharing  basis  for 
assistance  to  an  inter-American  force  under  the  control  of  the  Organi¬ 
zation  of  American  States  (OAS). 

|  Two  points  should  be  emphasized :  First,  the  $25  million  is  a  ceiling. 
FIt  does  not  have  to  be  used  only  for  this  purpose  should  it  prove 
impracticable  to  establish  such  a  force.  Second,  it  is  required  that 
the  other  American  Republics  contribute  financially  to  the  inter- 
American  force.  No  formula  for  cost  sharing  is  written  into  the  law; 
this  will  be  a  matter  of  negotiations.  The  language  makes  clear  that 
such  a  force  will  not  be  financed  entirely  by  the  United  States.  If 
an  inter-American  force  can  be  created  it  will  relieve  the  United  States 
of  much  of  the  burden  of  trying  to  maintain  peace  in  this  hemisphere. 

The  proviso  added  by  the  conferees  to  section  511(a)  stipidates 
that  the  costs  of  the  defense  articles  supplied  by  the  United  States 
for  the  inter-American  force  in  the  Dominican  Republic  shall  not  be 
charged  against  the  $55  million  ceiling.  The  conferees  recognized 
that  the  continuing  costs  of  the  operation  in  the  Dominican  Republic 
cannot  be  determined.  To  charge  these  costs  against  the  ceiling 
imposed  by  the  law  might  make  impossible  any  further  bilateral  or 
multilateral  programs  during  the  fiscal  year. 

The  amended  language  in  section  511(b)  is  a  further  effort  to 
encourage  the  American  Republics  to  work  out  “joint  plans  (including 
joint  plans  relating  to  internal  security  problems).”  It  is  a  logical 
pequel  to  the  Special  Consultative  Committee  on  Security  Against 
the  Subversive  Actions  of  International  Communism,  established  at 
the  Punta  del  Este  Conference  in  early  1962,  and  the  current  efforts 
to  deal  with  the  situation  in  the  Dominican  Republic.  The  new 
language  does  not  make  military  assistance  to  the  American  Republics 
contingent  upon  the  adoption  of  joint  plans;  it  is  permissive.  Further, 
it  does  not  depend  upon  unanimous  agreement  by  the  members  of 
the  OAS.  For  example,  a  group  of  contiguous  nations  may  be  able 
to  work  out  an  acceptable  plan  to  cope  with  internal  security  problems 
common  to  those  nations. 

The  committee  of  conference  recognized  that  progress  in  this  field 
may  be  slow  but  that  the  time  had  come  to  begin  a  serious  effort 
to  share  the  responsibilities  for  hemispheric  peace  and  security. 
The  President  is  required  to  submit  semiannual  reports  to  the  Congress 
on  the  progress  that  has  been  made  under  this  section  of  the  law. 

In  agreeing  to  the  Senate  amendment  providing  that  $25  million 
authorized  for  military  aid  to  Latin  America  may  be  used  on  a  cost¬ 
sharing  basis  to  create  an  in  ter- American  military  force,  the  conferees 
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desired  to  make  it  clear  that  none  of  these  funds  is  to  be  used  to  finance 
research  contracts  for  studies  of  opinion  or  attitudes  or  other  socio¬ 
logical  or  behavioral  studies  unless  such  studies  have  the  approval  of 
the  Secretary  of  State. 

USE  OF  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES - SECTION  301(b)  (SENATE — SEC.  301(C)) 

The  Senate  amendment  included  an  amendment  to  section  612(c) 
of  the  act,  substituting  a  new  second  paragraph  which  required  AID 
administrative  officials  to  certify  upon  approving  each  dollar  payment 
voucher  the  reasons  for  use  of  dollars,  instead  of  local  currencies, 
whenever  U.S. -owned  local  currencies  were  available. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  a  comparable  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  accepted  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vision  with  an  amendment  to  retain  the  definition  of  excess  foreign 
currency  contained  in  existing  law  which  had  been  repealed  by  the 
Senate  amendment.  The  House  managers  were  convinced  that, 
there  had  been  too  many  instances  in  which  dollars  were  spent  when 
foreign  currencies  might  have  been  used,  and  that  requiring  a  modi¬ 
fication  of  existing  AID  procedures  would  be  more  effective  than  a 
further  directive  that  maximum  use  should  be  made  of  such  currencies. 

Officials  responsible  for  approving  vouchers  can  make  the  required 
certification  only  if  they  have  at  hand  all  of  the  necessary  facts.  One 
of  the  reasons  why,  on  occasion,  foreign  currencies  have  not  been 
used  has  been  that  officials  responsible  for  procurement  or  for  making 
payments  were  not  fully  informed  as  to  their  availability.  It  will  be 
necessary  for  the  Agency  for  International  Development  to  give  a 
higher  priority  and  to  devote  more  man-hours  than  it  has  in  the  past 
to  making  sure  that  in  procurement  negotiations  and  in  making 
disbursements,  the  necessary  data  as  to  the  availability  of  foreign 
currency  and  guidance  as  to  its  use  are  in  the  hands  of  the  responsible 
personnel. 

In  situations  where  foreign  currencies  clearly  are  not  available 
for  procurement,  such  as  in  buying  products  in  the  United  States,  or 
procurement  in  countries  where  the  demand  for  local  currency  to  meet 
U.S.  Government  expenses  considerably  exceeds  the  supply,  certifi¬ 
cation  of  individual  vouchers  should  not  be  necessary.  | 

HIGHEST  RATE  OF  INTEREST  OBTAINABLE  ON  U.S.-OWNED  FOREIGN 
CURRENCIES — SECTION  301(C)  (SENATE - SEC.  301(d)) 

The  Senate  amendment  added  a  new  subsection  613(d)  to  the  act, 
providing  that  wherever  U.S.  assistance  agreements  under  any  act 
resulted  in  holdings  of  U.S. -owned  local  currencies,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  should  issue  regulations  that  required,  in  all  such  agree¬ 
ments,  that  the  United  States  should  get  interest  income  at  the 
“highest  interest  rate  lawfully  obtainable  from  the  recipient  country 
or  agencies  thereof  in  the  respective  countries.” 

The  provision  allowed  the  Secretary  of  State  to  waive  the  require¬ 
ment  if  he  determined  that  the  receipt  of  interest  income  was  not  in 
the  U.S.  national  interest.  A  report  to  the  Congress  of  each  such 
determination  by  the  Secretary  of  State  was  required. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  a  comparable  provision. 
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The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  recognize  that  the  United 
States  has  on  deposit  in  foreign  banks  substantial  amounts  of  foreign 
currencies  derived  from  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480  and  from  other  sources,  and  that  under 
normal  circumstances  interest  should  be  paid  to  the  United  States  on 
such  deposits.  Although  the  Agency  for  International  Development 
gave  assurance  that  it  is  U.S.  policy  to  collect  such  interest,  it  has  not 
always  done  so.  The  conferees  are  of  the  opinion  that  a  legal  require¬ 
ment  to  this  effect  is  necessary. 

The  language  of  the  Senate  amendment  was  accepted,  except  that 
the  reference  to  “the  highest  interest  rate’'  to  be  obtained  was  deleted. 
The  committee  of  conference  strongly  favors  obtaining  the  highest 
rate  of  interest  possible  and  is  opposed  to  the  acceptance  of  any 
“token”  interest  payment.  The  committee  recognizes,  however, 
that  such  a  rate  ought  to  be  fixed  by  negotiation  and  that  a  general 
legal  requirement  would  not  be  appropriate  because  of  varying  con¬ 
ditions  in  individual  countries. 

INVESTMENT  GUARANTIES  (SENATE - SEC.  301(e)  (1)  AND  (3)) 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  language  added  by  a  voice  vote 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  designed  to  prevent  a  repetition  of  an 
incident  which  occurred  in  a  developing  country  in  which  it  was 
claimed  that  rights  of  certain  American  investors  had  been  violated. 
No  hearings  had  been  held  on  the  case  in  question,  nor  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  designed  to  alleviate  it.  Consideration  by  the  committee  of 
conference  developed  that  the  issues  were  much  less  clear  and  far  more 
complex  and  controversial  than  was  at  first  supposed.  The  provision 
was  deleted  with  the  understanding  that,  should  circumstances 
warrant,  the  entire  subject  could  be  reviewed  at  length  and  a  deter¬ 
mination  made  during  the  next  annual  hearings  on  foreign  aid. 

ACT  OF  STATE  DOCTRINE - SECTION  301(d)(2)  (HOUSE— SEC.  301(C)(2); 

SENATE - SEC.  301(e)(2)) 

The  House  bill  extended  for  an  additional  year  the  provisions  of 
section  620(e)(2)  of  the  act  which  provides  that  no  court  in  the  United 
States  shall  decline  on  the  ground  of  the  act  of  state  doctrine  to  make 
a  determination  on  the  merits  or  to  apply  principles  of  international 
law  in  a  case  in  which  an  act  of  a  foreign  state  is  alleged  to  be  con¬ 
trary  to  international  law. 

The  Senate  amendment  made  the  provision  permanent  law  and  in 
addition  modified  the  text  to  make  it  clear  “that  the  law  does  not 
prevent  banks,  insurance  companies,  and  other  financial  institutions 
from  using  the  act  of  state  doctrine  as  a  defense  to  multiple  liability 
upon  any  contract  or  deposit  or  insurance  policy  in  any  case  where 
such  liability  has  been  taken  over  or  expropriated  by  a  foreign  state.” 

The  House  receded. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  accepted  the  Senate  pro¬ 
visions  with  the  understanding  that  this  would  not  preclude  either 
committee  from  reviewing  the  issues  and  making  a  further  determina¬ 
tion  when  hearings  are  held  next  year  on  renewal  of  the  foreign  aid 
authorization. 
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SANCTIONS  AGAINST  U.S.  FISHING  VESSELS  AND  CONTROL  OF  SHIPPING 

TO  NORTH  VIETNAM - SECTION  301(d)(4)  (SENATE - SEC.  301(e)(5); 

(HOUSE — SEC.  301(C)(4)) 

The  Senate  amendment  added  a  new  subsection  620  (o)  to  the  act 
under  which  no  assistance  could  be  furnished  under  the  act  to  any 
country  which  (1)  has  extended,  or  hereafter  extends,  its  jurisdiction 
for  fishing  purposes  over  any  area  of  the  high  seas  beyond  that  recog¬ 
nized  by  the  United  States,  and  (2)  hereafter  imposes  any  penalty 
or  sanction  against  any  U.S.  fishing  vessel  on  account  of  its  fishing 
activities  in  such  an  area.  The  amendment  did  not  apply  to  exten¬ 
sions  of  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  international  agreement  to  which  the 
United  States  is  a  party. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  a  comparable  provision. 

The  House  bill,  however,  included  an  amendment  to  section  620 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act,  adding  a  new  subsection  (n)  providing 
that,  until  the  President  determines  that  North  Vietnam  has  ceased  g 
all  efforts  to  overthrow  the  South  Vietnamese  Government,  no  funds  \ 
authorized  to  be  made  available  under  the  act  (except  under  sec. 
214)  may  be  used  for  assistance  to  any  country  which  failed  to  take 
appropriate  steps,  not  later  than  60  days  after  enactment  of  the  bill, 
to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  from  transporting 
equipment,  materials,  or  commodities  to  or  from  North  Vietnam. 
The  Senate  amendment  contained  no  such  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  agreed  to  a  compromise 
which  eliminates  the  rigid  prohibitions  against  supplying  U.S.  assist¬ 
ance  in  both  instances  but  requires  that  consideration  be  given  to  the 
behavior  of  recipients  of  our  aid  with  respect  to  these  problems  in 
determining  the  nature  and  amount  of  aid  to  be  provided.  Language 
was  accepted,  indicating  that  consideration  should  be  given  to  exclud¬ 
ing  from  U.S.  assistance  any  country  which  imposes  any  penalty  or 
sanction  against  any  U.S.  fishing  vessel  on  account  of  its  fishing  activi¬ 
ties  in  international  waters  rather  than  a  requirement  that  aid  be 
terminated  under  such  circumstances.  A  modification  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  House  bill  relating  to  ships  transporting  cargo  to  North 
Vietnam  was  also  agreed  upon  to  the  effect  that  the  President  shall 
consider  denying  assistance  to  any  country  failing  to  prevent  its  ships  d 
from  transporting  cargo  as  provided  in  the  House  bill,  instead  of* 
prohibiting  U.S.  aid  to  such  countries  regardless  of  other  circumstances. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  agreed  that  the  United 
States  should  give  consideration  to  the  treatment  of  U.S.  fishing 
vessels  by  foreign  governments  in  determining  the  nature  and  amount 
of  U.S.  assistance  made  available  to  such  governments.  At  the  same 
time,  they  recognized  that  a  complete  prohibition  of  aid  to  govern¬ 
ments  interfering  with  U.S.  vessels  might  in  certain  instances  prevent 
the  attainment  of  U.S.  foreign  policy  objectives  and  adversely  affect 
the  entire  program  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress 

In  accepting  a  modification  of  the  language  relating  to  assistance 
to  countries  permitting  their  ships  to  carry  cargo  to  and  from  North 
Vietnam,  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  recognized  that  the 
complete  withdrawal  of  free  world  carriers  from  the  North  Vietnam 
trade,  even  if  it  could  be  achieved,  would  have  only  a  very  limited 
effect  upon  the  North  Vietnam  economy  and  military  efforts.  Mili¬ 
tary  equipment  and  petroleum  products  are  brought  into  the  country 
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on  Communist-flag  vessels.  North  Vietnam’s  foreign  trade  is  already 
heavily  oriented  toward  Communist  China  and  the  U.S.S.R.  Free 
world  trade  amounted  to  only  about  17  percent  of  value  of  North 
Vietnam’s  total  trade  for  1903.  Although  free  world  ships  carry 
45  percent  of  North  Vietnam’s  seaborne  imports  by  volume  and 
85  percent  of  seaborne  exports  (principally  coal  to  Japan),  the  Com¬ 
munist  countries  could,  in  time,  arrange  it  so  that  Communist-flag 
vessels  and  planes  and  the  rail  link  with  Communist  China  carried 
all  the  imports  and  exports  Hanoi  needed. 

The  language  of  the  House  bill  afforded  little  negotiating  leverage 
because  most  of  the  countries  whose  ships  are  still  in  the  North 
Vietnam  trade  receive  little  or  no  assistance  from  the  United  States. 
The  major  nation  with  ships  in  this  trade — the  United  Kingdom — no 
longer  receives  either  economic  or  military  assistance  from  the  United 
States.  The  United  States  is  making  high  level  diplomatic  representa¬ 
tions  to  obtain  free  world  cooperation  in  getting  ships  and  planes  out 
of  the  North  Vietnam  trade,  and  a  number  of  vessels  have  already  left 
the  trade  because  of  commercial  and  safety  considerations. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  accepted  the  argument  that 
negotiations  on  this  matter  would  be  more  effective  if  there  was  not 
a  rigid  requirement  that  aid  be  terminated. 

EMPLOYMENT  OF  FOREIGN  SERVICE  PERSONNEL — SECTION  302(C) 
(HOUSE — SEC.  302(C);  SENATE — SEC.  302(b)) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  625(d)  of  the  act  by  increasing  from 
20  to  50  the  number  of  Foreign  Service  Reserve  officers  who,  at  any 
one  time,  may  be  initially  assigned  to  duty  in  the  United  States  for 
not  more  than  2  years. 

The  Senate  amendment  increased  the  limitation  on  such  personnel 
from  20  to  30. 

The  Senate  receded  with  an  amendment  which  increased  the  limi¬ 
tation  on  such  personnel  to  40. 

ELIMINATION  OF  MISSIONS - SECTION  302(f)  (SENATE - SEC.  302(e)) 

The  Senate  amendment  amended  section  631  of  the  act  by  providing 
that  in  countries  where  the  economic  and  military  assistance  program 
does  not  exceed  $1  million  in  a  fiscal  year,  the  AID  mission  staff 
personnel  shall  be  withdrawn,  and  the  program  administered  by 
economic  officers  and,  where  military  aid  is  involved,  by  military 
officers  attached  to  the  U.S.  diplomatic  mission. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  a  comparable  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  receded  with  an  amendment 
that  removed  the  criterion  of  a  program  of  $1  million  or  lessen  any 
fiscal  year  as  the  basis  for  the  withdrawal  of  personnel  administering 
such  economic  or  military  assistance  programs.  In  place  of  this  rigid 
figure,  the  committee  of  conference  inserted  a  provision  that  reduc¬ 
tions  in  personnel  should  be  undertaken  “wherever  practicable, 
especially  in  the  smaller  programs.”  The  committee  of  conference  is 
emphatic  in  seeking  to  reduce  the  size  of  our  AID  missions,  particu¬ 
larly  those  in  the  smaller  programs.  It  recognized  that  some  progress 
has  been  made  in  this  direction  but  believes  that  further  progress  is 
possible  without  impairing  the  effectiveness  of  our  programs  and, 
at  the  same  time,  resulting  in  a  reduction  of  administrative  costs. 
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By  the  removal  of  the  $1  million  figure,  the  committee  expects  that  the 
Administrator  of  AID  will  examine  programs  in  all  the  countries, 
particularly  the  smaller  countries,  with  a  view  toward  achieving 
further  economies  in  money  and  personnel. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES - SECTION  302(1)  (HOUSE — SEC.  302(h); 

SENATE — SEC.  302(h)) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  637(a)  of  the  act  to  authorize  an 
appropriation  of  $53,240,000  for  administrative  expenses  for  fiscal 
year  1966. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  appropriation  of  $55,240,000 
for  the  same  purpose. 

The  Senate  receded  with  an  amendment  providing  an  authorization 
for  an  appropriation  of  $54,240,000, 

MILITARY  SALES - SECTION  302 (k)  (SENATE — SEC.  302(j) ) 

The  Senate  amendment  added  a  new  section  640  to  the  act,  exclud¬ 
ing  military  sales  from  several  provisions  of  the  act  prohibiting  U.S. 
assistance. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  a  comparable  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  accepted  the  Senate  lan¬ 
guage.  They  regarded  the  Senate  provision  as  being  a  formal  state¬ 
ment  of  the  policy  that  sales  of  military  equipment  and  services  for 
dollars  or  on  credit  terms  within  limits  accepted  as  being  normal  for 
commercial  transactions  were  not  subject  to  certain  restrictions  appli¬ 
cable  to  grant  aid,  which  policy  has  always  guided  the  Department 
of  Defense.  Military  sales  are  subject  to  the  restriction  that  sales 
may  be  made  only  to  friendly  nations  when  the  President  finds  that 
such  sales  will  strengthen  the  security  of  the  United  States  and  promote 
world  peace. 

It  was  the  understanding  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
that  this  authority  would  apply  only  to  bona  fide  sales  for  value  as 
defined  in  section  644(m)  of  the  act  to  purchasers  judged  to  be  capa¬ 
ble  of  making  payment  in  full  under  reasonable  credit  terms.  Any 
transaction,  although  technically  a  sale,  where  prospects  of  payment 
were  in  doubt  or  for  currencies  not  needed  by  the  United  States  would 
involve  an  element  of  grant  assistance  and  would  be  subject  to  all  of 
the  restrictions  relating  to  grant  aid. 

It  is  in  the  interest  of  the  United  States  that  the  forces  of  friendly 
nations,  on  which  we  rely  either  to  contribute  to  the  common  defense 
strategy  or  to  defend  against  internal  subversion,  should  be  adequately 
equipped.  It  is  better  that  equipment  be  supplied  on  a  sales  rather 
than  a  grant  basis.  It  is  not  to  our  advantage  to  impose  the  same 
conditions  on  nations  ready  and  willing  to  buy  that  we  do  on  recipients 
of_  grant  aid. 

LIMITATION  ON  AGGREGATE  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1966 - 

SECTION  303(d)  (SENATE - SEC.  303(d)) 

^  (The  Senate  amendment  added  a  new  section  649  to  the  act,  which 
limited  the  aggregate  authorization  for  an  appropriation  for  fiscal  year 
1966  to  the  sum  of  $3,243,000,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  comparable  provision. 
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The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  receded  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  limiting  the  aggregate  authorization  for  an  appropriation  to 
$3,360,000,000. 

This  sum  must  be  measured  against  the  Executive  appropriation 
request  for  fiscal  year  1966  of  $3,459,470,000.  The  latter  figure  includes 
amounts  specifically  authorized  in  this  bill  as  well  as  the  Executive 
appropriation  requests  against  sums  previously  authorized  for  the 
Development  Loan  Fund,  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  and  for  State 
Department  administrative  expenses.  As  a  result  of  adjustments  in 
amounts  made  in  this  bill  for  specific  programs,  together  with  those 
previously  authorized  and  for  which  the  Executive  is  requesting 
appropriations,  the  comparable  figure  is  $3,457,670,000.  The 
effect  of  the  ceiling  imposed  by  this  section  of  the  bill  is  to  reduce  the 
total  Executive  program  by  $97,670,000.  It  is  left  to  the  judgment 
of  the  Executive  to  effect  reductions  that  will  bring  the  programs 
funded  by  this  act  within  the  limit  imposed  by  this  section. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  strongly  objected  to  the 
imposition  of  an  overall  reduction  on  the  authorization  for  foreign  aid 
rather  than  cutting  individual  authorizations.  The  committees  of  the 
Congress  as  a  result  of  their  hearings  on  the  program  should  be  suffi¬ 
ciently  informed  as  to  the  merits  of  the  various  segments  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  exercise  judgment  as  to  the  places  where  cuts  are  justified. 
To  impose  a  reduction  in  the  overall  ceiling  on  the  total  authoriza¬ 
tion,  leaving  discretion  as  to  where  the  cuts  will  be  made,  is  an  abdica¬ 
tion  of  responsibility  by  the  Congress. 

The  individual  authorizations  approved  by  the  House  and  Senate 
differed  by  such  small  amounts  that  there  was  no  practicable  way  to 
compromise,  adjust,  and  distribute  an  overall  reduction  of  the  magni¬ 
tude  of  the  cut  provided  in  the  Senate  amendment  other  than  to 
impose  a  similar  limitation  on  the  funds  authorized. 

PROPOSALS  FOR  2-YEAR  AUTHORIZATION  AND  FOR  TEMPORARY  PLANNING 

COMMITTEE 

The  two  most  troublesome  issues  in  conference  arose  first  from  a 
number  of  provisions  in  the  Senate  bill  which  (in  totality)  had  the 
effect  of  authorizing  the  aid  program  for  a  period  of  2  years;  and, 
second,  from  the  so-called  Morse  amendment  calling  for  termination 
by  June  30,  1967,  of  the  foreign  aid  program  as  presently  constituted 
and  for  a  thorough  review  by  a  planning  committee  to  determine  the 
nature  of  any  aid  programs  that  might  be  continued  after  June  1967. 

As  conference  discussions  continued,  it  became  apparent  that 
although  the  House  conferees  could  not  agree  to  a  blanket  2-year 
authorization  under  present  conditions,  they  were  not  irrevocably 
opposed  to  authorizing  foreign  aid  funds  for  longer  than  a  year  regard¬ 
less  of  circumstances.  There  was  general  agreement  also  that  many 
of  the  shortcomings  of  the  foreign  aid  program  which  have  evoked 
public  criticism  are  basic  and  cannot  be  corrected  merely  by  improve¬ 
ment  in  administrative  procedures  or  in  the  quality  of  personnel. 

It  was  the  consensus  of  the  committee  of  conference  that  there  have 
been  so  many  changes  in  the  world  situation  since  1961  that  a  most 
careful,  overall  review  of  the  basic  premises  behind  the  foreign  aid 
program  is  overdue. 
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After  protracted  discussion  of  the  issues  involved  in  the  2-year 
authorization  and  the  Senate  provisions  relating  to  termination  of  the 
program  as  constituted  and  the  creation  of  a  planning  committee,  the 
Senate  conferees  reluctantly  agreed  to  recede. 

While  appreciating  that  conferees  cannot  bind  their  colleagues  in 
subsequent  sessions  of  the  Congress,  the  House  conferees,  in  view  of 
the  action  of  the  Senate  conferees,  agreed  to  include  the  following 
expression  of  informal  understandings  in  the  statement  on  the  part 
of  the  managers: 

1.  During  consideration  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1966, 
House  members  of  the  committee  of  the  conference  will  urge  their 
colleagues  to  examine  with  the  greatest  care  such  proposals  as  may  be 
submitted  authorizing  foreign  aid  programs  for  2  or  more  years. 
The  House  of  Representatives  has  approved  authorizations  for  various 
aspects  of  the  programs  for  periods  of  2  years  or  longer  on  a  number  of 
occasions  in  the  past,  and  the  House  conferees  are  prepared  to  suggest 
the  consideration  of  longer  term  authorizations,  taking  into  account 
the  demands  on  the  U.S.  budget  and  the  nature  of  the  world  situation 
next  year. 

If  2-year  authorizations  were  made,  the  authorizing  committees  of 
the  House  and  Senate  might  direct  their  attention  in  alternate  years 
primarily  to  a  review  of  aid  policies  and  an  evaluation  of  operations 
rather  than  focusing  on  the  programs  submitted  by  the  Executive 
for  the  year  to  come. 

2.  The  conferees  of  both  Houses  urge  the  President  to  inaugurate 
a  review  of  the  aid  program  as  presently  constituted,  seeking  to  direct 
it  more  effectively  toward  the  solution  of  the  problems  of  the  develop¬ 
ing  countries. 

3.  Finally,  the  House  conferees  recognize  that  the  willingness  of  the 
Senate  conferees  to  recede  on  these  provisions  represents  not  an 
abandonment  of  the  positions  taken  by  the  Senate,  but  an  attempt 
to  reach  a  reasonable  compromise.  This  was  done  by  deferring  for 
1  year  decisions  on  Senate  provisions  calling  for  a  long-term  authori¬ 
zation.  There  will  thus  be  opportunity  next  year  for  the  Congress 
and  the  administration  to  examine  in  depth  proposals  for  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  foreign  aid  program. 

Thomas  E.  Morgan, 

Edna  F.  Kelly, 

Wayne  L.  Hays, 

Barratt  O’Hara, 

W.  S.  Mailliard, 

Peter  H.  B.  Frelinghuysen, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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House  of  Representatives 


\he  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D. /'prefaced  his  prayer  with  these 
words  ohScripture:  Psalm  121:  The  Lord 
is  thy  keebqr,  the  Lord  is  thy  shade  upon 
thy  right  htond. 

Almighty  Gqd,  whose  goodness  never 
fails  and  whoseSruth  does  not  grow  old, 
we  beseech  Thee  th  sanctify  us,  cleansing 
all  the  stains  of  siivfrom  our  hearts  and 
the  darkness  from  our  minds. 

Order  our  whole  life,  our  thoughts  and 
aspirations  in  accord  with  Thy  will  and 
bring  them  into  harmony  with  Thy  holy 
plans  and  create  within  us  those  desires 
which  Thou  dost  delight  to  satisfy. 

May  there  arise  within  us  strength, 
healing,  and  victory,  overcoming  alknon- 
fusion  of  purpose  and  that  self-love 
which  keeps  us  from  the  larger  life  of 
service  and  sacrifice  to  which  we  have' 
been  called. 

Humbly  we  offer  our  prayer,  asking 
for  nothing  that  we  do  not  ask  for  others 
whose  lives  are  haunted  by  hardship  and 
struggle  for  the  bare  necessities  that 
they  labor  for. 

In  Christ’s  name  we  pray.  Amen. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of 
the  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.R.  7765)  entitled  “An  act  making 
appropriations  for  the  Departments  of 
Labor,  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
and  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1966,  and  for  other 
purposes.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  t be 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment  of/he 
House  to  Senate  amendment  NoyG  to 
the  above-entitled  bill.  / 

The  message  also  announcedThat  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendofent  of  the 
House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title :  / 

S.  1648.  An  act  to  provide  grants  for  pub¬ 
lic  works  and  development  facilities,  other 
financial  assistance,  Jmd  the  planning  and 
coordination  needed'  to  alleviate  conditions 
of  substantial  an  (^persistent  unemployment 
and  underemployment  In  economically  dis¬ 
tressed  areas  and  regions. 

The  menage  also  announced  that  the 
Vice  President,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
170,  7^£n  Congress,  had  appointed  Mr. 
Mor^e  in  lieu  of  Mr.  Robertson,  resigned, 
to/attend  the  54th  Interparliamentary 
Union  Conference  to  be  held  in  Ottawa, 
'Ontario,  September  9  to  17,  1965. 


Wednesday,  August  18,  1965 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 

(APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  DEPART¬ 
MENTS  OF  STATE,  JUSTICE,  AND 

COMMERCE,  THE  JUDICIARY,  AND 

RELATED  AGENCIES  FOR  FISCAL 

YEAR  1966 

Mr.  SLACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Rooney],  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
may  have  until  midnight  tonight  to  file 
a  conference  report  on  the  bill  H.R.  8639. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  807)  / 

\The  committee  of  conference  on  the  d jA- 
agr^eing  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amstd- 
mentB  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R./6639) 
“makmg  appropriations  for  the  Departments 
of  StateXJustlce,  and  Commerce,  Ime  Judi¬ 
ciary,  andVelated  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  Junev30,  1966,  and  for  other  purposes,” 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference, 
have  agreed  to  recommend  aria  do  recommend 
to  their  respect!  v^JIouses/as  follows: 

That  the  SenateSrecede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  1,  6SL  10,  15,  and  18. 

That  the  House  i/fccde  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments'of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  2,  4,  8,  9y41,  16,  17/19,  20,  21,  22,  23, 
25,  and  26,  andf'agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3:  That  the  House 
recede  frojn  its  disagreement  to\he  amend¬ 
ment  of/the  Senate  numbered  3, 'and  agree 
to  the  ame  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  ligu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend - 
mejft  insert  “$2,125,000”;  and  the  Senate 
a^ree  to  the  same.  \ 

'  Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  Houses 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$5,339,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  12 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  12,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$33,743,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  13 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  13,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$69,036,250”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 


ment  insert  “$11,536,000”;  and  the  Sep&te 
agree  to  the  same.  / 

Amendment  numbered  24 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  th£/amend- 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2Vand  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendmeg^  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  py  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$3,150,000”;  And  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same.  / 

John  J.  Rooney, 

John  M  Alack,  Jr., 

Neal  Smith, 

John/7.  Flynt,  Jr., 

Charles  S.  Joelson, 

G®5rge  Mahon, 

.■Frank  T.  Bow, 

/  Glenard  P.  Lipscomb, 

/  Elford  A.  Cederberg, 

y managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

/  John  L.  McClellan, 

/  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

/  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

/  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

John  O.  Pastors, 

J.  W.  Fulbright, 

Margaret  Chase  Smith, 
Leverett  Saltonstall, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Managers  on  the  part  of  the  Seriate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (HU.  8639)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Departments  of  State, 
Justice,  and  Commerce,  the  Judiciary,  and 
related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1966,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit 
the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the 
effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  accompanying  conference  re¬ 
port  as  to  each  of  such  amendments,  namely: 

TITLE  I - DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

Administration  of  foreign  affairs 
Amendment  No.  1 :  Appropriates  $176,400,- 
000  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed  by 
the  House  instead  of  $176,748,000  as  proposed 
■Joy  the  Senate. 

\Amendment  No.  2:  Appropriates  $19,125,000 
foNacquisition,  operation  and  maintenance 
of  bhildings  abroad  as  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  instead  of  $18,125,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

international  commissions 
AmendmeHt  No.  3:  Appropriates  $2,125,000 
for  international  fisheries  commissions  in¬ 
stead  of  $2,025,090  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $2,300,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Educational  exchange 
Amendment  No.  4:  Appropriates  $5,800,000 
for  the  Center  for  CulWral  and  Technical 
interchange  between  Eastland  West  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  insteacNpf  $5,500,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House.  \. 

TITLE  II - DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Legal  activities  and  general  administration 
Amendment  No.  5 :  Appropriates  $5)^39,000 
for  salaries  and  expenses,  general  administra¬ 
tion  instead  of  $5,289,000  as  proposed  byHiia 
House  and  $5,389,000  as  proposed  by  the  Set* 
ate. 
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U.S.  Travel  Service 

Amendment  No.  6:  Provides  a  limitation 
of  $3,500  for  representation  expenses  abroad 
as  proposechby  the  House  instead  of  $4,000 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment 'No.  7:  Appropriates  $3,000,000 
for  salaries  and\expenses  as  proposed  by  the 
House  instead  oi\$3,200,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

International  activities 
Amendment  No.  8\lnserts  language  for 
mobile  trade  fairs  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  9 :  ^Appropriates  $10,- 
750,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed 
by  the  Senat  e  instead  of  $  IQ, 400, 000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Office  of  Field  Servwes 
Amendment  No.  10:  Appropriates  $4,- 
200,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  a~&  proposed 
by  the  House  instead  of  $4,265,OOOxas  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate.  - 

Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey 
Amendment  No.  11:  Appropriates  $29,2<K),- 
000  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed  \y 
the  Senate  instead  of  $29,000,000  as  propos 
by  the  House. 

National  Bureau  of  Standards 
Amendment  No.  12:  Appropriates  $33,743,- 
000  for  research  and  technical  services  in¬ 
stead  of  $33,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $34,548,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 
Weather  Bureau 

Amendment  No.  13:  Appropriates  $69,036,- 
250  for  salaries  and  expenses  instead  of 
$68,750,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$69,287,900  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  14:  Appropriates  $11,536,- 
000  for  research  and  development  instead  of 
$10,786,000  as  proposed  by  the  House  and 
$11,786,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Maritime  Administration 
Amendment  No.  15:  Appropriates  $132,- 
150,000  for  ship  construction  as  proposed  by 
the  House  instead  of  $124,850,000  as  proposed 
by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  16:  Appropriates  $180,- 
000,000  for  operating-differential  subsidies 
(liquidation  of  contract  authorization)  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $190,000,- 
000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
Amendment  No.  17:  Appropriates  $200,- 
000,000  for  repayable  advances  to  the  high¬ 
way  trust  fund  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 
instead  of  $225,000,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendment  No.  18:  Deletes  language  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate . 

TITLE  IV - THE  JUDICIARY 

Courts  of  appeals,  district  courts,  and  other 
judicial  services 

Amendment  No.  19:  Appropriates  $34,292,- 
000  for  salaries  of  supporting  personnel  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $34,220,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House.  / 

Amendment  No.  20:  Appropriates  $3,000,- 
000  for  fees  and  expenses  of  court-appointed 
counsel  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $3,500,000  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  21:  Appropriates  $4,910,- 
000  for  travel  and  miscellaneous  expenses  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $4,900,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

TITLE  V - RELATED  AGENCIES 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare 

Office  of  Education 

Amendment  No.  22:  Appropriates  $5,000,- 
000  for  civil  rights  educational  activities  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $4,000,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission 
Amendment  No.  23:  Appropriates  $2,750,000 
for  salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate. 


Federal  Maritime  Commission 
Amendment  No.  24:  Appropriates  $3,150,000 
for  salaries  and  expenses  instead  of  $3,100,000 
as  proposed  by  the  House  and  $3,180,000  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate. 

U.S.  Information  Agency 
Amendment  No.  25:  Appropriates  $140,000,- 
000  for  salaries  and  expenses  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate  instead  of  $140,254,000  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  26 :  Adds  language  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate. 

John  J.  Rooney, 

John  M.  Slack,  Jr., 

Neal  Smith, 

John  J.  Flynt,  Jr., 

Charles  S.  Joelson, 

George  Mahon, 

Frank  T.  Bow, 

Glenard  P.  Lipscomb. 
Elford  A.  Cederberg, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


payers  somewhere  around  $900  million  a  year. 
I  think  it  is  shameful  we  have  to  consider 
any  variation  of  a  program  which  so 
versely  affects  the  taxpayers  of  the  Unit^ 
States. 


And  on  the  same  page  correct 
reading  “the  buggy  whip”  to  re: 
buggy  whip  industry.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objectio: 


CORRECTION  OF 


RECORD 


Mr.  OLSON  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous,  consent  to 
make  a  correction  in  my  remarks  in  the 
Congressional  Record  of  yesterday,  Au¬ 
gust  17,  1965,  page  19947,  paragraph  No. 
4,  line  1,4,  where  it  reads: 

I  think  a  transfer  and  selection  bfise  al¬ 
lowed  here  is  going  to  result  definitely\n  a 
kind  of  milk  tax. 

This  line  should  be  changed  to  read's 

I  think  the  transfer  and  sale  of  bases 
allowed  is  going  to  result  in  what  might  be 
referred  to  as  a  milk  tax. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  be  corrected  on  page  19976  near 
the  bottom  of  the  second  column  to  read 
as  follows: 

Mr.  Findley.  The  gentleman  said  that  the 
consumers  have  benefited  under  this  cotton 
program.  Looking  at  the  “Cotton  Situation 
Report”  from  the  Consumer  and  Marketing 
Service  of  USDA  I  find  that  the  price  on  20 
cotton  constructions — the  index  showing 
product  prices — has  gone  up  each  and  every 
single  month  since  the  so-called  one-price 
cotton  program  went  into  operation.  On 
the  other  side  of  this  some  statistical  table 
from  USDA  I  find  that  each  and  every  single 
month  the  mill  margin — that  is  the  gross 
profit  of  textile  mills — has  gone  up.  This 
despite  the  fact  they  had  the  price  advantage 
of  this  program,  which  is  costing  the  tax- 
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ESTABLISHING  DEPARTMENT  OF 
HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
lanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Shaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  6927)  to 
establish  a  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urbab  Development,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  Nvith  amendments  of  the  Senate 
thereto  .^disagree  to  the  amendmentsand 
request  a\onference  with  the  Senate. 
The  Clerkread  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  oDthe  gentleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Dawson,  Holifieu>,  Fascell,  Reuss, 
Rosenthal,  Erlenborn;,  and  Wydler. 


CALL  OF  TRE  HOUSE 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr-  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order' that  a  quorum  is  not 
present.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently,  a  quorum 
is  not  present 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  calf  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  241] 

Dowdy  Miller 

Duncan,  Oreg.  Moorhead 

Dyal  Powell 

Famum  Reinecke 

Gubser  Roudebush 

Irwin  Roybal 

Johnson,  Pa.  Scott 

King,  Calif.  Thomas 

King,  N.Y.  Toll 

Kornegay  Utt 

Lindsay  Younger 

Martin,  Mass. 

Mathias 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  395 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


Adair 
Andrews, 
George  W. 
Aspinall 
Blatnik 
Bonner 
Brown,  Ohio 
Cabell 
Cahill 
Carter 
Curtis 
Dent 
Dingell 


AUTHORITY  TO  FILE  CONFERENCE 

REPORT  ON  H.R.  7750— FOREIGN 

ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  may  have  until  midnight  tonight 
to  file  a  conference  report  on  the  bill 
H.R.  7750. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  811) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
7750)  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  con¬ 
ference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following:  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965”. 

“part  i 

“Chapter  1 — Policy 

“Sec.  101.  Section  102  of  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  re¬ 
lates  to  the  statement  of  policy,  is  amended 
as  follows : 

“(a)  Strike  out  the  last  sentence  in  the 
seventh  paragraph  and  substitute  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  ‘It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
in  furnishing  assistance  under  this  part  ex- 
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cess  personal  property  shall  be  utilized 
wherever  practicable  in  lieu  of  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  new  items  for  United  State6-assisted 
projects  and  programs.  It  is  the  further 
sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance  under 
this  part  shall  be  complemented  by  the  fur¬ 
nishing  under  any  other  Act  of  surplus  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  by  disposal  of  ex¬ 
cess  property  under  this  and  other  Acts.’ 

“(b)  Add  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

“  ‘It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  as¬ 
sistance  under  this  or  any  other  Act  to  any 
foreign  country  which  hereafter  permits,  or 
fails  to  take  adequate  measures  to  prevent, 
the  damage  or  destruction  by  mob  action  of 
United  States  property  within  such  country, 
should  be  terminated  and  should  not  be 
resumed  until  the  President  determines  that 
appropriate  measures  have  been  taken  by 
such  country  to  prevent  a  recurrence  there¬ 
of.’ 

“Chapter  2 — Development  assistance 
“Title  I — Development  Loan  Fund 
“Sec.  102.  Title  I  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  which  relates  to  the  Development 
Loan  Fund,  Is  amended  as  follows: 

“(a)  Amend  section  205,  which  relates  to 
the  use  of  the  facilities  of  the  International 
Development  Association,  to  read  as  follows : 

"  ‘Sec.  205.  Use  of  International  Lending 
Organizations. — In  order  to  serve  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  title  and  the  policy  contained  in 
section  619,  the  President,  after  consideration 
of  the  extent  of  additional  participation  by 
other  countries,  may  make  available,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  any  other  funds  available  for  such 
purposes,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
he  determines,  not  to  exceed  15  per  centum  of 
the  funds  made  available  for  this  title  to  the 
International  Development  Association,  the 
International  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and 
Development,  or  the  International  Finance 
Corporation  for  use  pursuant  to  the  laws  gov¬ 
erning  United  States  participation  in  such  in¬ 
stitutions,  if  any,  and  the  governing  statutes 
thereof  and  without  regard  to  section  201  or 
any  other  requirements  of  this  or  any  other 
Act.’ 

“(b)  Add  the  following  new  section : 

"  ‘Sec.  206.  Regional  Development  in 
Africa. — The  President  is  requested  to  seek 
and  to  take  appropriate  action,  in  coopera¬ 
tion  and  consultation  with  African  and  other 
interested  nations  and  with  international  de¬ 
velopment  organizations,  to  further  and  as¬ 
sist  in  the  advancement  of  African  regional 
development  institutions,  including  the  Afri¬ 
can  Development  Bank,  with  the  view  toward 
promoting  African  economic  development.’ 
“Title  II — Technical  Cooperation  and  Devel¬ 
opment  Grants 

“Sec.  103.  Title  II  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  which  relates  to  technical  cooper¬ 
ation  and  development  grants,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

“(a)  Amend  section  212,  which  relates  to 
authorization,  by  striking  out  ‘1965’  and 
‘$215,000,000’  and  substituting  ‘1966’  and 
‘$210,000,000’,  respectively. 

“(b)  Amend  section  214,  which  relates  to 
American  schools  and  hospitals  abroad,  as 
follows : 

“(1)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out 
‘treatment,  education,’  and  substituting  ‘edu¬ 
cation’. 

“(2)  Amend  subsection  (c)  by  striking  out 
‘1965,  $18,000,000’  and  substituting  ‘1966, 
$7,000,000’. 

“Title  III — Investment  Guaranties 
“Sec.  104.  Title  III  of  chapter  2  of  part  I 
of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  which  relates  to  investment  guar¬ 
anties,  is  amended  as  follows: 

"(a)  Amend  section  221(b),  which  relates 
to  general  authority,  as  follows : 

“(1)  Amend  the  introductory  clause  to 
read  as  follows: 


“  ‘(b)  The  President  may  issue  guaranties 
to  eligible  United  States  investors — ’. 

“(2)  In  paragraph  (1),  strike  out  ‘$2,500,- 
000,000’  and  substitute  ‘$5,000,000,000’. 

“(3)  Amend  paragraph  (2)  as  follows: 

“(A)  In  the  first  proviso,  strike  out  *,  and 
no  such  guaranty  in  the  case  of  a  loan  shall 
exceed  $25,000,000  and  no  other  such  guar¬ 
anty  shall  exceed  $10,000,000’. 

“(B)  In  the  third  proviso,  immediately 
after  ‘$300,000,000’  insert  the  following:  *, 
and  guaranties  issued  under  this  paragraph 
(2)  for  other  than  housing  projects  similar 
to  those  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing  Ad¬ 
ministration,  shall  not  exceed  $175,000,000’. 

“(C)  In  the  fourth  proviso,  strike  out 
‘1966’  and  substitute  ‘1967’. 

“(b)  Amend  section  221(c),  which  relates 
to  general  authority,  as  follows : 

“(1)  Strike  out  ‘actual  earnings  or  profits’ 
and  substitute  ‘earnings  or  profits  actually 
accrued’. 

“(2)  Immediately  after  ‘guaranty’  the 
third  time  it  appears,  insert  'of  an  equity 
investment’. 

“(c)  Amend  section  222(b),  which  relates 
to  general  provisions,  by  inserting  after  ‘(ex¬ 
clusive  of  informational  media  guaranties),’ 
the  words  ‘and  to  pay  the  costs  of  investigat¬ 
ing  and  adjusting  (including  costs  of  arbi¬ 
tration)  claims  under  such  guaranties,’. 

“(d)  Amend  section  223,  which  relates  to 
definitions,  as  follows: 

“(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  ‘and’  at 
the  end  thereof  and  in  subsection  (b)  strike 
out  the  period  and  substitute  ‘;  and’. 

“(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection 
(c): 

“  ‘(c)  the  term  “eligible  United  States  in¬ 
vestors’’  means  United  States  citizens,  or 
corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associa¬ 
tions  created  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  or  any  State  or  territory  and  sub¬ 
stantially  beneficially  owned  by  United 
States  citizens,  as  well  as  foreign  corpora¬ 
tions,  partnerships,  or  other  associations 
wholly  owned  by  one  or  more  such  United 
States  citizens,  corporations,  partnerships,  or 
other  associations:  Provided,  That,  the  eligi¬ 
bility  of  a  foreign  corporation  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  without  regard  to  any  shares,  in 
aggregate  less  than  5  per  centum  of  the  total 
of  issued  and  subscribed  share  capital,  re¬ 
quired  by  law  to  be  held  by  persons  other 
than  the  United  States  owners.’ 

"(e)  Amend  section  224,  which  relates  to 
housing  projects  in  Latin  American  coun¬ 
tries,  to  read  as  follows : 

“  ‘Sec.  224.  Housing  Projects  in  Latin 
American  Countries. — (a)  It  is  the  sense  of 
Congress  that  in  order  to  stimulate  private 
home  ownership  and  assist  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  stable  economies  in  Latin  America, 
the  authority  conferred  by  this  section 
should  be  utilized  for  the  purpose  of  assist¬ 
ing  in  the  development  in  the  American 
Republics  of  self-liquidating  pilot  housing 
projects,  the  development  of  institutions  en¬ 
gaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs,  in¬ 
cluding  cooperatives,  free  labor  unions,  sav¬ 
ings  and  loan  type  institutions,  and  other 
private  enterprise  programs  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  engaged  directly  or  indirectly  in  the 
financing  of  home  mortgages,  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  homes  for  lower  income  persons  and 
families,  the  increased  mobilization  of  sav¬ 
ings  and  the  improvement  of  housing  condi¬ 
tions  in  Latin  America. 

“‘(b)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  sub¬ 
section  (a),  the  President  is  authorized  to 
issue  guaranties,  on  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  he  shall  determine,  to  eligible  United 
States  investors  as  defined  in  section  223 
assuring  against  loss  of  loan  investments 
made  by  such  investors  in — 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  pilot  or  demonstration  private  hous¬ 
ing  projects  in  Latin  America  of  types  similar 
to  those  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  suitable  for  conditions  in 
Latin  America; 

“‘(2)  credit  institutions  in  Latin  America 
engaged  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  financ¬ 


ing  of  home  mortagages,  such  as  savings  and 
loan  institutions  and  other  qualified  invest¬ 
ment  enterprises; 

“‘(3)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America 
for  lower  income  families  and  persons,  which 
projects  shall  be  constructed  in  accordance 
with  maximum  unit  costs  established  by  the 
President  for  families  and  persons  whose  in¬ 
comes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the 
President; 

“‘(4)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America 
which  will  promote  the  development  of  insti¬ 
tutions  important  to  the  success  of  the  Al¬ 
liance  for  Progress,  such  as  free  labor  unions, 
cooperatives,  and  other  private  enterprise 
programs;  or 

‘‘‘(5)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America 
25  per  centum  or  more  of  the  aggregate  of 
the  mortgage  financing  for  which  is  made 
available  from  sources  within  Latin  America 
and  is  not  derived  from  sources  outside  Latin 
America,  which  projects  shall,  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  practicable,  have  a  unit  cost  of 
not  more  than  $6,500. 

“  ‘(c)  The  total  face  amount  of  guaranties 
issued  under  this  section  outstanding  at  any 
one  time  shall  not  exceed  $400,000,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  payment  may  be  made  under 
this  section  for  any  loss  arising  out  of  fraud 
or  misconduct  for  which  the  investor  is  re¬ 
sponsible:  Provided  further,  That  this  au¬ 
thority  shall  continue  until  June  30,  1967.’ 

“Title  VI — Alliance  for  Progress 

“Sec.  105.  Section  252  of  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  re¬ 
lates  to  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  after  ‘fiscal  year 
1965’  the  following:  ‘and  $75,000,000  in  fiscal 
year  1966’. 

"Chapter  3 — International  organizations  and 
programs 

“Sec.  106.  Chapter  3  of  part  I  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
which  relates  to  international  organizations 
and  programs,  is  amended  as  follows: 

“(a)  Amend  section  301(c),  which  relates 
to  assistance  for  Palestine  refugees  in  the 
Near  East,  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following :  ‘Contributions  by  the  United 
States  to  the  United  Nations  Relief  and 
Works  Agency  for  Palestine  Refugees  in  the 
Near  East  for  the  calendar  year  1966  shall 
not  exceed  $15,200,000.’ 

“(b)  Amend  section  302,  which  relates 
to  authorization,  by  striking  out  ‘1965’  and 
‘$134,272,400’  and  substituting  ‘1966’  and 
‘$144,755,000’,  respectively. 

"Chapter  4 — Supporting  assistance 

“Sec.  107.  Section  402  of  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  re¬ 
lates  to  supporting  assistance,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  the  first  sentence  ‘1965’ 
and  ‘$405,000,000’  and  substituting  ‘1966’  and 
‘$369,200,000’,  respectively. 

"Chapter  5 — Contingency  fund 

“Sec.  108.  Section  451  of  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  re¬ 
lates  to  the  contingency  fund,  is  amended 
as  follows: 

“(a)  Amend  subsection  (a)  as  follows: 

“(1)  Strike  out  ‘1965’  and  ‘$150,000,000’ 
and  substitute  ‘1966’  and  ‘$50,000,000’,  re¬ 
spectively. 

“(2)  Add  the  following  new  sentence:  ‘In 
addition,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  President  for  use  in  South¬ 
east  Asia  such  sums,  not  to  exceed  $89,000,- 
000,  as  may  be  necessary  in  the  fiscal  year 
1966  for  programs  authorized  by  parts  I  and 
II  of  this  Act.’ 

“(b)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking 
out  ‘this  section’  and  substituting  ‘the  first 
sentence  of  subsection  (a)  ’. 

“part  ii 

"Chapter  2 — Military  assistance 

“Sec.  201.  Chapter  2  of  part  II  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
which  relates  to  military  assistance,  is 
amended  as  follows: 
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"(a)  Amend  section  503(b),  which  relates 
to  general  authority,  by  striking  out  the 
words  'in  foreign  countries’. 

“(b)  Amend  section  504,  which  relates  to 
authorization,  by  striking  out  ‘1965’  and 
‘$1,055,000,000’  in  the  first  sentence  and  sub¬ 
stituting  ‘1966’  and  ‘$1,170,000,000’, 
respectively. 

“(c)  Amend  section  505,  which  relates  to 
utilization  of  assistance,  as  follows: 

“(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  the 
colon  and  add  the  following:  ‘,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  assisting  foreign  military  forces 
in  less  developed  friendly  countries  (or  the 
voluntary  efforts  of  personnel  of  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States  in  such  coun¬ 
tries)  to  construct  public  works  and  to  en¬ 
gage  in  other  activities  helpful  to  the 
economic  and  social  development  of  such 
friendly  countries.  It  is  the  sense  of  the 
Congress  that  such  foreign  military  forces 
should  not  be  maintained  or  established 
solely  for  civic  action  activities  and  that 
such  civic  action  activities  not  significantly 
detract  from  the  capability  of  the  military 
forces  to  perform  their  military  missions  and 
be  coordinated  with  and  form  part  of  the 
total  economic  and  social  development  ef¬ 
fort.’ 

“(2)  Strike  out  subsection  (b)  and  re¬ 
designate  the  proviso  of  subsection  (a)  as 
subsection  (b). 

“(3)  In  redesignated  subsection  (b) ,  strike 
out  'Provided,  That  except’  and  substitute 
‘Except’;  strike  out  ‘or  (2)’  and  substitute 
*,  or  (2)  for  civic  action  assistance,  or  (3)’. 

“(d)  Amend  section  507,  which  relates  to 
sales,  as  follows : 

“(1)  In  subsection  (a),  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sentence  between  the  second  and 
third  sentences:  ‘Notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  644(m)(2),  nonexcess  de¬ 
fense  articles  may  be  sold  under  this  sub¬ 
section  at  the  standard  price  in  effect  at 
the  time  such  articles  are  offered  for  sale  to 
the  purchasing  country  or  international  or¬ 
ganization.’ 

"(2)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  the 
period  at  the  end  of.  the  first  proviso,  sub¬ 
stitute  a  colon  and  add  the  following:  ‘Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  the  President  may,  when 
he  determines  it  to  be  in  the  national  in¬ 
terest,  enter  into  sales  agreements  with  pur¬ 
chasing  countries  or  international  organiza¬ 
tions  which  fix  prices  to  be  paid  by  the  pur¬ 
chasing  countries  or  international  organiza¬ 
tions  for  the  defense  articles  or  defense  serv¬ 
ices  ordered.  Funds  available  under  this 
part  for  financing  sales  shall  be  used  to  re¬ 
imburse  the  applicable  appropriations  in  the 
amounts  required  by  the  contracts  which 
exceed  the  price  so  fixed,  except  that  such 
reimbursement  shall  not  be  required  upon 
determination  by  the  President  that  the  con¬ 
tinued  production  of  the  defense  article  be¬ 
ing  sold  Is  advantageous  to  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States.  Payments  by  purchas¬ 
ing  countries  or  international  organizations 
which  exceed  the  amounts  required  by  such 
contracts  shall  be  credited  to  the  account 
established  under  section  508.  To  the  maxi¬ 
mum  extent  possible,  prices  fixed  under  any 
such  sales  agreement  shall  be  sufficient  to 
reimburse  the  United  States  for  the  cost  of 
the  defense  articles  or  defense  services 
ordered.  The  President  shall  submit  to  the 
Congress  promptly  a  detailed  report  concern, 
lng  any  fixed-price  sales  agreement  under 
which  the  aggregate  cost  to  the  United  States 
exceeds  the  aggregate  amount  required  to  be 
paid  by  the  purchasing  country  or  interna¬ 
tional  organization.’ 

“(e)  Amend  section  508,  which  relates  to 
reimbursement  as  follows : 

“(1)  After  ‘this  part’  the  first  time  it  ap¬ 
pears,  insert  ‘have  been  or’. 

“(2)  After  ‘United  States  Government,’ 
the  first  time  it  appears  insert  ‘receipts  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  disposition  of  evidences  of 
indebtedness  and  charges  (including  fees 
and  premiums)  or  interest  collected’. 


"(3)  Strike  out  ‘the  current  applicable 
appropriation’  and,  substitute  ‘a  separate 
fund  account’. 

"(4)  Strike  out  'furnishing  further  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  on  cash  or  credit  terms’  and 
substitute  ‘financing  sales  and  guaranties, 
including  the  overhead  costs  thereof’. 

"(f)  Amend  section  509(b),  which  relates 
to  exchanges  and  guaranties,  by  inserting 
‘(excluding  contracts  with  any  agency  of 
the  United  States  Government)  ’  in  the  sec¬ 
ond  sentence  between  the  last  word  thereof 
and  the  period. 

“(g)  Amend  section  510(a),  which  relates 
to  special  authority,  as  follows : 

"(1)  In  the  first  sentence  strike  out  ‘1965’ 
and  substitute  ‘1966’. 

“(2)  In  the  second  sentence,  strike  out 
T965’  and  substitute  ‘1966’. 

"(h)  Amend  section  511,  which  relates  to 
restrictions  on  military  aid  to  Latin  America, 
as  follows: 

"(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  ‘a  part 
may  be  used  during  each  fiscal  year  for  as¬ 
sistance  in  implementing  a  feasible  plan  for 
regional  defense’,  and  insert  ‘$25,000,000  may 
be  used  for  assistance  on  a  cost-sharing  basis 
to  an  inter -American  military  force  under 
the  control  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States’;  and  amend  the  proviso  to  read  as 
follows:  *:  Provided,  That  the  cost  of  defense 
articles  supplied  for  use  by  elements  of  the 
Inter-American  Peace  Force  in  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic  shall  not  be  charged  against 
the  $55,000,000  limitation  provided  by  this 
subsection’. 

“(2)  Amend  subsection  (b)  to  read  as 
follows : 

"‘(b)  To  the  maximum  extent  feasible, 
military  assistance  shall  be  furnished  to 
American  Republics  in  accordance  with  Joint 
plans  (including  joint  plans  relating  to  in¬ 
ternal  security  problems)  approved  by  the 
Organization  of  American  States.  The  Pres¬ 
ident  shall  submit  semiannual  reports  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of 
the  Senate  on  the  implementation  of  this 
subsection.’ 

"(i)  Amend  section  512,  which  relates  to 
restrictions  on  military  aid  to  Africa,  as 
follows : 

“(1)  Strike  out  ‘programs  described  in 
section  505(b)  of  this  chapter’  and  substi¬ 
tute  ‘civic  action  requirements’. 

"(2)  Strike  out  ‘1965’  and  substitute 
‘1966’. 

"part  m 

"Chapter  1— General  provisions 

“Sec.  301.  Chapter  1  of  part  HI  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
which  relates  to  general  provisions,  is 
amended  as  follows : 

"(a)  Amend  section  605,  which  relates  to 
retention  and  use  of  items,  as  follows: 

“(1)  In  the  section  heading  strike  out 
‘Items’  and  substitute  ‘Certain  Items  and 
Funds’. 

“(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsections: 

“‘(c)  Funds  realized  as  a  result  of  any 
failure  of  a  transaction  financed  under  au¬ 
thority  of  part  I  of  this  Act  to  conform  to 
the  requirements  of  this  Act,  or  to  applicable 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  United  States 
Government,  or  to  the  terms  of  any  agree¬ 
ment  or  contract  entered  into  under  author¬ 
ity  of  part  I  of  this  Act,  shall  revert  to  the 
respective  appropriation,  fund,  or  account 
used  to  finance  such  transaction  or  to  the  ap¬ 
propriation,  fund,  or  account  currently  avail¬ 
able  for  the  same  general  purpose. 

“  ‘(d)  Funds  realized  by  the  United  States 
Government  from  the  sale,  transfer,  or  dis¬ 
posal  of  defense  articles  returned  to  the 
United  States  Government  by  a  recipient 
country  or  international  organization  as  no 
longer  needed  for  the  purpose  for  which 
furnished  shall  be  credited  to  the  respective 
appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  pro¬ 
cure  such  defense  articles  or  to  the  appropri- 
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atlon,  fund,  or  account  currently  available 
for  the  same  general  purpose.’ 

“(b)  Amend  section  612,  which  relates  to 
use  of  foreign  currencies,  by  redesignating 
subsection  (c)  its  subsection  (b),  and  by 
striking  out  the  first  sentence  of  the  second 
paragraph  of  such  subsection  and  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para¬ 
graph: 

“  "The  President  shall  take  all  appropri¬ 
ate  steps  to  assure  that,  to  the  maximum  ex¬ 
tent  possible.  United  States-owned  foreign 
currencies  are  utilized  in  lieu  of  dollars. 
Dollar  funds  made  available  pursuant  to  this 
Act  shall  not  be  expended  for  goods  and 
services  when  United  States-owned  foreign 
currencies  are  available  for  such  purposes 
unless  the  administrative  official  approving 
the  voucher  certifies  as  to  the  reason  for  the 
use  of  dollars  in  each  case.’ 

“(c)  Amend  section  613,  which  relates  to 
foreign  currencies,  as  follows : 

“(1)  Strike  out  the  section  heading  and 
substitute  the  following:  ‘Accounting,  Val¬ 
uation,  Reporting,  and  Administration  of 
Foreign  Currencies’. 

‘‘(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection: 

"‘(d)  In  cases  where  assistance  is  to  be 
furnished  to  any  recipient  country  in  fur¬ 
therance  of  the  purposes  of  this  or  any  other 
Act  on  a  basis  which  will  result  in  the  ac¬ 
crual  of  foreign  currency  proceeds  to  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  issue  regulations  requiring  that  agree¬ 
ments,  in  respect  of  such  assistance,  include 
provisions  for  the  receipt  of  interest  in¬ 
come  on  the  foreign  currency  proceeds  de¬ 
posited  in  authorized  depositaries:  Provided, 
That  whenever  the  Secretary  of  State  deter¬ 
mines  it  not  to  be  in  the  national  interest 
to  conclude  arrangements  for  the  receipt  of 
interest  income  he  may  waive  the  require¬ 
ment  thereof:  Provided  further.  That  the 
Secretary  of  State,  or  his  delegate,  shall 
promptly  make  a  complete  report  to  the 
Congress  on  each  such  determination  and 
the  reasons  therefor.’ 

“(d)  Amend  section  620,  which  relates  to 
prohibitions  against  furnishing  assistance  to 
Cuba  and  certain  other  countries,  as  follows : 

“  ( 1 )  Amend  the  section  heading  to  r*ad 
as  follows:  ‘Prohibitions  Against  Furnish¬ 
ing  Assistance.—’. 

"(2)  Amend  subsection  (e)(2),  which  re¬ 
lates  to  the  act  of  state  doctrine,  by  in¬ 
serting  after  the  words  ‘other  right’  each 
time  they  appear  the  words  ‘to  property’,  and 
by  striking  out  ’,  or  (3)  in  any  case  in  which 
the  proceedings  are  commenced  after  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1966’. 

“  ( 3 )  In  section  620  ( 1 ) ,  which  relates  to  the 
prohibition  against  furnishing  assistance  to 
countries  which  fail  to  enter  into  agreements 
to  institute  the  investment  guaranty  pro¬ 
gram  and  providing  protection  against  cer¬ 
tain  risks,  strike  out  ‘December  31,  1965’  and 
substitute  ‘December  31,  1966’. 

“(4)  At  the  end  of  such  section  620,  add 
the  following  new  subsections : 

“’(n)  In  view  of  the  aggression  of  North 
Vietnam,  the  President  shall  consider  deny¬ 
ing  assistance  under  this  Act  to  any  coun¬ 
try  which  has  failed  to  take  appropriate 
steps,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1965— 

“‘(A)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under 
its  registry  from  transporting  to  North  Viet¬ 
nam — 

"  ‘(i)  any  Items  of  economic  assistance, 

"  ‘  ( ii )  any  items  which  are,  for  the  purposes 
of  title  I  of  the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance 
Control  Act  of  1951,  as  amended,  arms,  am¬ 
munition  and  implements  of  war,  atomic 
energy  materials,  petroleum,  transportation 
materials  of  strategic  value,  or  items  of  pri¬ 
mary  strategic  significance  used  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  arms,  ammunition,  and  imple¬ 
ments  of  war,  or 

“‘(lii)  any  other  equipment,  materials,  or 
commodities;  and 
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“‘(B)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under 
its  registry  from  transporting  any  equip¬ 
ment,  materials,  or  commodities  from  North 
Vietnam. 

“‘(o)  In  determining  whether  or  not  to 
furnish  assistance  under  this  Act,  consider¬ 
ation  shall  be  given  to  excluding  from  such 
assistance  any  country  which  hereafter 
seizes,  or  imposes  any  penalty  or  sanction 
against,  any  United  States  fishing  vessel  on 
account  of  its  fishing  activities  in  inter¬ 
national  waters.  The  provisions  of  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  not  be  applicable  in  any  case 
governed  by  international  agreement  to 
which  the  United  States  is  a  party/ 

„■  " Chapter  2 — Administrative  provisions 

“Sec.  302.  Chapter  2  of  part  in  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
which  relates  to  administrative  provisions, 
is  amended  as  follows: 

“(a)  Amend  section  622,  which  relates  to 
coordination  with  foreign  policy,  as  follows: 

“(1)  In  subsection  (b),  immediately  after 
‘military  assistance’  insert  ‘(including  any 
civic  action  and  sales  program)’. 

“(2)  In  subsection  (c),  immediately  after 
‘military  assistance  program’  insert  ‘(includ¬ 
ing  any  civic  action  and  sales  program)  ’. 

“(b)  Amend  section  624,  which  relates  to 
statutory  officers,  as  follows: 

“(1)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  ‘para¬ 
graph  (3)  of’  and  ‘of  the  officers  provided 
for  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  that  sub¬ 
section’,  and  substitute  for  the  latter  ‘of  one 
or  more  of  said  officers’. 

“(2)  In  subsection  (d) ,  strike  out  ‘Public 
Law  86-735’  wherever  it  appears  and  substi¬ 
tute  ‘the  Latin  American  Development  Act, 
as  amended’. 

“(c)  Amend  section  625(d),  which  relates 
to  the  employment  of  personnel,  by  striking 
out  ‘twenty’  in  paragraph  (2)  and  substitut¬ 
ing  ‘forty’. 

“(d)  Amend  section  626,  which  relates  to 
experts,  consultants,  and  retired  officers,  by 
redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  subsec¬ 
tion  (c). 

“(e)  Amend  section  630,  which  relates  to 
terms  of  detail  or  assignment,  by  inserting 
‘benefits’  after  ‘travel  expenses,’  in  para¬ 
graphs  (2)  and  (4). 

“(f)  Amend  section  631,  which  relates  to 
missions  and  staffs  abroad,  by  adding  the 
following  new  subsection: 

“‘(d)  Wherever  practicable,  especially  in 
the  case  of  the  smaller  programs,  assistance 
under  this  Act  shall  be  administered  under 
the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  the  United 
States  Diplomatic  Mission  by  the  principal 
economic  officer  of  the  mission  in  the  case 
of  assistance  under  part  I,  and  by  the  senior 
military  officer  of  the  mission  in  the  case  of 
assistance  under  part  n.’ 

"(g)  Amend  section  635(g),  which  relates 
to  general  authorities,  by  inserting  ‘and  sales’ 
after  ‘loans’  in  the  introductory  clause. 

“(h)  Amend  section  636,  which  relates  to 
provisions  on  uses  of  funds,  as  follows: 

“(1)  In  subsection  (e),  strike  out  ‘section 
2  of  the  Act  of  July  31,  1894,  as  amended 
(5  U.S.C.  62)’  and  substitute  ‘section  301  of 
the  Dual  Compensation  Act  (5  U.S.C.  3105)’. 

“(2)  In  subsection  (f),  strike  out  ‘Act  to 
provide  for  assistance  in  the  development  of 
Latin  America  and  in  the  reconstruction  of 
Chile,  and  for  other  purposes’  and  substitute 
‘Latin  American  Development  Act,  as 
amended’. 

“(i)  Amend  section  637(a),  which  relates 
to  administrative  expenses,  by  striking  out 
‘1965’  and  ‘$52,500,000’  and  substituting 
‘1966’  and  ‘$54,240,000’,  respectively. 

“(j)  Amend  section  638  which  relates  to 
Peace  Corps  assistance,  by  striking  out  all  be¬ 
ginning  with  *;  or  famine’  and  substituting 
a  period. 

'  “(k)  Add  the  following  new  sections: 

“  ‘Sec.  639.  Famine  and  Disaster  Relief. — 
No  provision  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  prohibit  assistance  to  any  country  for 
famine  or  disaster  relief. 

“  ‘Sec.  640.  Military  Sales. — Except  as 


otherwise  provided  in  part  II  of  this  Act,  no 
provision  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to 
prohibit  the  sale,  exchange,  or  the  guaranty 
of  a  sale,  of  defense  articles  or  defense  serv¬ 
ices  to  any  friendly  country  or  international 
organization  if  the  President  shall  have 
found,  pursuant  to  section  503,  that  the  as¬ 
sisting  of  such  country  or  organization  will 
strengthen  the  security  of  the  United  States 
and  promote  world  peace.’ 

“Chapter  3 — Miscellaneous  provisions 
“Sec.  303.  Chapter  3  of  part  III  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
which  relates  to  miscellaneous  provisions, 
is  amended  as  follows: 

“(a)  Amend  section  642(a)(2),  which  re¬ 
lates  to  statutes  repealed,  by  striking  out 
‘143,’  and  all  beginning  with  Provided/ 
up  to  the  semicolon. 

“(b)  Amend  section  644,  which  relates  to 
definitions,  as  follows : 

“(1)  In  subsection  (g),  insert  ‘,  and  not 
procured  in  anticipation  of  military  assist¬ 
ance  or  sales  requirements,  or  pursuant  to  a 
military  assistance  or  sales  order,’  after 
‘United  States  Government’  and  strike  out 
‘as  grant  assistance’. 

“(2)  In  subsection  (m)(2),  strike  out 
‘Such  price  shall  be  the  same  standard  price’ 
and  substitute  ‘Such  standard  price  shall  be 
the  same  price  (including  authorized  re¬ 
duced  prices)  ’. 

“(3)  Amend  the  paragraph  following  the 
numbered  paragraph  (3)  in  subsection  (m) 
as  follows: 

“(A)  In  the  first  sentence,  insert  ‘and  sales’ 
after  ‘Military  assistance’. 

“(B)  In  the  second  proviso,  strike  out 
‘by  the  military  assistance  program’. 

“(c)  Amend  section  645,  which  relates  to 
unexpended  balances,  by  striking  out  ‘Pub¬ 
lic  Law  86-735’  and  substituting  ‘the  Latin 
American  Development  Act,  as  amended,’. 

“(d)  At  the  end  thereof  add  the  following 
new  section: 

“  ‘Sec.  649.  Limitation  on  Aggregate  Au¬ 
thorization  for  Use  in  Fiscal  Year  1966. — 
Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this 
Act,  the  aggregate  of  the  total  amounts  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  for  use  during 
the  fiscal  year  1966  for  furnishing  assistance 
and  for  administrative  expenses  under  this 
Act  shall  not  exceed  $3,360,000,000.’ 

"Chapter  4 — Amendment  to  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954 

“Sec.  401.  Section  107  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“  ‘No  sale  under  title  I  of  this  Act  shall 
be  made  to  the  United  Arab  Republic  unless 


the  President  determines  that  such  sale  is 
essential  to  the  national  Interest  of  the 
United  States.  No  such  sale  shall  be  based 
on  the  requirements  of  the  United  Arab 
Republic  for  more  than  one  fiscal  year.  The 
President  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  and  the  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  fully  and  currently 
informed  with  respect  to  sales  made  to  the 
United  Arab  Republic  under  title  I  of  this 
Act.’  ” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Thomas  E.  Morgan, 

Edna  F.  Kelly, 

Wayne  L.  Hays, 

Barratt  O’Hara, 

W.  S.  Mailliard, 

Peter  H.  B.  Frelinghuysen, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

J.  W.  Fulbright, 

John  Sparkman, 

By  J.W.  F. 

Mike  Mansfield, 

By  J.  W.  F. 

Botjrke  B.  Hickenlooper, 

George  Aiken, 

Frank  Carlson, 

By  B.  B.  H. 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7750)  to  amend 
further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit 
the  following  statement  in  explanation  of 
the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the 
conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accom¬ 
panying  conference  report: 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  all  of 
the  House  bill  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
inserted  a  substitute  text. 

The  committee  of  conference  recommends 
that  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement 
to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  with  an 
amendment,  which  is  a  substitute  for  both 
the  text  of  the  House  bill  and  the  text  of  the 
Senate  amendment,  and  that  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Except  for  clerical  and  minor  drafting 
changes,  the  differences  between  the  House 
bill  and  the  substitute  agreed  to  in  con¬ 
ference  are  noted  below. 

authorization  of  funds 

The  following  table  shows  the  differences 
between  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate 
amendment,  the  sums  agreed  to  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  and  the  administration 
appropriation  request  for  programs  author¬ 
ized  in  this  bill  and  in  existing  law: 


Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965  ( fiscal  year  1966) 


[In  thousands] 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(2)  and  (4) 

(3)  and  (4) 

Executive 

Adjustment 

Adjustment 

appropri- 

House 

Senate 

Conference 

against 

against 

ation 

House 

Senate 

request 

bill 

amendment 

Development  Loan  Fund.. 

i  $780, 250 

0 

(i) 

(i) 

Technical  cooperation  and  develop- 

ment  grants _  _  ___  _ 

210,000 

$210,  000 

$210,  000 

$210,  000 

For  southeast  Asia  3 _ 

2  9,  000 

(3) 

29,000 

0 

0 

2  — $9, 000 

American  schools  and  hospitals  abroad. 

7,000 

7,000 

9,000 

7,000 

-2,000 

Alliance  for  Progress 3 _  _  _ 

3  580, 126 

(3) 

(3) 

(S) 

Grants.  _  _  _ 

(85, 000) 

(85,  000) 

(70, 000) 

(75, 000) 

(-$10,000) 

(+5,  000) 

International  organizations  and  pro- 

grams _  _ _ 

145,  555 

144,  755 

146, 455 

144, 755 

—  1,  700 

Supporting  assistance  ..  ...  _ _ 

369,200 

369,  200 

350,000 

369, 200 

-f  19,  200 

’  For  southeast  Asia 3 _  _ 

2  80,000 

(2) 

2  80;  000 

(2)' 

0 

2  -80,  000 

Contingency  fund  2„  _  _  _  _ _ 

50,000 

2  50,000 

50,000 

50,000 

Specialauthorization  for  southeast 

Asia  2. .  _ 

C-) 

0 

(2) 

=  89,000 

2  +89,  000 

2  +89,  000 

Military  assistance _ _ 

1, 170,  000 

1, 170,  000 

1, 170,  000 

1, 170, 000 

Administrative  expenses: 

AID _ 

55, 240 

53,  240 

55,  240 

54,  240 

+1,000 

-1,000 

4  3, 100 

0 

0 

(9 

Total _ _ _ 

3, 459,  470 

2,  004, 195 

2,  079,  695 

2,  094, 195 

+90,000 

+14,500 

Footnotes  on  following  page. 
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» Existing  law  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $1,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1966,  plus  unappropriated  portions  of 
amounts  authorized  for  fiscal  years  1962-05.  The  Executive  request  for  fiscal  year  1966  is  $780,250,000. 

»  The  House  bill  contained  an  authorization  for  an  appropriation  for  military  and  economic  programs  in  southeast 
Asia  of  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  in  fiscal  year  1966.  This  was  added  to  the  section  of  the  law  relating  to  the 
contingency  fund.  The  Senate  amendment  added  $9,000,000  to  the  authorization  for  technical  cooperation  and 
$80,000,000  to  the  authorization  for  supporting  assistance  to  reflect  the  Executive  request  of  $89,000,000  for  use  in 
southeast  Asia.  The  conferees  agreed  to  a  special  authorization  of  $89,000,000  for  southeast  Asia  under  the  contin¬ 
gency  fund. 

s  Existing  law  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $600,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1966  against  which  the  Executive  has  re¬ 
quested  an  appropriation  of  $580,125,000.  Neither  the  House  bill  nor  the  Senate  amendment  made  any  change  in 
the  total  authorization  for  the  Alliance  for  Progress  for  fiscal  year  1966. 

*  Existing  law  contains  a  continuing  authorization  for  such  sums  as  necessary.  The  Executive  has  requested  an 
appropriation  of  $3,100,000. 

Note.— The  Senate  amendment  contained  a  limitation  on  the  aggregate  authorization  for  use  in  fiscal  year  1906 
of  $3,243,000,000.  The  conferees  agreed  to  a  limitation  of  $3,360,000,000. 


RECAPITULATION 

Total  amount  of  new  authorizations  contained  in  H.R.  7750 -  $2,  094, 195, 000 

Appropriations  requested  against  previous  authorizations: 

Development  Loan  Fund _ $780, 260, 000 

Alliance  for  Progress _  580, 125, 000 

State  Department  administrative  expenses - -  3, 100, 000 

-  1,363,475,000 

Total  authorized  and  requested  for  fiscal  year  1966 -  3. 457, 670, 000 

Limitation  on  aggregate  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1966 -  3, 360, 000, 000 

Reduction  below  total  authorized  and  requested  for  fiscal  year  1966 -  97, 670, 000 

Reduction  below  Executive  request _  99, 470, 000 


USE  OP  EXCESS  PROPER  TT - SECTION  101  (SEN¬ 
ATE - SEC.  101 (a) ) 

The  Senate  amendment  added  a  sentence 
to  section  102  of  the  act — statement  of 
policy — expressing  the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  in  furnishing  assistance  under  this  part, 
excess  personal  property  should  be  utilized 
wherever  practicable  in  lieu  of  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  new  items  for  U.S. -assisted  projects 
and  programs. 

A  sentence  already  in  the  statement  of 
policy  dealing  with  this  matter  was  modified 
by  changing  the  phrase  “excess  property”  to 
“excess  personal  property.” 

The  House  bill  contained  no  language  deal¬ 
ing  with  this  subject. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
accepted  the  Senate  language,  except  that 
the  insertion  of  the  word  “personal”  in  the 
last  sentence  of  the  paragraph  in  the  exist¬ 
ing  statement  of  policy  was  deleted. 

The  managers  for  the  House  are  convinced 
that  Congress  already  has  indicated  that  it 
favors  the  use  of  excess  property  in  lieu  of 
the  procurement  of  new  items  in  carrying 
out  the  foreign  aid  program,  and  that  a  fur¬ 
ther  and  stronger  statement  of  congressional 
intent  on  this  subject  would  be  desirable. 
They  did  not  regard  the  reference  to  “excess 
personal  property,”  rather  than  retention  of 
the  phrase  “excess  property,”  as  adding  any¬ 
thing  to  the  meaning. 

CHANNELING  ASSISTANCE  THROUGH  MULTILAT¬ 
ERAL  PROGRAMS  AND  INTERNATIONAL  ORGA¬ 
NIZATIONS - SECTION  102(a)  (SENATE - SECS. 

101  (b)  AND  102(0  ) 

Section  101(b)  of  the  Senate  amendment 
Included  a  statement  that  Congress  urges 
that  an  increasing  proportion  of  U.S.  aid  be 
placed  on  a  multilateral  basis. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  comparable 
provision. 

Section  102(c)  of  the  Senate  amendment 
included  an  amendment  to  section  205  of 
the  act  to  increase  from  10  to  15  percent  the 
development  loan  funds  which  might  be 
made  available  to  the  International  Develop¬ 
ment  Association,  the  International  Bank  for 
Reconstruction  and  Development,  or  the  In¬ 
ternational  Finance  Corporation,  together 
with  a  proviso  stating  that  with  respect  to 
any  dollars  expended  pursuant  to  this  au¬ 
thority,  the  United  States  shall  use  its  voting 
power  to  vote  for  disapproval  of  any  Inter¬ 
national  Development  Association  (IDA) 
loan  for  any  activity  in  a  country  to  which 
assistance  is  suspended  pursuant  to  seotion 
620(e)(1)  of  the  act,  which  requires  the 
suspension  of  U.S.  aid  to  countries  which 
expropriate  U.S.  property. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  comparable 
provisions. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
agreed  to  accept  the  Senate  language  increas¬ 
ing  the  limit  on  the  use  of  development  loan 


funds  by  the  International  Development  As¬ 
sociation,  the  International  Bank  for  Recon¬ 
struction  and  Development  or  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Finance  Corporation  from  10  to  15  per¬ 
cent,  but  refused  to  concur  in  a  statement 
that  “Congress  further  urges  that  the  United 
States  and  other  free  world  nations  place  an 
increasing  portion  of  their  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  on  a  multilateral  basis  and  that  the 
United  States  continue  its  efforts  to  improve 
coordination  among  programs  of  assistance 
carried  out  on  a  bilateral  basis  by  free  world 
nations.” 

The  increase  from  10  to  15  percent  is  per¬ 
missive  only.  No  use  has  been  made  of  this 
authority  in  the  past,  and  the  Executive 
reports  that  no  plan  for  allocating  develop¬ 
ment  loan  funds  to  these  international  agen¬ 
cies  is  currently  being  considered  for  fiscal 
year  1966. 

REGIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  IN  AFRICA - SECTION 

102(b)  (SENATE - SEC.  102(d)) 

Section  102(d)  of  the  Senate  amendment 
added  a  new  section  206  to  the  act  relating 
to  regional  development  in  Africa.  The 
House  bill  did  not  contain  a  similar  pro¬ 
vision. 

The  House  conferees  accepted  the  Senate 
language.  The  new  language  reflects  the 
view  that,  in  promoting  African  economic 
development,  African  regional  development 
institutions,  including  the  recently  created 
African  Development  Bank,  should  be  util¬ 
ized.  In  accepting  this  language,  the  con¬ 
ferees  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  primary 
responsibility  for  free  world  economic  assist¬ 
ance  to  Africa  rests  with  Europe  and  that  the 
role  of  the  United  States,  at  most,  is  that 
of  an  interested  minority  participant. 

EARMARKING  OF  EXTENDED  RISK  GUARANTIES  FOE 

HOUSING— SECTION  104(a)(3)(B)  (HOUSE - 

SEC.  103  <b)  (3)  (B)  ) 

Section  103(b)(3)(B)  of  the  House  bill 
amended  section  221(b)(2)  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act,  which  relates  to  extended 
risk  guaranties,  to  provide  that  of  the  $300 
million  of  guaranties  authorized  to  be  is¬ 
sued  under  that  section  not  less  than  $150 
million  could  be  issued  only  for  housing  proj¬ 
ects  similar  to  those  insured  by  the  Federal 
Housing  Administration. 

The  Senate  amendment  did  not  contain  a 
comparable  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
agreed  to  a  compromise,  increasing  the  limit 
on  extended  risk  guaranties  which  could  be 
used  for  purposes  other  than  housing  to  $175 
million.  This  has  the  effect  of  assuring  that 
$125  million  of  the  $300  million  limit  cur¬ 
rently  in  effect  on  extended  risk  guaranties 
will  be  available  for  housing  projects  sim¬ 
ilar  to  those  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration.  This  would  not  preclude 
the  use  of  more  than  $125  million  for  hous¬ 


ing  should  a  demand  in  excess  of  this  total 
for  housing  investments  develop. 

EXTENT  OF  INVESTMENT  GUARANTY  COVERAGE - 

SECTION  104  (b)  (SENATE - SEC.  104  (b)  ) 

The  Senate  amendment  included  an 
amendment  to  section  221(c)  of  the  act, 
changing  the  existing  limits  on  investment 
guaranty  coverage  from  the  value  of  the  in¬ 
vestment  plus  “actual  earnings  and  profits” 
to  the  value  of  the  investment  plus  “earn¬ 
ings  or  profits  actually  received.” 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  a  compara¬ 
ble  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  ac¬ 
cepted  a  modification  of  the  Senate  lan¬ 
guage,  limiting  investment  guaranty  cover¬ 
age  to  "earnings  and  profits  actually  accrued” 
rather  than  “received.”  It  was  the  under¬ 
standing  of  the  committee  of  conference  that 
it  has  always  been  the  intent  and  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  the  investment  guaranty  program  that 
only  earnings  and  profits  actually  accrued 
were  covered  and  that  the  added  language 
would  further  clarify  this  intent. 

LATIN  AMERICAN  HOUSING  GUARANTIES - SEC¬ 

TION  104(e)  (house — sec.  103(e);  senate — 

SEC.  104(e)) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  224(a)  of 
the  act  to  continue  the  present  program  of 
pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  proj¬ 
ects  and  to  broaden  the  purposes  of  guar¬ 
anties  for  housing  projects  in  Latin  America 
to  include  (a)  development  of  institutions 
engaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs, 
particularly  cooperatives,  free  labor  unions, 
and  savings  and  loan  type  institutions;  (b) 
construction  of  lower  income  housing;  and 
(c)  increased  mobilization  of  savings  and 
improvement  of  housing  conditions  in  Latin 
America. 

The  Senate  amendment  similarly  broad¬ 
ened  the  purposes  of  section  224(a)  but  de¬ 
leted  specific  reference  to  cooperatives,  free 
labor  unions,  and  savings  and  loan  type 
institutions. 

In  addition,  the  House  bill  added  a  new 
subsection  224(b)  (4)  to  the  act,  defining  as 
eligible  for  Latin  American  housing  guaran¬ 
ties  investments  in  "housing  projects  in 
Latin  America  which  will  promote  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  institutions  important  to  the 
success  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  such  as 
free  labor  unions  and  cooperatives.” 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  a  sim¬ 
ilar  provision,  but  did  not  include  specific 
reference  to  free  labor  unions  and  coopera¬ 
tives. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
accepted  amendments  to  the  House  language 
which  added  appropriate  references  to  “pri¬ 
vate  enterprise”  and  to  “private  investment” 
in  each  instance  in  order  to  make  clear  that 
it  was  not  intended  that  the  free  labor 
unions,  cooperatives,  and  savings  and  loan 
type  institutions  should  have  priority  over 
other  private  enterprise  in  the  development 
of  housing  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs. 

CEILING  ON  LATIN  AMERICAN  HOUSING  GUARAN¬ 
TIES - SECTION  104(0  (HOUSE - SEC.  103(0; 

SENATE - SEC.  104(0) 

The  Senate  amendment  increased  from  $250 
to  $350  million  the  total  face  amount  of  guar¬ 
anties  that  may  be  issued  for  Latin  American 
housing  investments  and  provided  that  the 
authority  to  issue  such  guaranties  should 
continue  through  June  30,  1968. 

The  House  bill  increased  the  issuing  au¬ 
thority  for  such  guaranties  from  $250  to  $450 
million  and  continued  the  authority  to  issue 
such  guaranties  through  June  30, 1967. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
accepted  a  ceiling  of  $400  million  on  the  face 
amount  of  such  guaranties,  a  figure  which 
splits  the  difference  between  the  $350  million 
limit  set  by  the  Senate  and  the  $450  million 
set  by  the  House.  The  authority  to  issue 
guaranties  is  continued  through  June  30, 
1967. 
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ALLIANCE  FOR  PROGRESS — SECTION  105  (HOUSE - 

SEC.  1041  SENATE - SEC.  106) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  252  of  the 
act  to  authorize  an  appropriation  of  $600 
million  for  fiscal  year  1966  for  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  of  which  not  more  than  $85  million 
may  be  used  for  technical  cooperation  grants. 
The  balance  may  only  be  used  for  dollar  re¬ 
payable  loans. 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  an 
identical  authorization  but  limited  the 
amount  that  may  be  used  for  technical  co¬ 
operation  grants  to  $70  million. 

The  committee  of  conference  agreed  that 
not  more  than  $75  million  of  the  $600  mil¬ 
lion  may  be  used  for  such  grants.  It  was 
recognized  that  technical  cooperation  funds 
have  financed  a  number  of  programs  basic 
to  the  development  of  the  Latin  American 
countries.  Among  these  are  programs  for 
improved  tax  collection  services  conducted 
by  the  U.S.  Internal  Revenue  Service,  sup¬ 
port  for  educational  programs  for  the  Central 
American  regional  integration  system,  and 
programs  for  the  improvements  of  savings 
and  loan  and  credit  facilities  in  a  number  of 
countries.  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
figure  agreed  upon  does  not  increase  the 
authorization  contained  in  the  bill;  it  is 
an  allocation  made  from  the  $600  million 
which  was  in  the  House  bill  and  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment.  The  reduction  from  $85 
million  to  $75  million  has  the  effect  of 
reserving  a  larger  portion  of  the  $600  million 
for  dollar  repayable  loans. 

STANDBY  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SOUTHEAST  ASIA - 

SECTION  108(a)(2)  (HOUSE — SEO.  107(a) 

(2);  house — sec.  102(a);  senate — 103(a); 

HOUSE - SEC.  106;  SENATE - SEC.  108) 

The  House  bill  authorized  for  use  in 
southeast  Asia  such  sums  for  economic  and 
military  assistance  as  may  be  necessary  in 
fiscal  year  1966.  It  required  the  President 
to  present  to  the  Committee  on  .Foreign 
Affairs  and  the  Committtee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  the  programs  to  be  carried  out  with 
the  appropriations  requested  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  under  this  authority. 

The  Senate  amendment  did  not  contain  a 
comparable  provision. 

On  June  1,  1965,  the  President  sent  a  mes¬ 
sage  to  the  Congress,  requesting  the  author¬ 
ization  of  $89  million  for  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  for  expanded 
programs  of  economic  and  social  develop¬ 
ment  in  southeast  Asia.  This  message  was 
received  after  the  passage  of  H.R.  7750  by  the 
House  but  prior  to  its  consideration  by  the 
Senate. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  the 
$89  million  requested  by  the  President  (1) 
by  increasing  the  authorization  for  technical 
cooperation  and  development  grants  from 
the  figure  of  $210  million  contained  in  sec¬ 
tion  102  of  the  House  bill  to  $219  million, 
and  (2)  by  increasing  the  authorization  for 
supporting  assistance  by  $80  million. 

The  committee  of  conference  agreed  to  a 
compromise  according  to  which  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  accepted  the 
figures  for  development  grants  and  technical 
cooperation  and  for  supporting  assistance  in 
the  House  bill,  and  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  accepted  a  limitation  of  $89 
million  on  the  special  authorization  for 
southeast  Asia  contained  in  section  107(a) 
(2)  of  the  House  bill. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  House  pro¬ 
vision  for  an  open-end  authorization  of 
funds  was  replaced  by  a  specific  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $89  million  for  that  area,  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  agreed  to 
delete  the  requirements  for  a  determination 
by  the  President  and  for  special  reports  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  in  the 
Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  In  connection  with  the  use  of 
funds  appropriated  under  this  authority. 


CIVIC  ACTION  PROGRAMS - SECTION  201(0 

(HOUSE - SEC.  201(C);  SENATE - SEC.  201(0) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  505  of  the 
act  to  include  authority  for  assisting  foreign 
military  forces  in  less  developed  friendly 
countries  to  construct  public  works  and  to 
engage  in  activities  ‘‘helpful  to  the  economic 
development  of  such  friendly  countries.”  It 
also  recorded  the  sense  of  Congress  that  for¬ 
eign  military  forces  should  not  be  main¬ 
tained  or  established  solely  for  civic  action 
and  that  civic  action  should  not  detract  sig¬ 
nificantly  from  the  capability  of  the  military 
to  perform  its  military  function. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  similar  to  that 
contained  in  the  House  bill  except  that  it 
authorized  assistance  for  activities  helpful  to 
the  “social”  as  well  as  economic  development 
of  friendly  countries  and  provided  that  the 
statement  of  the  sense  of  Congress  should  be 
followed  “insofar  as  practicable." 

The  Senate  receded  with  an  amendment 
to  the  House  bill  that  would  authorize  civic 
action  programs  helpful  to  the  social  as  well 
as  the  economic  development  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  The  inclusion  of  the  word  “social”  will 
remove  an  ambiguity  that  may  exist  as  to 
health  and  literacy  programs  carried  on 
within  the  limitations  contained  in  the 
House  amendment. 

DRAWDOWN  AUTHORITY - SECTION  201(g) 

(HOUSE - SEC.  201(g);  SENATE - SEC.  201(g)) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  510  of  the 
act  to  eliminate  the  requirement  that  the 
appropriations  making  reimbursement  for 
defense  articles  and  services  used  pursuant 
to  the  special  authority  should  be  made  to 
the  President,  as  are  military  assistance  ap¬ 
propriations,  so  as  to  permit  making  such 
appropriations  to  the  Department  of  Defense 
or  to  the  President  or  any  other  agency  as 
may  be  requested  by  the  Executive. 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  no  com¬ 
parable  provision  and  retained  existing  law 
which  authorizes  an  appropriation  only  to 
the  President. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
accepted  the  Senate  version.  Appropriations 
for  the  various  segments  of  the  foreign  as¬ 
sistance  program  are  voted  to  the  President. 
Acceptance  of  the  Senate  amendment  retains 
this  policy,  thus  permitting  all  foreign  assist¬ 
ance  appropriations  to  be  contained  in  one 
appropriation  act. 

RESTRICTIONS  ON  MILITARY  AID  TO  LATIN  AMER¬ 
ICA - SECTION  201  (h)  (SENATE - SEC.  201  (h)  ) 

The  Senate  amendment  to  the  House  bill 
amended  section  511  of  the  act  in  two  re¬ 
spects.  First,  section  511(a)  was  amended 
to  provide  that,  of  the  $55  million  annually 
permitted  for  grant  programs  of  defense  arti¬ 
cles  for  American  Republics,  $25  million  may 
be  used  for  assistance  on  a  cost-sharing  basis 
to  an  inter-American  military  force  under 
the  control  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States.  Second,  section  511(b)  was  rewrit¬ 
ten  to  provide  that,  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible,  military  assistance  shall  be  fur¬ 
nished  to  American  Republics  only  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  joint  plans  (including  joint 
plans  relating  to  internal  security  problems) 
approved  by  the  Organization  of  American 
States.  In  addition,  the  President  was  di¬ 
rected  to  submit  quarterly  reports  on  the  im¬ 
plementation  of  section  511(b). 

The  House  bill  contained  no  comparable 
provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
accepted  the  Senate  provisions  with  amend¬ 
ments. 

Section  511(a)  of  existing  law  authorizes 
during  each  fiscal  year  the  use  of  “a  part”  of 
the  military  aid  funds  for  Latin  America  “for 
assistance  in  implementing  a  feasible  plan 
for  regional  defense.”  The  present  situation 
in  the  Dominican  Republic  has  pointed  up 
the  need  for  more  positive  and  clearer  lan¬ 
guage  to  encourage  the  establishment  of  an 
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inter-American  military  force.  Accordingly, 
that  language  in  existing  law  is  repealed  and 
is  replaced  by  the  provision  that  up  to  $25 
million  of  the  $55  million  may  be  used  on  a 
cost-sharing  basis  for  assistance  to  an  inter- 
American  force  under  the  control  of  the  Or¬ 
ganization  of  American  States  (OAS). 

Two  points  should  be  emphasized:  First, 
the  $25  million  is  a  ceiling.  It  does  not  have 
to  be  used  only  for  this  purpose  should  it 
prove  impracticable  to  establish  such  a  force. 
Second,  it  is  required  that  the  other  Ameri¬ 
can  Republics  contribute  financially  to  the 
inter-American  force.  No  formula  for  cost 
sharing  is  written  into  the  law;  this  will  be 
a  matter  of  negotiations.  The  language 
makes  clear  that  such  a  force  will  not  be 
financed  entirely  by  the  United  States.  If 
an  inter-American  force  can  be  created  it 
will  relieve  the  United  States  of  much  of  the 
burden  of  trying  to  maintain  peace  in  this 
hemisphere. 

The  proviso  added  by  the  conferees  to  sec¬ 
tion  511(a)  stipulates  that  the  costs  of  the 
defense  articles  supplied  by  the  United 
States  for  the  inter-American  force  in  the 
Dominican  Republic  shall  not  be  charged 
against  the  $55  million  ceiling.  The  con¬ 
ferees  recognized  that  the  continuing  costs 
of  the  operation  in  the  Dominican  Republic 
cannot  be  determined.  To  charge  these  costs 
against  the  ceiling  imposed  by  the  law  might 
make  impossible  any  further  bilateral  or 
multilateral  programs  during  the  fiscal  year. 

The  amended  language  in  section  511(b)  is 
a  further  effort  to  encourage  the  American 
Republics  to  work  out  “joint  plans  (includ¬ 
ing  joint  plans  relating  to  internal  security 
problems) .”  It  is  a  logical  sequel  to  the  Spe¬ 
cial  Consultative  Committee  on  Security 
Against  the  Subversive  Actions  of  Interna¬ 
tional  Communism,  established  at  the  Punta 
del  Este  Conference  in  early  1962,  and  the 
current  efforts  to  deal  with  the  situation  in 
the  Dominican  Republican.  The  new  lan¬ 
guage  does  not  make  military  assistance  to 
the  American  Republics  contingent  upon  the 
adoption  of  joint  plans;  it  is  permissive. 
Further,  it  does  not  depend  upon  unanimous 
agreement  by  the  members  of  the  OAS.  For 
example,  a  group  of  contiguous  nations  may 
be  able  to  work  out  an  acceptable  plan  to 
cope  with  internal  security  problems  com¬ 
mon  to  those  nations. 

The  committee  of  conference  recognized 
that  progress  in  this  field  may  be  slow  but 
that  the  time  had  come  to  begin  a  serious 
effort  to  share  the  responsibilities  for  hemi¬ 
spheric  peace  and  security.  The  President  is 
required  to  submit  semiannual  reports  to 
the  Congress  on  the  progress  that  has  been 
made  under  this  section  of  the  law. 

In  agreeing  to  the  Senate  amendment  pro¬ 
viding  that  $25  million  authorized  for  mili¬ 
tary  aid  to  Latin  America  may  be  used  on 
a  cost-sharing  basis  to  create  an  inter- 
American  military  force,  the  conferees  de¬ 
sired  to  make  it  clear  that  none  of  these 
funds  is  to  be  used  to  finance  research  con¬ 
tracts  for  studies  of  opinion  or  attitudes 
or  other  sociological  or  behavioral  studies 
unless  such  studies  have  the  approval  of 
the  Secretary  of  State. 

USE  OF  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES - SECTION  301(b) 

(SENATE - SEC.  301(0) 

The  Senate  amendment  included  an 
amendment  to  section  612(c)  of  the  act,  sub¬ 
stituting  a  new  second  paragraph  which  re¬ 
quired  AID  administrative  officials  to  certify 
upon  approving  each  dollar  payment  voucher 
the  reasons  for  use  of  dollars,  instead  of 
local  currencies,  whenever  U.S.-owned  local 
currencies  were  available. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  a  com¬ 
parable  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
accepted  the  Senate  provision  with  an 
amendment  to  retain  the  definition  of  excess 
foreign  currency  contained  in  existing  law 
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which  had  been  repealed  by  the  Senate 
amendment.  The  House  managers  were  con¬ 
vinced  that  there  had  been  too  many  in¬ 
stances  in  which  dollars  were  spent  when 
foreign  currencies  might  have  been  used, 
and  that  requiring  a  modification  of  existing 
AID  procedures  would  be  more  effective  than 
a  further  directive  that  maximum  use  should 
be  made  of  such  currencies. 

Officials  responsible  for  approving  vouchers 
can  make  the  required  certification  only 
if  they  have  at  hand  all  of  the  necessary 
facts.  One  of  the  reasons  why,  on  occasion, 
foreign  currencies  have  not  been  used  has 
been  that  officials  responsible  for  procure¬ 
ment  or  for  making  payments  were  not  fully 
informed  as  to  their  availability.  It  will  be 
necessary  for  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  to  give  a  higher  priority  and 
to  devote  more  man-hours  than  it  has  in 
the  past  to  making  sure  that  in  procurement 
negotiations  and  in  making  disbursements, 
the  necessary  data  as  to  the  availability  of 
foreign  currency  and  guidance  as  to  its  use 
are  in  the  hands  of  the  responsible  per¬ 
sonnel. 

In  situations  where  foreign  currencies 
clearly  are  not  available  for  procurement, 
such  as  in  buying  products  in  the  United 
States,  or  procurement  in  countries  where 
the  demand  for  local  currency  to  meet  U.S. 
Government  expenses  considerably  exceeds 
the  supply,  certification  of  individual  vouch¬ 
ers  should  not  be  necessary. 

HIGHEST  RATE  OF  INTEREST  OBTAINABLE  ON  U.S.- 

OWNED  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES - SECTION  301 

(C)  (SENATE - SEC.  301(d)) 

The  Senate  amendment  added  a  new  sub¬ 
section  613(d)  to  the  act,  providing  that 
wherever  U.S.  assistance  agreements  under 
any  act  resulted  in  holdings  of  U.S. -owned 
local  currencies,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
should  issue  regulations  that  required,  in  all 
such  agreements,  that  the  United  States 
should  get  interest  income  at  the  “highest 
interest  rate  lawfully  obtainable  from  the 
recipient  country  or  agencies  thereof  in  the 
respective  countries.” 

The  provision  allowed  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  waive  the  requirement  if  he  deter¬ 
mined  that  the  receipt  of  interest  income  was 
not  in  the  U.S.  national  interest.  A  report 
to  the  Congress  of  each  such  determination 
by  the  Secretary  of  State  was  required. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  a  compara¬ 
ble  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
recognize  that  the  United  States  has  on 
deposit  in  foreign  banks  substantial  amounts 
of  foreign  currencies  derived  from  the  sale 
of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  under 
title  I  of  Public  Law  480  and  from  other 
sources,  and  that  under  normal  circum¬ 
stances  interest  should  be  paid  to  the  United 
States  on  such  deposits.  Although  the 
Agency  for  International  Development  gave 
assurance  that  it  is  U.S.  policy  to  collect 
such  interest,  it  has  not  always  done  so. 
The  conferees  are  of  the  opinion  that  a 
legal  requirement  to  this  effect  is  necessary. 

The  language  of  the  Senate  amendment 
was  accepted,  except  that  the  reference  to 
“the  highest  interest  rate”  to  be  obtained 
was  deleted.  The  committee  of  conference 
strongly  favors  obtaining  the  highest  rate 
of  interest  possible  and  is  opposed  to  the 
acceptance  of  any  “token”  interest  payment. 
The  committee  recognizes,  however,  that 
such  a  rate  ought  to  be  fixed  by  negotia¬ 
tion  and  that  a  general  legal  requirement 
would  not  be  appropriate  because  of  vary¬ 
ing  conditions  in  individual  countries. 

INVESTMENT  GUARANTIES  (SENATE - 

SEC.  301(e)  (1)  AND  (3)) 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  lan¬ 
guage  added  by  a  voice  vote  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate,  designed  to  prevent  a  repetition 
of  an  incident  which  occurred  in  a  develop¬ 
ing  country  in  which  it  was  claimed  that 
rights  of  certain  American  investors  had 


been  violated.  No  hearings  had  been  held 
on  the  case  in  question,  nor  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  designed  to  alleviate  it.  Consideration 
by  the  committee  of  conference  developed 
that  the  issues  were  much  less  clear  and  far 
more  complex  and  controversial  than  was  at 
first  supposed.  The  provision  was  deleted 
with  the  understanding  that,  should  circum¬ 
stances  warrant,  the  entire  subject  could  be 
reviewed  at  length  and  a  determination 
made  during  the  next  annual  hearings  on 
foreign  aid. 

ACT  OF  STATE  DOCTRINE - SECTION  301(d)(2) 

(HOUSE - SEC.  301(C)(2);  SENATE - SEC.  301 

(e)  (2) ) 

The  House  bill  extended  for  an  additional 
year  the  provisions  of  section  620(e)  (2)  of 
the  act  which  provides  that  no  court  in  the 
United  States  shall  decline  on  the  ground  of 
the  act  of  state  doctrine  to  make  a  deter¬ 
mination  on  the  merits  or  to  apply  princi¬ 
ples  of  international  law  in  a  case  in  which 
an  act  of  a  foreign  state  is  alleged  to  be 
contrary  to  international  law. . 

The  Senate  amendment  made  the  pro¬ 
vision  permanent  law  and  in  addition  modi¬ 
fied  the  text  to  make  it  clear  “that  the  law 
does  not  prevent  banks,  insurance  com¬ 
panies,  and  other  financial  institutions  from 
using  the  act  of  state  doctrine  as  a  defense 
to  multiple  liability  upon  any  contract  or 
deposit  or  insurance  policy  in  any  case  where 
such  liability  has  been  taken  over  or  expro¬ 
priated  by  a  foreign  state.” 

The  House  receded. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
accepted  the  Senate  provisions  with  the 
understanding  that  this  would  not  preclude 
either  committee  from  reviewing  the  issues 
and  making  a  further  determination  when 
hearings  are  held  next  year  on  renewal  of 
the  foreign  aid  authorization. 

SANCTIONS  AGAINST  U.S.  FISHING  VESSELS  AND 

CONTROL  OF  SHIPPING  TO  NORTH  VIETNAM - 

SECTION  301(d)  (4)  (SENATE - SEC.  301(0  (S)J 

HOUSE - SEC.  301(C)(4)) 

The  Senate  amendment  added  a  new  sub¬ 
section  620 (o)  to  the  act  under  which  no 
assistance  could  be  furnished  under  the  act 
to  any  country  which  (1)  has  extended,  or 
hereafter  extends,  its  jurisdiction  for  fishing 
purposes  over  any  area  of  the  high  seas  be¬ 
yond  that  recognized  by  the  United  States, 
and  (2)  hereafter  imposes  any  penalty  or 
sanction  against  any  U.S.  fishing  vessel  on 
account  of  its  fishing  activities  in  such  an 
area.  The  amendment  did  not  apply  to  ex¬ 
tensions  of  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  interna¬ 
tional  agreement  to  which  the  United  States 
is  a  party. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  a  compara¬ 
ble  provision. 

The  House  bill,  however,  included  an 
amendment  to  section  620  of  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act,  adding  a  new  subsection  (n) 
providing  that,  until  the  President  deter¬ 
mines  that  North  Vietnam  has  ceased  all  ef¬ 
forts  to  overthrow  the  South  Vietnamese 
Government,  no  funds  authorized  to  be  made 
available  under  the  act  (except  under  sec. 
214)  may  be  used  for  assistance  to  any  coun¬ 
try  which  failed  to  take  appropriate  steps, 
not  later  than  60  days  after  enactment  of 
the  bill,  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its 
registry  from  transporting  equipment,  mate¬ 
rials,  or  commodities  to  or  from  North  Viet¬ 
nam.  The  Senate  amendment  contained  no 
such  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
agreed  to  a  compromise  which  eliminates  the 
rigid  prohibitions  against  supplying  U.S. 
assistance  in  both  instances  but  requires  that 
consideration  be  given  to  the  behavior  of  re¬ 
cipients  of  our  aid  with  respect  to  these 
problems  in  determining  the  nature  and 
amount  of  aid  to  be  provided.  Language  was 
accepted,  indicating  that  consideration 
should  be  given  to  excluding  from  U.S.  as¬ 
sistance  any  country  which  imposes  any  pen¬ 
alty  or  sanction  against  any  U.S.  fishing  ves¬ 


sel  on  account  of  its  fishing  activities  in  in¬ 
ternational  waters  rather  than  a  requirement 
that  aid  be  terminated  under  such  circum¬ 
stances.  A  modification  of  the  provision  in 
the  House  bill  relating  to  ships  transporting 
cargo  to  North  Vietnam  was  also  agreed  upon 
to  the  effect  that  the  President  shall  consider 
denying  assistance  to  any  country  failing 
to  prevent  its  ships  from  transporting  cargo 
as  provided  in  the  House  bill,  instead  of  pro¬ 
hibiting  U.S.  aid  to  such  countries  regard¬ 
less  of  other  circumstances. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
agreed  that  the  United  States  should  give 
consideration  to  the  treatment  of  U.S.  fish¬ 
ing  vessels  by  foreign  governments  in  de¬ 
termining  the  nature  and  amount  of  U.S.  as¬ 
sistance  made  available  to  such  governments. 
At  the  same  time,  they  recognized  that  a 
complete  prohibition  of  aid  to  governments 
interfering  with  U.S.  vessels  might  in  certain 
instances  prevent  the  attainment  of  U.S. 
foreign  policy  objectives  and  adversely  affect 
the  entire  program  of  the  Alliance  for  Prog¬ 
ress. 

In  accepting  a  modification  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  relating  to  assistance  to  countries  per¬ 
mitting  their  ships  to  carry  cargo  to  and 
from  North  Vietnam,  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  recognized  that  the  com¬ 
plete  withdrawal  of  free  world  carriers  from 
the  North  Vietnam  trade,  even  if  it  could  be 
achieved,  would  have  only  a  very  limited 
effect  upon  the  North  Vietnam  economy  and 
military  efforts.  Military  equipment  and 
petroleum  products  are  brought  into  the 
country  on  Communist-flag  vessels.  North 
Vietnam’s  foreign  trade  is  already  heavily 
oriented  toward  Communist  China  and  the 
U.S.S.R.  Free  world  trade  amounted  to  only 
about  17  percent  of  value  of  North  Vietnam’s 
total  trade  for  1963.  Although  free  world 
ships  carry  46  percent  of  North  Vietnam’s 
seaborne  imports  by  volume  and  85  percent 
of  seaborne  exports  (principally  coal  to  Ja¬ 
pan),  the  Communist  countries  could,  in 
time,  arrange  it  so  that  Communist-flag 
vessels  and  planes  and  the  rail  link  with 
Communist  China  carried  all  the  imports 
and  exports  Hanoi  needed. 

The  language  of  the  House  bill  afforded 
little  negotiating  leverage  because  most  of 
the  countries  whose  ships  are  still  in  the 
North  Vietnam  trade  receive  little  or  no  as¬ 
sistance  from  the  United  States.  The  major 
nation  with  ships  in  this  trade — the  United 
Kingdom — no  longer  receives  either  economic 
or  military  assistance  from  the  United  States. 
The  United  States  is  making  high-level  dip¬ 
lomatic  representations  to  obtain  free  world 
cooperation  in  getting  ships  and  planes  out 
of  the  North  Vietnam  trade,  and  a  number 
of  vessels  have  already  left  the  trade  because 
of  commercial  and  safety  considerations. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
accepted  the  argument  that  negotiations  on 
this  matter  would  be  more  effective  if  there 
was  not  a  rigid  requirement  that  aid  be 
terminated. 

EMPLOYMENT  OF  FOREIGN  SERVICE  PERSONNEL - 

SECTION  302(C)  (HOUSE - SEC.  302(C); 

SENATE - SEC.  302  (b)  ) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  625(d)  of 
the  act  by  increasing  from  20  to  50  the  num¬ 
ber  of  Foreign  Service  Reserve  officers  who, 
at  any  one  time,  may  be  initially  assigned  to 
duty  in  the  United  States  for  not  more  than 
2  years. 

The  Senate  amendment  increased  the 
limitation  on  such  personnel  from  20  to  30. 

The  Senate  receded  with  an  amendment 
which  increased  the  limitation  on  such  per¬ 
sonnel  to  40. 

ELIMINATION  OF  MISSIONS - SECTION  302(f) 

(SENATE - SEC.  302  (e)  ) 

The  Senate  amendment  amended  section 
631  of  the  act  by  providing  that  in  countries 
where  the  economic  and  military  assistance 
program  does  not  exceed  $1  million  in  a  fiscal 
year,  the  AID  mission  staff  personnel  shall 
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be  withdrawn,  and  the  program  administered 
by  economic  officers  and,  where  military  aid 
is  involved,  by  military  officers  attached  to 
the  U.S.  diplomatic  mission. 

The  House  bill  did  not  contain  a  compa¬ 
rable  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
receded  with  an  amendment  that  removed 
the  criterion  of  a  program  of  $1  million  or 
less  in  any  fiscal  year  as  the  basis  for  the 
withdrawal  of  personnel  administering  such 
economic  or  military  assistance  programs. 
In  place  of  this  rigid  figure,  the  committee 
of  conference  inserted  a  provision  that  re¬ 
ductions  in  personnel  should  be  undertaken 
“wherever  practicable,  especially  in  the 
smaller  programs.”  The  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  is  emphatic  in  seeking  to  reduce 
the  size  cxf  our  AID  missions,  particularly 
those  in  the  smaller  programs.  It  recognized 
that  some  progress  has  been  made  in  this 
direction  but  believes  that  further  progress 
is  possible  without  impairing  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  our  programs  and,  at  the  same  time, 
resulting  in  a  reduction  of  administrative 
costs.  By  the  removal  of  the  $1  million 
figure,  the  committee  expects  that  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  AID  will  examine  programs  in 
all  the  countries,  particularly  the  smaller 
countries,  with  a  view  toward  achieving  fur¬ 
ther  economies  in  money  and  personnel. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES - SECTION  302  (i) 

(HOUSE - SEC.  302(h);  SENATE - SEC.  302(h)  ) 

The  House  bill  amended  section  637(a)  of 
the  act  to  authorize  an  appropriation  of 
$53,240,000  for  administrative  expenses  for 
fiscal  year  1966. 

The  Senate  amendment  authorized  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $55,240,000  for  the  same 
purpose. 

The  Senate  receded  with  an  amendment 
providing  an  authorization  for  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  $54,240,000. 

MILITARY  SALES - SECTION  302  (k) 

(SENATE - SEC.  302  (j>) 

The  Senate  amendment  added  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  640  to  the  act,  excluding  military  sales 
from  several  provisions  of  the  act  prohibit¬ 
ing  U.S.  assistance. 

The  House  bill  did  not  oontain  a  compara¬ 
ble  provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
accepted  the  Senate  language.  They  re¬ 
garded  the  Senate  provision  as  being  a  formal 
statement  of  the  policy  that  sales  of  military 
equipment  and  services  for  dollars  or  on 
credit  terms  within  limits  accepted  as  being 
normal  for  commercial  transactions  were  not 
subject  to  certain  restrictions  applicable  to 
grant  aid,  which  policy  has  always  guided 
the  Department  of  Defense.  Military  sales 
are  subject  to  the  restriction  that  sales  may 
be  made  only  to  friendly  nations  when  the 
President  finds  that  such  sales  will 
strengthen  the  security  of  the  United  States 
and  promote  world  peace. 

It  was  the  understanding  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  that  this  authority 
would  apply  only  to  bona  fide  sales  for  value 
as  defined  in  section  644  (m)  of  the  act  to 
purchasers  judged  to  be  capable  of  making 
payment  in  full  under  reasonable  credit 
terms.  Any  transaction,  although  techni¬ 
cally  a  sale,  where  prospects  of  payment  were 
in  doubt  or  for  currencies  not  needed  by 
the  United  States  would  involve  an  element 
of  grant  assistance  and  would  be  subject 
to  all  of  the  restrictions  relating  to  grant 
aid. 

It  is  in  the  interest  of  the  United  States 
that  the  forces  of  friendly  nations,  on  which 
we  rely  either  to  contribute  to  the  common 
defense  strategy  or  to  defend  against  internal 
subversion,  should  be  adequately  equipped. 
It  is  better  that  equipment  be  supplied  on 
a  sales  rather  than  a  grant  basis.  It  is  not 
to  our  advantage  to  impose  the  same  condi¬ 
tions  on  nations  ready  and  willing  to  buy 
that  we  do  on  recipients  of  grant  aid. 


LIMITATION  ON  AGGREGATE  AUTHORIZATION  FOR 

FISCAL  YEAR  1966 - SECTION  303(d)  (SEN¬ 
ATE - SEC.  303(d)) 

The  Senate  amendment  added  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  649  to  the  act,  which  limited  the  aggre¬ 
gate  authorization  for  an  appropriation  for 
fiscal  year  1966  to  the  sum  of  $3,243,000,000. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  comparable 
provision. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
receded  with  an  amendment,  limiting  the 
aggregate  authorization  for  an  appropriation 
to  $3,360,000,000. 

This  sum  must  be  measured  against  the 
Executive  appropriation  request  for  fiscal 
year  1966  of  $3,459,470,000.  The  latter  figure 
includes  amounts  specifically  authorized  in 
this  bill  as  well  as  the  Executive  appropria¬ 
tion  requests  against  sums  previously  au¬ 
thorized  for  the  Development  Loan  Fund, 
the  Alliance  for  Progress,  and  for  State  De¬ 
partment  administrative  expenses.  As  a  re¬ 
sult  of  adjustments  in  amounts  made  in  this 
bill  for  specific  programs,  together  with  those 
previously  authorized  and  for  which  the 
Executive  is  requesting  appropriations,  the 
comparable  figure  is  $3,457,670,000.  The 
effect  of  the  ceiling  imposed  by  this  section 
of  the  bill  is  to  reduce  the  total  Executive 
program  by  $97,670,000.  It  is  left  to  the 
judgment  of  the  Executive  to  effect  reduc¬ 
tions  that  will  bring  the  programs  funded  by 
this  act  within  the  limit  imposed  by  this 
section. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
strongly  objected  to  the  imposition  of  an 
overall  reduction  on  the  authorization  for 
foreign  aid  rather  than  cutting  individual 
authorizations.  The  committees  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  as  a  result  of  their  hearings  on  the  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  sufficiently  informed  as  to 
the  merits  of  the  various  segments  of  the 
program  to  exercise  judgment  as  to  the  places 
where  cuts  are  justified.  To  impose  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  overall  ceiling  on  the  total  au¬ 
thorization,  leaving  discretion  as  to  where 
the  cuts  will  be  made,  is  an  abdication  of 
responsibility  by  the  Congress. 

The  individual  authorizations  approved  by 
the  House  and  Senate  differed  by  such  small 
amounts  that  there  was  no  practicable  way 
to  compromise,  adjust,  and  distribute  an 
overall  reduction  of  the  magnitude  of  the 
cut  provided  in  the  Senate  amendment  other 
than  to  impose  a  similar  limitation  on  the 
funds  authorized. 

PROPOSALS  FOR  2-YEAR  AUTHORIZATION  AND  FOR 
TEMPORARY  PLANNING  COMMITTEE 

The  two  most  troublesome  issues  in  con¬ 
ference  arose  first  from  a  number  of  provi¬ 
sions  in  the  Senate  bill  which  in  totality) 
had  the  effect  of  authorizing  the  aid  pro¬ 
gram  for  a  period  of  2  years;  and,  second, 
from  the  so-called  Morse  amendment  calling 
for  termination  by  June  30,  1967,  of  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  as  presently  constituted 
and  for  a  thorough  review  by  a  Planning 
Committee  to  determine  the  nature  of  any 
aid  programs  that  might  be  continued  after 
June  1967. 

As  conference  discussions  continued,  it  be¬ 
came  apparent  that  although  the.  House  con¬ 
ferees  could  not  agree  to  a  blanket  2-year 
authorization  under  present  conditions,  they 
were  not  irrevocably  opposed  to  authorizing 
foreign  aid  funds  for  longer  than  a  year  re¬ 
gardless  of  circumstances.  There  was  gen¬ 
eral  agreement  also  that  many  of  the  short¬ 
comings  of  the  foreign  aid  program  which 
have  evoked  public  criticism  are  basic  and 
cannot  be  corrected  merely  by  improvement 
in  administrative  procedures  or  in  the  qual¬ 
ity  of  personnel. 

It  was  the  consensus  of  the  committee  of 
conference  that  there  have  been  so  many 
changes  in  the  world  situation  since  1961 
that  a  most  careful,  overall  review  of  the 
basic  premises  behind  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  is  overdue. 


After  protracted  discussion  of  the  issues 
Involved  in  the  2-year  authorization  and  the 
Senate  provisions  relating  to  termination  of 
the  program  as  constituted  and  the  creation 
of  a  Planning  Committee,  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  reluctantly  agreed  to  recede. 

While  appreciating  that  conferees  cannot 
bind  their  colleagues  in  subsequent  sessions 
of  the  Congress,  the  House  conferees,  in  view 
of  the  action,  of  the  Senate  conferees  agreed 
to  include  the  following  expression  of  in¬ 
formal  understandings  in  the  statement  on 
the  part  of  the  managers: 

1.  During  consideration  of  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1966,  House  members  of  the 
committee  of  the  conference  will  urge  their 
colleagues  to  examine  with  the  greatest  care 
such  proposals  as  may  be  submitted  author¬ 
izing  foreign  aid  programs  for  2  or  more  years. 
The  House  of  Representatives  has  approved 
authorizations  for  various  aspects  of  the 
programs  for  periods  of  2  years  or  longer  on 
a  number  of  occasions  in  the  past,  and  the 
House  conferees  are  prepared  to  suggest  the 
consideration  of  longer  term  authorizations, 
taking  into  account  the  demands  on  the 
U.S.  budget  and  the  nature  of  the  world 
situation  next  year. 

If  2-year  authorizations  were  made,  the 
authorizing  committees  of  the  House  and 
Senate  might  direct  their  attention  in  al¬ 
ternate  years  primarily  to  a  review  of  aid 
policies  and  an  evaluation  of  operations 
rather  than  focusing  on  the  programs  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Executive  for  the  year  to  come. 

2.  The  conferees  of  both  Houses  urge  the 
President  to  inaugurate  a  review  of  the  aid 
program  as  presently  constituted,  seeking  to 
direct  it  more  effectively  toward  the  solu¬ 
tion  of  the  problems  of  the  developing 
countries. 

3.  Finally,  the  House  conferees  recognize 
that  the  willingness  of  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  to  recede  on  these  provisions  repre¬ 
sents  not  an  abandonment  of  the  positions 
taken  by  the  Senate,  but  an  attempt  to  reach 
a  reasonable  compromise.  This  was  done  by 
deferring  for  1  year  decisions  on  Senate 
provisions  calling  for  a  long-term  authoriza¬ 
tion.  There  will  thus  be  opportunity  next 
year  for  the  Congress  and  the  administra¬ 
tion  to  examine  in  depth  proposals  for  the 
improvement  of  the  foreign  aid  program. 

Thomas  E.  Morgan, 

Edna  F.  Kelly, 

Wayne  L.  Hays, 

Barra tt  O’Hara, 

W.  S.  Mailliard, 

Peter  H.  B.  Frelinghuysen, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


F6KDD  AND  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OP 
\  1965 

Mr\coOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  tne  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  tne  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  Of  the  bill  (H.R.  9811)  to 
maintain  farm,  income,  to  stabilize  prices 
and  assure  aadauate  supplies  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities,  to  reduce  sur¬ 
pluses,  lower  Government  costs  and  pro¬ 
mote  foreign  trade*,  to  afford  greater 
economic  opportunityMn  rural  areas,  and 
for  other  purposes.  \ 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  the  committee  of  the  whole 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for\he  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  9811,  with 
Mr.  Harris  in  the  chair.  \ 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  biij. 
The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com¬ 
mittee  rose  on  yesterday  it  was  agreed^ 
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tl^at  title  I  of  the  bill  would  be  consid¬ 
ered  as  read  and  open  for  amendment 
at  that  point. 

The  Clerk  will  now  report  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  as  printed  in  title  I  of 
the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Committee  amendment:  page  4,  line  3, 
strike  out  "Acte  and  Insert  "title’’. 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  disap¬ 
pointed,  disillusioned,  and  somewhat  sur¬ 
prised  at  the  turn  that  has  been  taken  in 
this  bill.  The  House  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  worked  a  long  time  trying  to 
arrive  at  legislation  which  would  improve 
the  agricultural  situation  in  this  country. 
I  think  that  most  of  us  admit  it  does 
need  some  improvement.  Now,  particu¬ 
larly  in  the  cotton  section  of  this  bill, 
which  is,  of  course,  one  of  the  more  con¬ 
troversial  sections,  the  bill  that  was  re\ 
ported  from  our  committee  at  least 
started  in  the  right  direction  to  make 
some  corrections.  One  of  the  things  that 
has  happened  in  the  last  several  years 
has  been  that  we  have  had  a  program 
which  has  produced  more  cotton  than 
we  can  use  domestically  or  can  have  any 
hope  of  selling  in  the  foreign  markets. 
We  passed  a  bill  last  year  that,  of  course, 
the  proponents  felt  would  help  to  correct 
that  situation.  I  was  one  of  the  few 
Members  coming  from  a  cotton  section 
who  voted  against  the  cotton  bill  last 
year.  At  that  time  I  made  certain  pre¬ 
dictions.  While  I  do  not  claim  I  am 
smart  or  know  everything  that  is  to  be 
known  about  cotton,  I  think  the  predic¬ 
tion  I  made  at  that  time  has  come  true. 
At  that  time  the  bill  was  passed  due  to 
the  pressure  and  the  influence  of  the 
mills.  They  got  a  real  bonanza  out  of 
that  bill.  They  had  promised  before  our 
committee — and  the  testimony  in  the 
hearings  will  substantiate  this — the  mill 
operators  told  us  that  the  additional  cost 
of  this  bill  would  come  back  to  the  con¬ 
sumer  in  the  form  of  lowered  prices. 
They  also  told  us  that  there  would  be  in¬ 
creased  consumption.  Well,  they  di< 
have  some  increased  consumption  in  the 
domestic  market  of  around  600,000'  to 
maybe  800,000  bales  of  cotton,  but  on  the 
other  hand  we  lost  more  in  the/export 
market  and  came  up  with  a  net/loss  and 
added  1  million  bales  to  the  surplus  that 
we  have. 

We  have  had  an  attractive  program  for 
the  producer,  and  this  last  bill  was  very 
attractive  for  the  mills.  A  predicted  more 
than  a  year  ago — and  l  stand  on  that 
statement  today — that  by  1970  the  peo¬ 
ple  that  will  be  producing  cotton  will  be 
having  to  produce  at  least  two  bales  of 
cotton  to  the  acre  and  they  will  have  to 
be  willing  to  sell  that  cotton  on  the  basis 
of  25  cents.  /If  they  do  not  do  that,  they 
are  going  to  be  out  of  the  cotton  business. 

This  bill  we  had  which  was  reported 
from  the  committe  would  have  gone  in 
that  direction.  In  the  past  we  have  had, 
and  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  are  not 
familiar  with  cotton  production,  we  have 
hjra  what  we  call  a  release  and  reappor- 
tlonment  procedure  in  the  law  permit¬ 


ting  people  who  had  cotton  allotments, 
which  were  based  on  history — every  per¬ 
son  who  had  grown  cotton  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  have  an  allotment  and  to  grow 
it.  Many  of  those  people  or  a  great  num¬ 
ber  of  people  with  small  allotments  did 
not  want  to  grow  cotton. 

But  their  allotment  was  valuable  to 
them  because  it  added  to  the  value  of 
their  land,  so  they  would  release  their 
allotment  of  cotton  and  those  allotments 
would  go  to  people  who  had  allotments 
and  who  wanted  to  expand  their  produc¬ 
tion.  That  might  be  all  right,  because 
we  confined  the  release  to  the  State  in 
which  the  cotton  allotments  were.  We 
did  not  allow  them  to  cross  State  lines. 
But  we  did  have  this  situation,  that  in 
many  areas  of  the  country  in  some 
States,  we  would  have  cotton  allotments 
that  were  on  land  which  yielded  half  a 
bale  of  cotton  to  the  acre,  and  when 
they  released  the  cotton  allotment,  it 
was  not  grown  in  the  county  where  re¬ 
leased,  but  was  reapportioned  and  grown 
on  land  where  the  yields  were  much 
larger. 

(Mi-.  JONES  of  Missouri’s  time  havii 
expired,  he  asked  and  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  proceed  for  2  additional  mimyfes.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  In  the  Cot¬ 
ton  Belt,  where  cotton  is  grown,  there 
are  1,049  counties — 468  of  those  1,049 
counties  released  cotton  whi/h  was  not 
wanted  by  the  growers  inyxhat  county, 
and  that  cotton  acreage  w^s  subsequently 
released  to  the  State  Committees  and 
was  allocated  to  people  who  wanted  to 
grow  more  cotton,  jh  other  words,  al¬ 
most  500  counties  Ait  of  1,049  had  no 
restrictions  on  hjzfw  hauch  cotton  they 
could  grow.  Bpt  in  releasing  this  cot¬ 
ton  from  low-yield  counties,  it  was  trans¬ 
ferred  to  high-yield  counties.  Last  year 
there  were  A  V2  million  acres  of  cotton 
allotment^  released  and  reallocated  to 
producers  in  other  counties.  \l  would 
say  that  in  every  instance,  or  at  least 
in  practically  every  instance,  it  went  to 
higher  producing  areas.  In  some\in- 
stances,  it  went  from  areas  that 
Producing  only  half  a  bale  and  went 
'a  producer  who  was  producing  two  and' 
three  bales  of  cotton  to  the  acre.  That 
cost  the  Government  money  in  two  ways. 
In  other  words,  we  piled  up  this  surplus 
that  we  still  have  today;  we  have  next 
to  the  largest  surplus  we  have  ever  had 
in  this  cotton  area.  We  also  know  that 
every  time  the  Government  supports  cot¬ 
ton  at  a  higher  price  than  it  can  be  sold 
for,  it  goes  into  loan  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  takes  a  loss;  at  least,  it  has  in 
many  instances.  During  the  early  part 
of  the  program,  it  was  not  true.  When 
we  get  to  the  amendments  that  are  going 
to  be  offered  to  this  section,  I  will  have 
more  to  say  about  it.  But  I  want  you  to 
think  over  this  afternoon  the  amend¬ 
ments  that  are  going  to  be  offered  to 
this  cotton  section.  They  are  going  in 
the  wrong  direction.  They  are  not  go¬ 
ing  to  correct  the  situation  one  iota. 
They  are  going  to  make  the  situation 
worse  and  I  will  tell  you  why  when  the 
amendment  to  which  I  have  referred  is 
offered. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 


(Mr.  JONAS  asked  and  was  givg 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his/re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill 
under  consideration  contains  many  pro¬ 
visions  which  I  do  not  approve/ind  can¬ 
not  support.  However,  I  /understand 
that  amendments  will  be  offered  which, 
if  adopted,  will  substantially  improve  the 
bill.  I  hope  that  the  bill  will  be  so  im¬ 
proved,  following  action  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  this/afternoon,  so  that 
a  majority  of  the  Members  of  the  House 
can  vote  for  it  on  final  passage. 

Mr.  Chairman/ 1  am  not  going  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  wheat/title,  the  feed  grains  title, 
or  the  other  tides  that  are  in  controversy. 
Considerable^  debate  occurred  yesterday 
on  those  titles  and  additional  debate  will 
occur  th>s  afternoon  as  amendments  are 
offeree 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have- 
elected  to  confine  my  comments  to  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  effect  which  this  bill  will 
tve  on  one-price  cotton. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  believe  many 
Members  contend  that  it  is  fair  or  equi¬ 
table  for  the  Federal  Government,  by 
legislative  enactment,  to  make  it  possible 
for  foreign  competitors  of  domestic  tex¬ 
tile  mills  to  buy  American-grown  cot¬ 
ton  at  one-third  less  than  the  American 
mills  have  to  pay  for  that  same  cotton. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  order  to  try  and 
bring  into  sharp  focus  the  reason  why  I 
think  it  is  important  for  us  to  continue 
to  maintain  a  one-price  cotton  system,  I 
am  going  to  reduce  my  comments  to  a 
few  specific  points.  I  do  not  believe  they 
need  elaboration  or  need  argument,  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  their  mere  recital  makes 
approval  of  one-price  cotton  compelling. 

Listen  to  these  points: 

First.  By  any  standard  used,  the  cot¬ 
ton  textile  industry  is  one  of  the  most 
important  industries  in  the  United  States. 
Approximately  1  million  men  and  women 
derive  their  livelihoods  directly  from  this 
industry,  and  if  you  include  all  allied  ac¬ 
tivities  the  number  goes  up  to  9  mil¬ 
lion — approximately  one-eighth  of  the 
entire  work  force  of  the  country. 

Second.  Last  year  the  outlay  of  capi- 
for  plant  and  equipment  to  modern- 
and  expand  the  textile  industry 
runted  to  approximately  17  percent 
total, net  worth,  as  compared  to  an  aver¬ 
age  of\9  percent  for  other  major  indus¬ 
tries.  Textile  mills  last  year  spent 
around  $7,60  million  for  new  plant  and 
equipment)  and  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  estimates  that  such  expenditures 
will  be  close  to  $1  billion  in  1965.  When 
based  upon  net  worth,  the  textile  indus¬ 
try  is  presently  spending  more  for  capi¬ 
tal  improvements  than  any  other  major 
industry  in  the  country. 

Third.  Since  late  7,963,  there  have 
been  three  wage  increases  of  5  percent 
each  for  textile  workers, Nall  attributable 
to  the  conversion  from  twoXprice  to  one- 
price  cotton.  The  first  increase  came 
in  anticipation  of  one-price  cotton  and 
the  last  two  following  the  enactment  of 
the  legislation  which  brought  the  new 
system  into  effect.  In  the  short  period 
of  18  months,  textile  employees  h£ 
ceived  more  than  $500  million  throufc 
wage  increases,  and  this  does  not 
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2.  FOREIGN  AID.  Agreed  to  244  to  150,  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  7750,  the 

foreign  aid  authorization  bill  (pp.  20228-33).  See  Digest  152  for  items  of 
interest. 


Rep.  Udall  commended  the  Alliance  for  Progress  on  its  fourth  anniversary, 
pp.  20315-6 

TRANSPORTATION.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  5401,  to  amend  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act  so  as  to  strengthen  and  improve  the  national  trans¬ 
portation  system.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  20234: 


STATE- JUSTICE- COMMERCE- JUDICIARY  APPROPRIATION  BILL. 
repoXt  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  8639.  pp.  20233-4 


Agreed  to  the  conference 


5.  FOREIGN  ^ADE.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  7969,  to  correct  efertain 

errors  in\the  Tariff  Schedules  of  the  U.  S.  (p.  20228).  Senate  p^nferees 
have  already  been  appointed.  , 

ConfereesN^ere  appointed  on  H.  R.  5768,  to  extend  for  an  additional  3-year 
period  (until  Nov.  7,  1968)  the  existing  suspension  of  duties  on  certain 
J  classifications  \f  yarn  of  silk  (p.  20228).  Senate  conferees  have  not  yet 
been  appointed. 

6.  RESEARCH.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

H.  R.  3420,  to  provide  ''economic  growth  by  supporting  State  and  regional  centers 
to  place  the  findings  ofN^cience  usefully  in  the  tyaxids  of  American  enterprise 
(H.  Rept.  817).  p.  20322 

7.  FOREIGN  SERVICE.  The  Foreign  Xf fairs  Committed  reported  with  amendment  H.  R. 

6277,  to  amend  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1^46  (H.  Rept.  830).  p.  20322 

8.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations^  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

H.  R.  10586,  making  supplemental  appreciations  to  HEW  for  fiscal  year  1966 
01  Rept.  818).  p.  20322 


9.  RECLAMATION.  A  subcommittee  of  thd'  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted 
to  report  to  the  full  committee/with  amendment  H.  R.  4851,  to  amend  the  Small 
Reclamation  Projects  Act  of  1^6.  p.  D823 


10.  TRANSPORTATION  RESEARCH.  T \/e  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to 

report  (but  did  not  actu/Lly  report)  with  amendmerh:  H.  R.  5863,  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  undertake  research  and/levelopment  in  high-speed 
ground  transportation/7  p.  D823 

11.  INSECTICIDES;  FISHERIES.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 

Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  S.  1623,  th  authorize  a 
continuing  study  by  Interior  of  the  effects  of  insecticides/, herbicides, 
fungicides,  apd  other  pesticides  upon  fish  and  wildlife  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  losses,  and  H.  R.  23,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  interior  to 
initiate  /program  for  the  conservation  and  development  of  anadrchqous  fish  in 
cooperation  with  the  States,  p.  D823 

12.  ORGANIZATION;  LAWS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  voted  td\report 

to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  10104,  to  codify  the  general  and  permanent  Laws 
relating  to  the  organization  of  the  Federal  Government  and  to  its  employed 
D823 
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13\PERS0NNEL;  MANPOWER.  Received  a  report  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
^Committee  on  current  manpower  issues  in  the  Federal  Government  (H.  Rept.  816)/ 
20322 


14.  WATERS .RESOURCES .  Rep.  Brock  spoke  in  support  of  his  bill,  H.  R.  10539,  tc 

establish  a  national  water  resources  trust  fund  for  research  and  development 
of  water  resources  and  their  use.  p.  20310 


15.  LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  H.  R.  9567,  the 
Higher  Education  Act  of  1965,  will  be  considered  next  week.  pp. 


josed 
&299-300 


16.  ADJOURNED  untilNMon. ,  Aug.  23.  p.  20321 


SENATE 


POVERTY.  Passed  with\amendments  H.  R.  8283,  to  expand  th^  war  on  poverty  and 
enhance  the  effectiveness  of  programs  under  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of 
1964  (pp.  20325,  20326-^0,  20332-37,  20340-78).  Conferees  were  appointed 
(p.  20377).  The  bill  amends  title  III  (Special  Programs  to  Combat  Poverty  in  ( 
Rural  Areas)  of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  so  as /to  make  clear  that  prohibi- 
tion  against  loans  to  cooperatives  organized  for  .manufacturing  purposes  does 
not  prevent  loans  to  cooperatives  processing  dairy  products  or  similar  edible 
farm  products;  to  clarify  the  authority  grantee  with  respect  to  the  types  and 
scope  of  assistance  and  the  institutions  through  which  assistance  may  be 
extended  to  migrant  workers  and  tneir  families;  and  to  authorize  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $55  million  for  fiscal  year\1966  pot  carrying  out  the  purposes  of 
title  III. 

Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  McGovern,  to  assure  that  benefits  under  the  legislation  are  distri¬ 
buted  equitably  between  the  ur^an  and  rural  areas,  pp.  2C 353-54 


By  Sen.  Javits,  to  authorize  hearings  on\a  Governor's  request  regarding 

proposed  contracts,  agreements,  grant sy  loans,  or  other  assistance  for 
carrying  out  titles  I  and/II  covering  ybuth  programs  for  urban  and  rural 
community  action  programs,  pp.  20354-57 
Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  Prouty,  44-48,  and  Sen.  Dominick,  49-42\to  permit  a  Governor's  vetov 
on  youth,  urban  and/rural  community  action  programs,  pp.  20326-37 
By  Sen.  Prouty,  35-58 ,/to  provide  that  all  functions  under  title  III 

(relating  to  rur^l  areas)  be  transferred  to  the  secretary  of  Agriculture, 
pp.  20341-46 


18.  STOCKPILE.  The  AtWd  Services  Committee  reported  without  aihendment  H.  R.  9544, 
to  authorize  the/disposal,  without  regard  to  the  prescribed  ti-month  waiting 
period,  of  approximately  620,000  long  tons  of  natural  rubber  fcpom  the  national 
stockpile  (S.^ept.  626).  p.  20378 


19.  LOANS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.R.  4152, 
to  provide  means  for  expediting  the  retirement  of  Government  capitaV  in  the 
Federal  intermediate  credit  banks,  including  an  increase  in  the  debt  permitted 
such  b^nks  in  relation  to  their  capital  and  provision  for  the  production  credit 
associations  to  acquire  additional  capital  stock  therein,  and  to  provide\for 
allocating  certain  earnings  of  such  banks  and  associations  to  their  users 
(S/  Rept.  630).  p.  20378 
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The  House  met  at  l^o'clock  noon. 

Rabbi  Louis  Eliezer  wolfish,  Northeast 
Jewish  Center,  Yonkers,  N^Y.,  offered  the 
following  prayer: 

D’aipaB?  irax 

Our  Heavenly  Father,  we  ^ek  Thy 
blessing  and  guidance  in  these  >erious 
and  soul-stirring  times,  when  freedom 
loving  America,  which  is  founded  uhpn 
liberty  and  justice  for  all,  is  being  thread 
ened  by  the  onslaught  of  godless,  ruth-' 
less,  and  unprincipled  aggressors. 

While  we  must  develop  superior  mili¬ 
tary  might,  we  must  also  be  filled  with 
Thy  Holy  Spirit  to  preserve  the  superior¬ 
ity  of  our  democratic  way  of  living. 

Endow  them  with  understanding  to 
guide  America  to  continue  to  be  a  citadel 
of  freedom  and  ray  of  light  and  hope  to 
all  those  who  are  now  living  in  darkness. 

Hasten  the  day  when  universal  peace 
will  prevail  throughout  the  world  with 
freedom  and  justice  for  all. 

Behold  how  goodly  and  how  pleasant, 
when  brethren  dwell  together. 

Our  Father  in  Heaven,  we  ask  Thy 
blessing  upon  these  Members  of  our  Con¬ 
gress  assembled  to  deliberate  and  decide 
the  welfare  of  all  the  American  people. 
May  they  successfully  carry  the  awe¬ 
some  responsibilities  they  have  freely  as¬ 
sumed  in  this  most  scientifically  ad¬ 
vanced  and  perilous  generation  in  his¬ 
tory. 

Grant  us  Thy  inspiration  as  we  seek 
the  solution  to  political,  social,  and  eco? 
nomic  problems;  to  eradicate  prejudice, 
hatred,  suffering,  racial  tension,  hirager, 
armed  conflict,  and  oppressiofi;  to 
achieve  lasting  peace  and  brotherly  love. 
Teach  us,  O  G-d,  to  ever  appreciate 
the  priceless  heritage  of  freedom  en¬ 
dowed  us  by  our  forefather's.  From  the 
immortal  words  of  the  first  emancipator, 
Moses,  “Let  my  people jgo,”  to  the  biblical 
command,  “Proclairi/liberty  throughout 
the  land  and  to  all Jme  inhabitants  there¬ 
of,”  from  the  historic  demand  of  Patrick 
Henry,  “Give/me  liberty  or  give  me 
death,”  to  the  declaration  “that  all  men 
are  created/equal,”  to  this  very  day  men 
have  nev^r  ceased  yearning  and  dying, 
for  libefty. 

May  mankind  soon  usher  in  the  long- 
awaited  millennium  when  the  rays  of 
edom  shall  enlighten  the  world,  when 


life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness 
shall  be  the  irrevocable  right  of  all  men 
for  all  times. 

Av  Horachamim  Shochen  Bamromin. 

G-d  of  mercy,  who  dwellest  on  high :  In 
Thy  fatherly  care  do  we  place  our  faith 
and  our  trust.  Unto  Thee  our  eyes  are 
turned  in  humble  supplication,  and  unto 
Thee  our  hearts  are  grateful  for  the 
abundance  of  blessings  that  Thou  dost 
bestow  upon  us  citizens  of  this  great  de- 
locracy. 

telp  us,  O  Heavenly  Father,  never  to 
bedwne  casual,  or  to  lose  our  sensibility^ 
consciousness,  and  appreciation  of  Thy 
grace  permitting  us  to  live  and  toil  in 
a  free  Nand  unshackled  society/  No 
greater  giKcan  man  ask;  no  greater  gift 
can  man  receive. 

O  gracious  Father,  verily  i/was  Thou 
who  didst  inspina  man  ancLgive  him  the 
superlative  intellect  to  solve  the  awesome 
mysteries  in  realmsSoiynigh  and  in  the 
areas  beyond  the  horpsqn. 

At  the  same  time/weSjmplore  Thee  to 
stir  and  move  us  to searcnsfor  answers  in 
the  innermost  recesses  of  oyr  hearts,  so 
that  we  may  f/rret  out  all  vestiges  of  in¬ 
human  discriminations  and  unspeakable 
cruelties  tJiat  are  untenable  in  tips  ad¬ 
vanced  .stage  of  civilization. 

Filially,  we  ask  Thy  blessings  upori'the 
President  and  the  Vice  President  of  the! 
Upited  States,  and  upon  our  legislators] 
ioncretize  their  aspirations  to  eradicate 
poverty  and  disease  from  this  Nation  of 
plenty.  Crystallize  their  hopes  for  a 
tolerant  society.  Answer  their  prayers 
that  accompany  their  efforts  to  bring 
serenity,  sobriety,  and  peace  to  a  con¬ 
fused  and  despairing  world. 

All  this  we  ask  in  Thy  name,  O  Thou 
who  art  above  us.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  bills  of  the  House  of  the 
following  titles: 


HU.  1481.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the 
estate  of  Donovan  C.  Moffett; 

H.R.  1763.  An  act  to  amend  section  1825 
of  title  28  of  the  United  States  Code  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  payment  of  witness’  fees  in  habeas 
corpus  cases  anj/in  proceedings  to  vacate 
sentence  undei/section  2255  of  title  28  for 
persons  who.-4re  authorized  to  proceed  in 
forma  pauperis; 

H.R.  37p0.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  certain 
individuals; 

H.R/3990.  An  act  to  amend  section  1871 
of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  to  increase 
tb«  per  diem  and  subsistence,  and  limit  mile- 
ge  allowances  of  grand  and  petit  jurors; 
H.R.  3992.  An  act  to  amend  section  753(f) 
of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  relating  to 
transcripts  furnished  by  court  reporters  for 
the  district  courts; 

H.R.  3997.  An  act  to  amend  section  753(b) 
of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  to  provide 
for  the  recording  of  proceedings  in  the  United 
States  district  courts  by  means  of  electronic 
sound  recording  as  well  as  by  shorthand  or 
mechanical  means; 

H.R.  4719.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Josephine 
C.  Rumley,  administratrix  of  the  estate  of 
George  S.  Rumley;  and 

H.R.  5497.  An  act  to  amend  paragraphs  b 
and  c  of  section  14  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  bills  of  the  House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  titles : 

H.R.  4465.  An  act  to  enact  part  III  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Code,  entitled  “De¬ 
cedents’  Estates  and  Fiduciary  Relations,” 
codifying  the  general  and  permanent  laws 
relating  to  decedents’  estates  and  fiduciary 
relations  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  and 

H.RJS964.  An  act  to  amend  section  4082 
of  title  Nj.  United  States  Code,  to  facilitate 
the  rehabilitation  of  persons  convicted  of 
offenses  agaiWt  the  United  States. 

The  messagfeu also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  and  a  joint  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  following  titles,  in  which 
the  concurrence  nSy  the  House  is  re¬ 
quested: 

S.  993.  An  act  for  the  Nlief  of  Dr.  Oscar 
Valdes  Cruz; 

S.  1154.  An  act  to  incorporate  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Academy  of  Actuaries; 

S.  1587.  An  act  to  amend  the  pucker  Act 
to  Increase  from  $10,000  to  $50,000\he  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  U.sNiistrict 
courts  in  suits  against  the  United  Statfc^  for 
breach  of  contract  or  for  compensation; 

S.  1701.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  J ok 
M.  Quintero; 
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S.  1802.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Jose 
Raul  v).  Soler  y  Rodriguez,  and  his  wife 
Gladis  B.  Pumariega  de  Soler; 

S.  1945AAn  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Esther 
Yolanda  Lauzardo; 

S.  2420.  Aik.  act  to  provide  continuing  au¬ 
thority  for  the  protection  of  former  Presi¬ 
dents  and  their  wives  or  widows,  and  for 
other  purposes;  and 

S.J.  Res.  102.  Joust  resolution  to  authorize 
funds  for  the  Commission  of  Law  Enforce¬ 
ment  and  Administration  of  Justice  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  Cpmmission  on  Crime 
and  Law  Enforcement. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  repoH  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  th\  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  tije  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  hill  (H.R. 
5401)  entitled  “An  Act  to  amend  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act  so  \s  to 
strengthen  and  improve  the  national 
transportation  system,  and  for  otl\er 
purposes.’ 

SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR  DEPARTMENTS  OF  LABOR 

AND  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND 

WELFARE 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf 
of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty],  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations  have 
until  midnight  to  file  a  report,  including 
minority  views,  on  the  bill  making  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Labor  and  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana? 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  it  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  this  bill  will  be  called  up  for 
action  on  Tuesday? 

Mr.  DENTON.  That  is  what  I  under¬ 
stand. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  LAIRD  reserved  all  points  of  ordfer. 


EXTENSION  OF  SUSPENSION  OF 

DUTIES  ON  CERTAIN  CLASSIFICA¬ 
TIONS  OF  YARN  OF  SI 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Spejrt&er,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill/ (H.R.  5768)  to 
extend  for  an  additional  temporary  pe¬ 
riod  the  existing  suspension  of  duties  on 
certain  classifications  of  yarn  of  silk, 
with  Senate  amendments  thereto,  dis¬ 
agree  to  the  Senate  amendments  and  ask 
for  a  conference  with  the  Senate  on  the 
disagreeing  Votes  of  the  two  Houses. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

Th^  Chair  hears  none  and  appoints 
the i/following  conferees:  Messrs.  Mills, 
Kjng  of  California,  Boggs,  Keogh, 
fRNES  of  Wisconsin,  Curtis,  and  Utt. 


TO  CORRECT  CERTAIN  ERRORS  IN 

TARIFF  SCHEDULES  OF  THE 

UNITED  STATES 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.R.  7969)  to  correct  cer¬ 
tain  errors  in  the  Tariff  Schedules  of  the 
United  States,  with  Senate  amendments 
thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  and  agree  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas? 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints 
the  following  conferees:  Messrs.  Mills, 
King  of  California,  Boggs,  Keogh, 
Byrnes  of  Wisconsin,  Curtis,  and  Utt. 


LANGUAGE  TRAINING  TO  A  DE¬ 
PENDENT  OF  MEMBER  OF  ARMED 
FORCES 

yMr.  PHILBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  asl 
'  mimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  5519)/ to 
amencL  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to 
authorise  language  training  to  be/given 
to  a  dependent  of  a  member  of  the  Army, 
Navy,  Air  Vorce,  or  Marine  Corps  under 
certain  circmnstances,  with/  a  Senate 
amendment  thereto,  and  qoncur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read\the  tit/e  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  reao\  thjg  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows : 

Page  2,  line  9,  strife^  dut  all  after  “States” 
down  to  and  including  “duty”  in  line  11. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  op%he  gentlemaij  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

Mr.  LAI&D.  Mr.  Speaker, Veserving 
the  right/to  object,  I  would  likfeto  ask 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from,  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  if  this  has  been  cleared/with 
the  Gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [\lr. 
Ba/esL 

'Mr.  PHILBIN.  It  has  been  cleared. 
Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

TO  AMEND  THE  IMMIGRATION  AND 

NATIONALITY  ACT,  AND  FOR 

OTHER  PURPOSES 

Mr.  DELANEY,  from  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  reported  the  following  privi¬ 
leged  resolution  (H.  Res.  533,  Rept.  No. 
812),  which  was  referred  to  the  House 
Calendar  and  ordered  printed: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  2580) 
to  amend  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes.  After  general 


debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  Mill 
and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  five  hours, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  mejAer  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Ahe  bill 
shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five- 
minute  rule.  It  shall  be  in  ordei/to  consider 
the  substitute  amendment  recommended  by 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  now  in  the 
bill  and  such  substitute  for  the  purpose  of 
amendment  shall  be  considered  under  the 
five -minute  rule  as  an  original  bill.  At  the 
conclusion  of  such  consideration  the  Com¬ 
mittee  shall  rise  and/report  the  bill  to  the 
House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have 
been  adopted,  and/any  member  may  demand 
a  separate  vote  in  the  House  on  any  of  the 
amendments  adopted  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  tq/the  bill  or  committee  substi¬ 
tute.  The  previous  question  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as /ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter¬ 
vening  /notion  except  one  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  wTch  or  without  instructions. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  No.  238  I  was  present  and  an¬ 
swered  “yea”  when  my  name  was  called. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
permanent  Record  be  corrected  accord¬ 
ingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Hampshire? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
7750)  to  amend  further  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu 
of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  August 
18, 1965.) 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conference  report 
which  we  are  submitting  today  is  the 
product  of  the  longest  drawnout  con¬ 
ference  relating  to  foreign  affairs  that 
has  been  held  during  my  experience  as 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs.  ( 

The  first  meeting  of  the  conference  on 
H.R.  7750  was  held  on  June  18,  4  days 
after  the  bill  passed  the  Senate.  The 
coneference  concluded  its  work  on 
August  17,  after  holding  14  sessions. 

Although  it  has  taken  a  long  time,  I 
believe  that  the  House  managers  have 
been  successful  in  protecting  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  House  and  the  bill  we 
bring  back  from  conference  is  a  good 
bill. 

There  were  59  differences  between  the 
House  and  Senate  bills,  so  that  under  any 
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circumstances  the  conference  had  a  lot 
of  work  to  do.  The  long  delay,  however, 
was  caused  by  a  disagreement  over 
whether  funds  should  be  authorized  to 
carry  on  the  foreign  aid  program  for  2 
years  as  provided  by  the  Senate  bill,  or 
for  the  fiscal  year  1966  only  as  provided 
in  the  bill  which  passed  the  House. 

The  Senate  authorized  funds  for  2 
years  in  order  to  allow  at  least  a  year  for 
a  comprehensive  study  of  the  foreign  aid 
program  and  provided  for  a  Temporary 
Planning  Committee,  with  a  membership 
of  16  and  $400,000  to  spend,  to  do  the 
job. 

The  House  managers  were  convinced 
that  the  House  was  opposed  to  a  2-year 
authorization  under  present  conditions. 
A  2-year  authorization  had  not  been  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Executive  and  was  not 
considered  by  the  committee  during  its 
hearings,  nor  by  the  House  when  the  bill 
was  under  consideration. 

The  House  conferees  were  also  opposed 
to  setting  up  another  high-level  commit¬ 
tee  to  make  a  study  of  foreign  aid.  We 
believe  that  the  committees  of  Congress 
with  legislative  responsibility  for  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  are  in  a  better  position 
to  evaluate  what  has  been  done  and  to 
make  recommendations  for  the  future 
than  anyone  else. 

In  standing  firm  against  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Senate  bill  relating  to  these 
matters,  I  want  to  make  clear  that  I  am 
not  opposed  to  authorizing  funds  for  for¬ 
eign  aid  for  a  2 -year  period  under  any 
circumstances.  Back  in  1957,  the  House 
approved  a  2-year  authorization  for  the 
development  loan  fund.  In  1959,  the 
House  voted  a  3-year  authorization  for 
military  aid,  and  a  2 -year  authorization 
for  military  assistance  was  approved  in 
1961.  In  1961,  the  House  approved  a 
5 -year  authorization  for  development 
loans,  and  in  1962  a  4-year  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  Alliance  for  Progress. 

Although  the  Senate  conferees  re¬ 
ceded  on  the  2-year  authorization  for  the 
fiscal  years  1966  and  1967,  they  made 
clear  that  they  were  not  giving  up  the 
fight  for  longer  authorizations  in  future 
years.  As  a  condition  for  receding,  they 
asked  assurance  from  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  that  the  question  of  authorization 
of  funds  for  2  years  or  longer  would  re¬ 
ceive  what  one  of  the  Senate  managers 
referred  to  as  “a  fair  go  round”  next 
year  by  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs.  The  House  managers  have  under¬ 
taken  to  give  that  assurance.  Our  po¬ 
sition  is  set  forth  in  the  statement  of 
the  managers. 

The  Senate  did  not  ask  us  to  commit 
ourselves  to  a  2-year  authorization  next 
year,  nor  did  we  make  such  a  commit¬ 
ment.  The  statement  of  the  managers 
contains  a  clear  reservation  that  our 
position  on  this  matter  would  depend  on 
the  demands  on  the  U.S.  budget  and  the 
nature  of  the  world  situation  next  year. 
We  did  agree,  however,  that  we  would 
urge  our  colleagues  to  give  careful  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  matter  of  longer  term 
authorizations  when  the  foreign  aid  bill 
comes  before  us  next  year.  I  assured 
the  conference  committee,  and  I  want  to 
state  to  the  House,  that  I  have  an  open 
mind  on  this  matter,  but  I  am  not  com¬ 
mitted  to  supporting  a  2-year  authoriza¬ 


tion  next  year,  nor  are  the  other  House 
managers  committed. 

Although  the  House  conferees  strongly 
opposed  the  establishment  of  another 
special  committee  to  study  foreign  aid, 
this  does  not  mean  that  the  foreign  aid 
program  does  not  need  to  be  restudied 
and  improved. 

I  believe  that  all  of  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  are  in  agreement  that  the  basic 
objectives  of  foreign  assistance  should 
be  reexamined.  It  is  not  just  a  question 
of  tightening  up  operating  procedures  or 
of  trying  to  hire  better  people.  Those 
who  administer  foreign  aid  naturally 
think  they  are  going  at  the  job  in  the 
right  way,  but  there  are  some  reasons  to 
believe  that  we  may  be  giving  priority  to 
the  wrong  objectives  and  neglecting 
others. 

I,  for  one,  do  not  believe  that  all  of 
the  criticisms  of  foreign  aid  reflect  a 
lack  of  understanding  or  of  sympathy. 
I  believe  that  if  the  program  were  re¬ 
organized  and  redirected  in  certain  re¬ 
spects,  some  of  the  objections  to  it  could 
be  eliminated. 

The  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  and 
Foreign  Relations  intend  to  take  a  new 
look  at  what  we  are  trying  to  accomplish 
with  foreign  aid  and  how  well  we  are 
succeeding.  The  conference  also  invites 
the  President  to  reexamine  the  funda¬ 
mental  principles  and  objectives  on 
which  the  current  program  is  based  and 
to  recommend  appropriate  changes  when 
he  submits  legislation  next  year. 

Let  me  say  a  word  about  the  authori¬ 
zation  of  funds  agreed  to  by  the  con¬ 
ference.  It  is  not  easy  to  name  a  mean¬ 
ingful  figure  as  to  how  much  the  total 
agreed  to  in  conference  is  below  the  total 
approved  by  the  House. 

In  the  first  place,  I  want  to  point  out 
that  the  Senate  bill  included  an  overall 
ceiling  of  $3,243  million  on  foreign  aid 
funds  for  fiscal  1966.  This  was  in  effect 
a  cut  of  $216  million  below  the  amount 
requested  by  the  Executive  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated. 

The  House'  conferees  agreed  to  a  com¬ 
promise  overall  ceiling  of  $3,360  million. 
This  is  a  cut  of  $99,470,000  below  the 
Executive  request.  This  overall  ceiling 
is  higher  than  the  total  you  get  if  you 
add  up  all  the  individual  items  author¬ 
ized  in  the  House  or  Senate  bill,  not  in¬ 
cluding,  of  course,  the  open  end  authori¬ 
zation  for  southeast  Asia  in  the  House 
bill,  because  it  applies  to  funds  pre¬ 
viously  authorized  as  well  as  the  au¬ 
thorizations  set  forth  in  H.R.  7750. 

Although  the  House  conferees  ac¬ 
cepted  an  overall  cut  of  just  under  $100 
million,  we  agreed  to  an  authorization 
of  $89  million  to  take  care  of  the  spe¬ 
cial  authorization  for  southeast  Asia — 
which  replaces  the  open  end  authoriza¬ 
tion  in  the  House  bill — requested  by  the 
President  in  his  message  of  June  1,  1965, 
which  was  received  after  the  foreign  aid 
bill  had  passed  the  House  but  before 
the  bill  had  been  acted  on  by  the  Senate. 

I  feel  that  the  conference  worked  out 
a  very  fair  compromise  on  this  matter. 
The  House  bill  contained  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  “such  sums  as  may  be  nefcessary” 
for  economic  and  military  assistance  to 
southeast  Asia  during  fiscal  1966.  There 
was  no  limit  as  to  the  amount  because 


the  President  had  indicated  in  his  orig¬ 
inal  foreign  aid  message  that  he  did  not 
know  how  much  more  money  would  be 
needed. 

The  Senate  responded  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  request  for  $89  million  by  adding 
$9  million  to  its  authorization  for  tech¬ 
nical  cooperation  and  development 
grants  and  by  adding  $80  million  to  its 
authorization  for  supporting  assistance. 

We  worked  out  a  compromise  with  the 
Senate  by  which  we  replaced  our  open 
end  authorization  for  southeast  Asia 
with  a  specific  authorization  of  $89  mil¬ 
lion,  and  the  Senate  accepted  the  figures 
for  technical  cooperation  and  for  sup¬ 
porting  assistance  contained  in  the 
House  bill. 

Most  of  the  individual  authorizations 
were  not  far  apart.  The  biggest  item, 
military  assistance  amounting  to  $1,170 
million,  was  not  in  conference.  The  only 
individual  amount  that  we  bring  back 
from  conference  which  is  higher  than 
the  bill  that  passed  the  House  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $1  million  in  administrative 
expenses  which  we  arrived  at  by  split¬ 
ting  the  difference  between  the  House 
and  Senate  bills. 

The  best  summary  I  can  make  with 
respect  to  funds  authorized  is  to  say  that 
we  accepted  an  overall  cut  of  $97,670,- 
000  below  the  figure  in  the  House  bill 
plus  the  request  for  appropriations 
against  previous  authorizations. 

We  accepted  an  authorization  of  $89 
million  for  southeast  Asia  in  place  of 
the  unlimited  authorization  contained 
in  the  House  bill.  I  am  not  sure  that 
this  should  be  considered  an  increase. 

We  also  accepted  an  increase  of  $1 
million  in  administrative  funds. 

I  will  not  take  time  to  discuss  the  other 
changes  in  the  House  bill.  They  are  set 
forth  in  detail  in  the  statement  of  the 
managers  and  I  will  try  to  answer  any 
questions  about  them. 

Let  me  say  that  the  managers  for  the 
House  have  done  their  best  to  uphold 
the  position  of  the  House  in  this  confer¬ 
ence,  and  I  urge  the  approval  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  commend  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Affairs  and  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  for  refus¬ 
ing  to  yield  to  the  other  body  in  its  at¬ 
tempt  to  put  through  a  2-year  program. 
I  am  glad  to  hear  the  gentleman  say 
that  he  is  not  committed  and  will  not 
be  committed,  when  the  authorization 
bill  comes  before  the  House  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs  next  year.  I  happen 
to  be  one  of  those  who  believes  this  for¬ 
eign  handout  program  ought  long  ago 
to  have  been  phased  out  and  ended,  and 
I  certainly  want  no  part  of  a  2-year  pro¬ 
gram.  This  program  has  already  cost 
far  too  much  money  and  yielded  far  too 
little  to  the  United  States. 

In  this  conference  report,  presently 
before  the  House,  are  the  special  funds 
for  the  United  Nations.  They  are  still 
in  the  bill,  in  the  amounts  voted  by  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  and 
concurred  in  by  the  other  body. 
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Mr.  MORGAN.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  that  the  sections  on 
international  organizations,  both  in 
the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  bill,  were 
substantially  the  same.  There  was  a 
difference  of  only  $1,700,000. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  point  I  am  trying  to 
make  is  that  I  believe  something  should 
have  been  done  in  the  conference,  in 
view  of  the  situation  that  developed  at 
the  United  Nations,  whereby  the  Ameri¬ 
can  delegate  to  the  United  Nations  sur¬ 
rendered  to  the  blackmail  of  the  Com¬ 
munists  and  the  French  in  the  matter  of 
paying  their  just  obligations. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  chairman — and  I 
am  sure  he  is  well  aware  of  this — and  to 
the  other  Members  of  the  House,  that  if 
they  support  this  conference  report  to¬ 
day  they  will  be  voting  to  turn  over  the 
original  amount  of  money  to  the  United 
Nations;  in  other  words,  to  pick  up  the 
check  for  the  “deadbeats”  who  have  re¬ 
fused  to  meet  their  obligations.  I  refuse 
to  be  a  party  to  any  such  deal. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  familiar  with  the  parliamentary 
procedures  both  in  the  House  and  in  the 
other  body.  Again  I  say  that  the  sec¬ 
tions  on  international  organizations  were 
substantially  the  same  in  both  the  House 
and  Senate  bills.  The  amount  in  the 
House  bill  was  a  little  lower  and  the  con¬ 
ference  accepted  our  figure.  The  con¬ 
ferees  could  not  do  what  the  gentleman 
has  suggested. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  consume  to  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Adair], 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Morgan],  has 
very  clearly  and  accurately  set  forth  the 
results  of  the  conference  between  the 
House  and  the  Senate  upon  the  foreign 
aid  bill.  As  he  pointed  out,  there  are 
certain  complexities  in  the  mathematics 
of  the  conference  agreement  which  make 
it  difficult  to  state  succinctly  the  nature 
of  the  adjustments.  For  those  who  are 
interested  in  more  detail  upon  that  point, 
I  would  urge  them  to  read  the  statement 
of  the  conferees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  can  be  accu¬ 
rately  said  that  the  report  which  is  before 
us  today  has  more  similarity  to  the  bill 
which  passed  the  House  than  that  which 
passed  the  Senate.  Although  I  cannot 
approve  of  this  conference  report  be¬ 
cause  of  longstanding  objections  to  the 
foreign  aid  program,  I  must  agree  with 
the  chairman  that  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  performed  exceedingly 
well,  I  think,  in  sustaining  the  House 
point  of  view.  Any  reading  of  the  report 
will  bear  this  out. 

My  objections  continue  to  be  those 
which  I  have  expressed  for  many  years; 
namely,  too  much  new  money,  too  much 
carryover  of  old  money,  too  loose  admin¬ 
istration,  a  lack  of  sound  programing. 
Those  objections  still  exist,  but  at  the 
same  time  I  repeat,  having  in  mind  the 
parliamentary  limitations  within  which 
we  act,  I  do  feel  that  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  were  very  suc¬ 
cessful. 

A  further  word  ought  to  be  said  about 
the  matter  of  a  1-year  or  a  2-year  exten¬ 
sion.  The  House  managers  were  solidly 
for  the  1-year  extension  regardless  of 


what  our  general  opinion  on  foreign  aid 
is.  We  strongly  supported  a  1-year  ex¬ 
tension  as  opposed  to  a  2 -year  extension 
because  in  these  days  of  rapidly  chang¬ 
ing  situations,  in  a  time  when  we  do  not 
know  what  our  requirements  will  be  in 
Vietnam  and  other  parts  of  the  world, 
it  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  the 
House  in  its  authorizing  legislation  have 
the  opportunity  and  indeed  accept  the 
responsibility  to  make  a  most  careful 
appraisal  at  frequent  intervals  of  this 
whole  program.  On  that  basis,  we  could 
not,  and  we  did  not,  support  the  2-year 
extension.  This  is  a  program  which  all 
Members  of  the  House  know  has  been 
under  frequent  criticism,  criticism  which 
many  of  us  regard  as  being  in  large 
measure  justified.  Accordingly,  it  is  im¬ 
portant  that  our  study  of  the  program  be 
as  careful,  as  detailed,  and  as  frequent  as 
may  reasonably  be  expected. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  hope  that  if 
nothing  else  came  out  of  this  conference 
and  out  of  this  year’s  consideration  of 
the  foreign  aid  bill,  at  least  the  Congress 
and  the  executive  departments  should  be 
willing  to  reappraise  completely  this 
whole  program.  In  so  doing,  it  is  my 
hope  that  we  would  have  before  us  a  bet¬ 
ter  program  and  one  which  requires  less 
money. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Thom¬ 
son]. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  that  the  chairman  well 
knows  I  approve  of  what  he  has  done 
on  the  conference  report  but  I  still  think 
the  amount  authorized  in  this  bill  is 
vastly  too  much.  I  think  in  the  studies 
made  of  it,  it  is  about  time  they  began 
studying  the  procedures  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  AID  Agency  here  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  I  notice  while  AID  has  exe¬ 
cuted  more  than  $400  million  worth  of 
contracts  for  universities  and  other  peo¬ 
ple  to  carry  on  the  AID  program,  the 
number  of  employees  in  the  AID  Agency 
in  Washington,  D.C.,  itself  has  continued 
to  go  up.  They  had  more  employees  in 
Washington  on  this  June  30  than  they 
had  on  June  30,  1964,  in  spite  of  the  $400 
million  of  contracts.  And  if  you  look  at 
those  contracts  you  would  find  some 
amusing  examples.  They  spent,  I  in¬ 
form  the  Members  of  the  House,  the  gen¬ 
erous  sum  of  $5,000  to  make  a  study  of 
the  impact  of  foreign  aid  on  our  balance 
of  payments;  5,000  measly  dollars  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  it  is  adverse  to  our  bal¬ 
ance  of  payments.  But  they  spent 
$500,000  on  an  investigation  of  some¬ 
thing  called  the  diffusion  of  innovations. 

I  hope  that  the  chairman  will  see  to  it, 
and  that  the  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  will  see  to  it  that  some 
of  these  wasteful  practices  of  this  agency 
be  curtailed,  and  when  the  appropriation 
bill  comes  here  it  will  reflect  a  reduction 
in  the  amount  that  is  appropriated,  to 
squeeze  out  some  of  the  waste  in  this 
agency. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  certainly 
agree  with  all  the  statements  made  by 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ADAIR.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 
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Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

(Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
as  a  conferee  on  the  foreign  aid  authori¬ 
zation  bill  I  should  like  to  congratulate 
the  chairman  of  our  committee  and  the 
other  House  conferees  on  the  substan¬ 
tial  achievement  which  I  believe  this 
conference  report  represents.  I  am  sure 
that  all  Members  realize  that  we  were 
engaged  in  discussion  with  the  other 
body  for  almost  exactly  2  months.  The 
main  argument  which  developed  pre¬ 
sented  a  deadlock  which  was  resolved 
only  a  few  days  ago.  This  was  on  the 
two  topics  discussed  on  pages  25  and  26 
of  the  conference  report;  namely,  the 
advisability  of  a  2-year  authorization 
and  a  special  survey  of  the  aid  program. 

The  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Adair]  referred  to  the  suggestion  by  the 
other  body  that  there  should  be  a  2 -year 
program  for  foreign  aid.  All  the  House 
conferees  felt  strongly  that  this  would 
be  most  inadvisable.  You  will  see  by  the 
terms  of  the  conference  report  that  we 
have  a  1-year  program  only.  The  con¬ 
ferees  have  also  suggested  that  earnest 
consideration  be  given,  should  the  ad¬ 
ministration  next  year  ask  for  a  longer 
authorization,  to  the  possibility  of  ex¬ 
tending  it  for  more  than  1  year. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman  from  In¬ 
diana  that  under  present  circumstances 
it  would  be  most  unwise  to  authorize  the 
foreign  aid  program  for  more  than  1 
year.  I  should  hope  that  in  a  few 
months  from  now  the  international  sit¬ 
uation  would  have  improved  so  drama¬ 
tically  that  we  could  consider  a  longer 
authorization,  but  I  do  not  consider  that 
likely.  I  should  suppose,  even  if  a  rec¬ 
ommendation  along  those  lines  were 
made,  that  it  might  be  difficult  to  per¬ 
suade  the  Members  of  the  House  that 
we  should  vote  for  a  period  longer  than 
12  months. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  urge  that  the 
conference  report  be  approved  today. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  ADAIR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Hall], 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreciate 
the  gentleman’s  yielding. 

I  should  like  to  associate  myself  with 
his  remarks  and  those  of  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  and  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Thomson].  I  am  glad  that 
the  report  is  not  held  in  abeyance  be¬ 
cause  of  the  two  Houses  being  at  logger- 
heads,  but  I  am  not  enthusiastic  about 
the  final  form  of  this  conferees’  report.  . 

In  view  of  the  “funny  thing  that  hap¬ 
pened  on  the  way  to  the  United  Nations” 
if  I  may  paraphrase  a  popular  play  that 
is  being  produced  in  New  York,  unlike 
a  “trip  to  the  subway,”  the  humor  escapes 
me,  in  all  deadly  seriousness.  I  should 
hope  that  in  any  future  studies  that 
might  be  made  or  conferences  that  might 
be  held,  we  will  agree  to  leave  the  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  programs  and  the  under¬ 
writing  of  the  advisory  groups  out  of  the 
foreign  aid  giveaway  authorization  and 
put  it  where  it  properly  belongs,  and 
where  it  would  have  to  be  reviewed  by 
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line  item  and  considered  as  a  part  of  the 
proper  portion  of  the  budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  extend  my  remarks  on  “A  Funny 
Thing  Happened  on  the  Way  to  the  U.N.” 
at  this  point. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

A  FUNNY  THING  HAPPENED  ON  THE  WAY 
TO  THE  U.N. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  other 
day  a  funny  thing  happened  on  the  way 
to  the  United  Nations,  except  unlike  the 
trip  to  a  subway  the  humor  escapes  me 
in  dead  seriousness. 

Ambassador  Arthur  Goldberg,  obvi¬ 
ously  following  the  dictates  of  the  White 
House  and  the  State  Department,  an¬ 
nounced  that  we  would  no  longer  insist 
that  other  nations  pay  their  fair  share 
of  U.N.  peacekeeping  assessments  as  re¬ 
quired  by  article  19  of  the  U.N.  Charter, 
and  reaffirmed  only  a  year  ago  by  the 
World  Court. 

And  so  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  come  full 
circle.  In  the  typical  “consensus”  man¬ 
ner  so  fashionable  these  days,  the  present 
leaders  of  this  great  Nation  have  simply 
decided  that  “If  you  can’t  lick  um, 
join  um.” 

And  we  have  done  just  that.  We  have 
sold  out  our  principles  and  its  convic¬ 
tions;  we  have  sold  all  of  them  and  the 
free  respected  and  responsible  nations  of 
the  world — “down  the  river,”  on  the  basis 
that  since  we  question  our  ability  to  win 
a  crucial  vote,  we  would  simply  “toss  in 
the  towel.”  What  a  tragic  milestone  in 
the  conduct  of  American  foreign  policy. 
What  a  tragic  heritage  to  leave  to  our 
children.  What  a  tragic  example  to  es¬ 
tablish  for  history.  What  a  tragic  loss 
of  backbone.  What  nostalgia  patriots 
must  have  for  old  cries  such  as,  “Millions 
for  defense,  but  not  one  penny  for 
tribute”;  yet  modern  day  patriots  and 
freedom  sleep. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  have  been  more 
impressed  with  the  first  action  of  our  new 
Ambassador,  if  his  announcement  had 
been  the  result  of  a  determination  that 
we  were  on  shaky  legal  ground  and  that 
in  fact  article  19  did  not  cover  the  case 
at  hand.  However,  mistaken  such  an 
appraisal  might  have  been,  at  least  it 
would  indicate  that  the  United  States 
was  not  “selling  out”  eternal  principles. 

But  Ambassador  Goldberg  stated  from 
one  side  of  his  mouth  that  we  stand  by 
our  conviction  that  article  19  requires 
the  payment  of  dues  or  the  loss  of  the 
vote,  and  then  proceeded  to  say  from  the 
other  that  we  would  abandon  that  prin¬ 
ciple  so  as  not  to  “rock  the  boat.”  Who 
does  he  and  “the  establishment”  think 
is  being  fooled? 

Apparently  the  fear  that  drove  us  into 
headlong  retreat  was  the  possibility  we 
might  lose  in  a  showdown  vote.  This  is 
a  new  concept  in  American  politics. 
Consider  the  possibility,  for  example,  that 
no  one  will  ever  contest  for  a  public 
office  because  a  political  pollster  shows 
that  the  other  fellow  might  win. 

I  would  have  been  much  prouder  of  my 
country  if  we  had  forced  the  questiefi  of 
payment  of  dues  to  a  vote,  albeit  we 
m'ght  have  lost.  In  fact,  I  believe  such 
a  course  predicated  on  standing  up  for 
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principle  would  have  been  better  for  the 
future  of  the  United  Nations  than  the 
course  of  turn  heel  and  run.  In  defeat 
we  would  have  set  an  example  that  we 
would  rather  be  right,  than  be  a  member 
of  an  illusive  majority.  We  would  have 
gained  enduring  respect  based  on  re¬ 
sponsible  action  we  are  wont  to  demand 
of  others,  instead  of  parlaying  for  al¬ 
ready  lost  and  always  elusive  “image.” 
Those  nations  which  voted  with  the 
Soviet  Union  would  have  to  spend  years 
explaining  why  a  nation  which  avoids 
its  responsibilities,  should  continue  to 
have  a  voting  voice  in  an  international 
organization. 

By  our  actions  we  have  not  strength¬ 
ened  the  United  Nations.  We  have  made 
it  infinitely  weaker.  We  have  stripped  it 
of  whatever  little  dignity  it  had  left. 

We  have  also  betrayed  the  American 
taxpayer  who  relied  on  our  soothing 
words  of  assurance  given  when  this  Con¬ 
gress  passed  a  $100  million  United  Na¬ 
tions  bond  issue.  We  have  given  the 
Kremlin  a  propaganda  victory  far  great¬ 
er  than  if  we  had  stood  our  ground  and 
lost.  We  have  “welched”  on  a  pledge 
and  lost  far  more  respect  among  our  al¬ 
lies  than  we  gained  among  our  enemies. 

In  the  wake  of  our  retreat  the  UPI 
reports  that  the  United  States  is  now 
warning  that  it  will  take  a  closer  look 
at  our  own  U.N.  assessments  and  reserve 
the  right  to  reduce  those  which  our  na¬ 
tional  interest  may  require. 

I  cannot  help  but  recall  that  3  years 
ago,  by  a  margin  of  11  votes,  this  House 
defeated  my  amendment  to  the  Foreign 
Aid  bill  to  limit  all  our  voluntary  con¬ 
tributions  to  U.N.  agencies  to  the  32- 
percent  statutory  limitation  imposed  on 
our  contribution  to  the  U.S.  general 
budget.  My  colleagues  will  recall  that 
we  contribute  over  40  percent  of  both 
the  U.N.  special  fund  and  the  U.N.  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  fund,  over  65  percent  to 
the  U.N.  Middle  East  refugee  program, 
and  as  high  as  100  percent  to  some  other 
U.N.  voluntary  programs. 

Many  Communist  and  so-called  neu¬ 
tralist  nations  are  the  beneficiaries  of 
these  programs  in  spite  of  their  minimal 
contributions.  It  remains  to  be  seen 
whether  the  State  Department  will  fol¬ 
low  through  on  our  warning,  or  whether 
these  are  merely  more  empty  words,  such 
as  those  which  previously  declared  we 
would  fight  for  the  principle  of  article 
19. 

Mr.  Speaker,  next  month  we  will  ob¬ 
serve  the  first  annual  World  Law  Day. 
Yet,  by  our  action  last  Monday,  we  have 
indicated  that  not  law,  but  expedien¬ 
cy  guides  our  actions  in  the  United  Na¬ 
tions. 

We  have  paid  a  high  price  for  con¬ 
sensus  and  we  have  bought  a  poor  sub¬ 
stitute  for  principle.  Our  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  has  blinded  justice  for  the  Nation 
in  recent  years  in  a  power  grab  for 
legislating  and  regulating  functions. 
Must  our  Nation  in  turn  blind  world  jus¬ 
tice  in  spite  of  its  duly  constituted  Court? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Chamberlain]. 

(Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 


Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
my  colleagues  know  I  have  been  greatly 
disturbed  about  the  extent  of  free  world 
shipping  to  North  Vietnam  for  the  past 
few  weeks  and  months. 

I  take  this  occasion  to  call  attention  to 
pages  22  and  23  of  the  conference  report 
which  makes  reference  to  this  problem. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  original  bill 
that  was  passed  by  the  House  had  a  pro¬ 
hibition  which  said  that,  “no  funds  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  made  available  under  this 
act  may  be  used  for  assistance  to  any 
country  which  failed  to  take  appropriate 
steps,  not  later  than  60  days  after  the 
enactment  of  the  bill,  to  prevent  ships  or 
aircraft  under  its  registry  from  trans¬ 
porting  equipment,  materials,  or  com¬ 
modities  to  or  from  North  Vietnam.” 

The  Senate  bill  had  no  such  prohibi¬ 
tion.  So  this  was  a  matter  that  was 
considered  in  conference.  I  want  the 
record  to  show  clearly  what  has  hap¬ 
pened  in  conference  to  this  prohibition. 
It  has  been  watered  down  and  it  says 
now  that  “the  President  shall  consider 
denying  assistance”  to  these  countries 
that  are  sending  ships  to  North  Vietnam. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  say  this  “considera¬ 
tion”  is  not  enough.  That  is  what  has 
been  going  on  for  the  past  few  years  and 
still  our  so-called  friends  are  supply¬ 
ing  the  enemy.  Here  we  have  lost  an 
opportunity  for  the  Congress  to  have 
taken  the  initiative  and  done  something 
about  this  national  scandal. 

In  the  report,  the  conferees  lamented 
that  the  complete  withdrawal  of  free 
world  carriers  to  North  Vietnam,  even  if 
it  could  be  achieved,  would  have  only  a 
very  limited  effect  upon  the  North  Viet¬ 
nam  economy. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  our  policy  seems  to 
be  that  if  such  trade  has  little  effect,  let 
them  go  ahead  and  trade.  Or,  in  other 
words,  if  someone  steals  a  few  gold  bricks 
from  Fort  Knox,  just  forget  it.  I  do  not 
see  it  that  way.  I  say  there  is  a  moral 
issue  involved  here.  The  Congress 
should  recognize  it. 

Then,  Mr.  Speaker,  going  to  the  top  of 
page  23  of  the  report,  it  says  that  free 
world  trade  in  North  Vietnam  is  “only 
about  17  percent.”  I  am  not  prepared  to 
challenge  that  17-percent  figure  today, 
but  I  will  tell  you  that  it  is  17  percent  too 
much  and  17  percent  more  than  the 
American  people  can  understand. 

The  report  goes  on  to  say  that  “45  per¬ 
cent  of  North  Vietnam’s  seaborne  im¬ 
ports  by  volume”  come  from  free  world 
ships. 

It  is  indeed  shocking  to  think  that  45 
percent  of  their  imports  come  from  free 
world  countries.  But  in  this  envelope  I 
have  in  my  hand,  I  have  the  classified  in¬ 
formation  from  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  and  the  45-percent  figure  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  report  does  not  square  with 
the  secret  facts.  If  any  of  my  colleagues 
want  to  see  the  classified  information,  I 
shall  be  pleased  to  make  it  available,  and 
I  am  sure  your  blood  will  boil  just  as 
mine  is  right  now. 

The  report  goes  on  to  say  that  free 
world  ships  also  carry  85  percent  of 
North  Vietnam’s  seaborne  exports. 

Can  you  imagine  this — free  world 
ships  carrying  85  percent  of  North  Viet¬ 
nam’s  exports.  What  in  the  name 
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of  freedom  is  happening  here  un¬ 
der  this  Capitol  dome?  How  can  we 
countenance  such  a  thing?  The  report 
goes  on  to  tell  us  that  if  this  trade  were 
stopped  that  Communist  countries 
"could,  in  time,  arrange  it  so  that  Com¬ 
munist-flag  vessels  and  planes  carried  all 
the  imports  and  exports  Hanoi  needed.” 
So  I  say,  let  them  do  it;  it  is  their  job.  It 
is  their  war.  Why  should  we  encourage 
our  friends  to  help  them? 

Then,  too,  the  report  says  that  “most 
of  the  countries  whose  ships  are  still  in 
the  North  Vietnam  trade  receive  little  or 
no  assistance  from  the  United  States.” 
It  is  just  a  few  million  dollars.  I  say 
there  is  a  moral  issue  involved,  and  we 
should  not  give  them  anything. 

Finally,  we  are  told  that  ‘‘the  manag¬ 
ers  on  the  part  of  the  House  accepted  the 
argument  that  negotiations  on  this  mat¬ 
ter  would  be  more  effective  if  there  was 
not  a  rigid  requirement  that  aid  be  ter¬ 
minated,”  and  that  it  would  be  best  to 
just  have  the  President  “consider  deny¬ 
ing  assistance”  to  these  traitors  to  free¬ 
dom. 

So  I  say  to  you  as  we  approve  this  con¬ 
ference  report  and  bill  today,  you  should 
be  prepared  as  you  go  home  and  face 
your  constituents  to  explain  to  them  why 
we  are  asking  them  to  finance  both  sides 
of  this  war — by  giving  aid  to  countries 
that  are  sending  their  ships  and  supplies 
to  keep  the  North  Vietnam  economy  go¬ 
ing,  and  by  asking  them  to  pay  as  well 
the  cost  of  fighting  the  war  in  South 
Vietnam. 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Hays], 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  be  among  those  who  congratulate  the 
chairman  and  the  other  members  of  the 
conference  committee  on  the  part  of  the 
House  for  standing  firm  on  the  1-year 
authorization.  The  chairman  never 
wavered.  There  was  a  great  deal  of 
pressure  put  on  to  get  this  thing  settled 
and,  as  one  member  of  the  committee, 
I  can  report  that  nobody  thought  of 
wavering  from  the  House  position. 

I  want  to  say,  however,  I  do  disagree 
wholeheartedly  with  the  statement  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  that  the 
military  part  of  this  bill  should  be  taken 
away  from  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs.  He  says  it  prflperly  belongs  at 
another  place.  I  do  not  want  that  state¬ 
ment  to  stand  unchallenged.  This  mili¬ 
tary  assistance  is  involved  in  foreign  aid, 
it  is  directly  involved  with  foreign  af¬ 
fairs.  It  was  determined  in  the  begin- 
ing  by  both  Parliamentarians  of  both 
bodies  that  it  belonged  to  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs.  That  is  where  it  is 
and,  if  I  have  anything  to  do  with  it, 
that  is  where  it  is  going  to  stay.  Once 
you  get  it  over  at  the  Pentagon  nobody 
will  know  who  is  getting  what.  If  there 
is  any  part  of  the  bill  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Affairs  does  not  give 
careful  scrutiny  to  I  would  not  know 
what  it  is,  including  the  military  assist¬ 
ance  program. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri. 


Mr.  HALL.  I  want  the  gentleman  to 
know  I  disagree  with  him,  of  course, 
about  whether  it  should  be  part  of  the 
foreign  affairs  authorization.  I  do  not 
disagree  with  him  in  particular  about 
getting  it  to  the  Pentagon.  I  rather  be¬ 
lieve  he  is  right  in  that  respect.  I  inten¬ 
tionally  did  not  mention  the  committee, 
to  which  I  thought  it  should  be  referred. 

I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  does  not 
agree  with  me  it  is  left  in  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs, 
because  (1)  it  is  part  of  the  “sweetener- 
technique”  in  order  to  get  the  Congress 
to  go  along  with  needed  continued  aid 
and  (b)  if  we  took  it  out  we  would  not 
have  much  foreign  aid  left  at  the  present 
time. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  can  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  there  may  be  some  validity  to 
that  position,  but  it  is  not  the  way  I  feel 
about  it.  I  was  in  favor  of  cutting  down 
on  foreign  aid  appropriations  and  au¬ 
thorizations  and  I  sometimes  think  we 
have  given  too  much  military  aic  to  too 
many  countries  that  could  not  use  it 
effectively.  I  would  not  argue  that  with 
the  gentleman.  The  argument  I  have 
and  the  position  I  take  is  that  I  believe 
it  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Affairs  and  I  am  going 
to  do  everything  I  can  to  see  that  it  stays 
there. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  has  consumed  3  minutes. 

Mr.  GALLAGHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wish  to  express  my  warmest  commenda¬ 
tion  and  admiration  for  the  way  in  which 
our  esteemed  chairman,  “Doc”  Mogran, 
has  led  the  fight  to  sustain  the  House 
position  in  the  conference  on  the  foreign 
aid  bill. 

Naturally,  there  always  has  to  be  some 
element  of  compromise  when  reconciling 
the  Senate  and  House  differences  in  any 
major  legislation,  but  Dr.  Morgan  has 
succeeded  in  preserving  the  House  posi¬ 
tion  on  all  the  principal  features  of  the 
bill,  particularly  on  the  question  of  the 
1-year  authorization. 

The  conference  agreement  was 
reached  only  after  14  meetings  during 
the  past  2  months,  and  is  a  tribute  to  the 
indomitable  patience  and  the  wealth  of 
knowledge  exhibited  by  Chairman  Mor¬ 
gan.  “Doc”  Morgan  and  his  fellow  con¬ 
ferees,  both  Democratic  and  Republican, 
deserve  our  congratulations  for  a  diffi¬ 
cult  task  well  done.  The  end  result  of 
their  labors  merits  our  fullest  support. 
I  urge  that  there  is  wide  support  for  this 
conference  report  and  I  hope  it  passes 
by  an  overwhelming  majority. 

Perhaps  it  is  a  time,  too,  to  have  the 
record  include  the  fact  that  “Doc”  Mor¬ 
gan  is  one  of  the  great  unsung  heroes  of 
not  only  the  foreign  aid  program  but  of 
U.S.  foreign  policy  as  well.  He  is  an  un¬ 
assuming  man  and  avoids  the  spotlight 
whenever  he  can.  But  those  who  know 
him  well  are  fully  aware  of  the  great  role 
he  plays  behind  the  scenes  in  practically 
every  foreign  policy  step  America  takes. 

He  has  rendered  great  service  to  the 
United  States,  to  our  national  interest, 
and  to  our  national  security.  I  am  sure 
my  colleagues  will  join  me  in  hoping  he 
continues  to  do  so  for  a  long  time  in  the 
years  ahead. 
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Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  question  was  taken. 

Mr.  ADAIR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present  and  make  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  244,  nays  150,  not  voting  40, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  242] 

YEAS— 244 


Adams 

Addabbo 

Albert 

Anderson, 

Tenn. 

Annunzio 

Ashley 

Aspinall 

Ayres 

Baldwin 

Bandstra 

Barrett 

Bates 

Beckworth 

Bell 

Bingham 

Boggs 

Boland 

Bolling 

Bolton 

Brademas 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Burke 

Burton,  Calif. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Callan 

Cameron 

Celler 

Clark 

Cleveland 

Clevenger 

Cohelan 

Conable 

Conte 

Conyers 

Cooley 

Corbett 

Corman 

Craley 

Culver 

Daddario 

Daniels 

Dawson 

Delaney 

Dent 

Denton 

Diggs 

Dingell 

Donohue 

Dow 

Downing 

Dulski 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Dwyer 

Dyal 

Edmondson 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Evans,  Colo. 

Everett 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Fallon 

Farbstein 

Farnsley 

Farnum 

Fascell 

Feighan 

Flood 

Foley 

Ford, 

William  D. 
Fraser 

Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton,  Pa. 
Gallagher 


Garmatz 

Glalmo 

Gibbons 

Gilbert 

Gilligan 

Gonzalez 

Grabowski 

Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 

Green,  Pa. 

Greigg 

Grider 

Griffin 

Griffiths 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Halleck 

Hamilton 

Hanley 

Hanna 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Hardy 

Harris 

Hathaway 

Hawkins 

Hays 

Hubert 

Hechler 

Helstoski 

Herlong 

Hicks 

Holifield 

Holland 

Horton 

Hosmer 

Howard 

Huot 

Irwin 

Jacobs 

Joelson 

Johnson,  Calif. 
Jones,  Ala. 
Karsten 
Karth 

Kastenmeier 

Kee 

Keith 

Kelly 

Keogh 

King,  Calif. 

King,  Utah 

Kirwan 

Kluczynski 

Krebs 

Kunkel 

Landrum 

Leggett 

Long,  Md. 

Love 

McCarthy 

McDade 

McDowell 

McFall 

McGrath 

McVicker 

MacGregor 

Machen 

Mackay 

Mackie 

Madden 

Mahon 

Mailliard 

Mathias 

Matsunaga 

Meeds 


Mills 

Mlnish 

Mink 

Monagan 

Morgan 

Morrison 

Morse 

Morton 

Moss 

Multer 

Murphy,  HI. 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Natcher 

Nedzi 

Nelsen 

Nix 

O’Brien 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Olson,  Minn. 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Ottinger 

Patman 

Patten 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Philbin 

Pickle 

Pike 

Pirnie 

Price 

Pucinski 

Purcell 

Quie 

Redlin 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Resnick 

Reuss 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Roberts 

Robison 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Ronan 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Roosevelt 

Rosenthal 

St  Germain 

St.  Onge 

Scheuer 

Schisler 

Schmidhauser 

Schweiker 

Selden 

Senner 

Sickles 

Sisk 

Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Springer 

Stafford 

Staggers 

Stalbaum 

Stratton 

Stubblefield 

Sullivan 

Sweeney 

Teague,  Calif. 

Tenzer 

Thompson,  N.J. 
Thompson,  Tex, 
Todd 
Trimble 
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Tunney 

Watts 

Wydler 

Tupper 

Weltner 

Yates 

Udall 

Whalley 

Young 

Ullman 

White,  Idaho 

Zablocki 

Van  Deerlin 

WidnaU 

Vanik 

Wilson, 

Vigorito 

Charles  H. 

Vivian 

Wolff 

NAYS— 150 

Abbltt 

Erlenborn 

Mosher 

Abernethy 

Findley 

Murray 

Adair 

Fino 

O’Konski 

Anderson,  HI. 

Fisher 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Andrews, 

Flynt 

Passman 

Glenn 

Fountain 

Felly 

Andrews, 

Gathings 

Poage 

N.  Dak. 

Gettys 

Poff 

Ashbrook 

Goodell 

Pool 

Ashmore 

Gross 

Quillen 

Baring 

Grover 

Race 

Battin 

Gubser 

Randall 

Belcher 

Gurney 

Reid,  HI. 

Bennett 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Reifel 

Berry 

Haley 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Betts 

Hall 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Bow 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Bray 

Harsha 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Roncalio 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Roudebush 

Buchanan 

Henderson 

Roush 

Burleson 

Hull 

Rumsfeld 

Burton,  Utah 

Hungate 

Satterfield 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hutchinson 

Saylor 

Callaway 

Ichord 

Schneebeli 

Casey 

Jarman 

Secrest 

Cederberg 

Jennings 

Shipley 

Chamberlain 

Johnson,  Okla. 

Shriver 

Chelf 

Jonas 

Skubitz 

Clancy 

Jones,  Mo. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Clausen, 

Laird 

Smith,  Va. 

Don  H. 

Langen 

Stanton 

Clawson,  Del 

Latta 

Steed 

Collier 

Lennon 

Stephens 

Colmer 

Lipscomb 

Talcott 

Cramer 

Long,  La. 

Taylor 

Cunningham 

McClory 

Teague,  Tex. 

Curtin 

McCulloch 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Dague 

McEwen 

Tuck 

Davis,  Ga. 

McMillan 

Tuten 

Davis,  Wis. 

Marsh 

Waggonner 

de  la  Garza 

Martin,  Ala. 

Walker,  Miss. 

Derwinski 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

Devine 

Matthews 

Watkins 

Dickinson 

May 

Watson 

Dole 

Michel 

White,  Tex. 

Dorn 

MinshaU 

Whitener 

Dowdy 

Mize 

Whitten 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

MoeUer 

WUliams 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Moore 

Willis 

Ellsworth 

Morris 

Wyatt 

NOT  VOTING— 40 

Andrews, 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Reinecke 

George  W. 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Rostenkowski 

Arends 

Fuqua 

Roybal 

Blatnik 

Halpern 

Ryan 

Bonner 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Scott 

Brock 

King,  N.Y. 

Sikes 

Brown,  Calif. 

Kornegay 

Thomas 

Brown,  Ohio 

Lindsay 

Toll 

CabeU 

Macdonald 

Utt 

Cahill 

Martin,  Mass. 

Wilson,  Bob 

Carey 

Miller 

Wright 

Carter 

Moorhead 

Younger 

Curtis 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Fogarty 

Powell 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

The  Clerk 
pairs: 

announced 

the  following 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Fogarty  for,  with  Mr.  Sikes  against. 

Mr.  Gerald  R.  Ford  for,  with  Mr.  Kornegay 
against. 

Mr.  Arends 

for,  with  Mr. 

Bonner  against. 

Mr.  Martin  of  Massachusetts  for,  with  Mr. 
Scott  against. 

Mr.  Halpern  for,  with  Mr.  Fuqua  against. 
Mr.  Lindsay  for,  with  Mr.  Carter  against. 
Mr.  Miller  for,  with  Mr.  Younger  against. 
Mr.  Macdonald  for,  with  Mr.  George  W. 
Andrews  against. 

Mr.  Thomas  for,  with  Mr.  Cabell  against. 
Mr.  Toll  for,  with  Mr.  Utt  against. 

Mr.  Brown  of  California  for,  with  Mr. 
Brown  of  Ohio  against. 


Mr.  Moorhead  for,  with  Mr.  Reinecke 
against. 

Mr.  Roybal  for,  with  Mr.  Johnson  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  against. 

Mr.  Rostenkowski  for,  with  Mr.  King  of 
New  York  against. 

Mr.  Blatnik  for,  with  Mr.  Bob  Wilson 
against. 

Mr.  Carey  for,  with  Mr.  Brock  against. 

Mr.  Powell  for,  with  Mr.  Curtis  against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  Fulton  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Ryan. 

Mr.  Wright  with  Mr.  O’Hara  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  WILLIS  and  Mr.  McEWEN 
changed  their  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  CONABLE  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 
REMARKS 

MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
ious  consent  that  all  Members/ 
may  Have  5  legislative  days  in  which 
extend  their  remarks  in  the  RECORD/0n 
the  conference  report  just  agreed 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mf.  Al¬ 
bert)  .  Is  tlWe  objection  to  tho/request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania? 
There  was  no  objection. 


AMENDING  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERV¬ 
ICE  ACT  TO  IMPROVE  EDUCA¬ 
TIONAL  QUALITY  OF  SCHOOLS  OF 
MEDICINE,  D^NTIST^Y,  AND  OS¬ 
TEOPATHY 

Mr.  PEPPER^  from  the  Corhmittee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  CH.  Res.  535,  Rept.  No.  815), 
which  wasreferred  to  the  House  Calendar 
and  ordered  to  be  printed : 

H.  Res.  535 

Reablved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  thl 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that'' 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
If  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Un¬ 
ion  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
3141)  to  amend  the  Public  Health  Service  Act 
to  improve  the  educational  quality  of  schools 
of  medicine,  dentistry,  and  osteopathy,  to 
authorize  grants  under  that  Act  to  such 
schools  for  the  awarding  of  scholarships  to 
needy  students,  and  to  extend  expiring  pro¬ 
visions  of  that  Act  for  student  loans  and  for 
aid  in  construction  of  teaching  facilities  for 
students  in  such  schools  and  schools  for  other 
health  professions,  and  for  other  purposes. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined 
to  the  bill  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed 
two  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member  of  the  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce,  the  bill  shall  be 
read  for  amendment  under  the  five -minute 
rule.  It  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  the 
substitute  amendment  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  now  in  the  bill  and  such  substitute 
for  the  purpose  of  amendment  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  under  the  five-minute  rule  as  an 
original  bill.  At  the  conclusion  of  such  con¬ 
sideration  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  re¬ 
port  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend¬ 
ments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  any 
member  may  demand  a  separate  vote  in  the 
House  on  any  of  the  amendments  adopted  in 


the  Committee  of  the  Whole  to  the  bill  or 
committee  substitute.  The  previous  ques* 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill 
and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
I  without  intervening  motion  except  one/mo- 
jtion  to  recommit  with  or  without  instruc¬ 
tions. 

DEPARTMENTS  OF  STATE/JUSTICE, 
AND  COMMERCE,  THfe  JUDICI¬ 
ARY,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATION  BJLL,  1966 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  /New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  call  up  the  conference  report 
on  the  bill  (H.R.  8639)  making  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  .Departments  of  State, 
Justice,  and  Gcwnmerce,  the  Judiciary, 
and  related  agencies,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June/30,  1966,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  and/ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
.part  of/ihe  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the 
report 

(e  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
ie  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
ie  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
rork? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Aug.  18, 
1965.) 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chau-  recognizes  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Rooney], 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  bill  (H.R.  8639)  makes  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Departments  of 
State,  Justice,  and  Commerce,  the  judi¬ 
ciary  and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1966.  It  contains 
a  total  of  $2,057,597,150  in  direct  appro¬ 
priations  and  also  contains  a  total  of 
$3,898,400,000  for  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  which  is  derived  from  the  high¬ 
way  trust  fund. 

The  total  amount  agreed  upon  in  con¬ 
ference  is  $28,092,750  below  the  amount 
of  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  House  on 
June  1. 

It  is  also  $117,612,550  below  the  total 
.965  appropriations.  However,  there 
11  no  doubt  be  supplemental  requests 
foi\fiscal  year  1966  which  might  change 
this  particular  comparison. 

Thevpending  bill  is  $114,338,450  be¬ 
low  thesfotal  amount  of  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates. 

I  shoulcf'point  out  that  all  unbudgeted 
weather  sendees  which  had  been  added 
by  the  other pody  were  deleted  in  con¬ 
ference. 

Both  the  HoriXe  and  Senate  versions 
of  the  bill  carried,  an  appropriation  of 
$100,000  as  the  total  cost  of  the  presen¬ 
tation  of  a  statue  or.  Abraham  Lincoln 
to  Mexico.  The  proposal  submitted  to 
the  House  committee  was  that  this  was 
to  be  a  replica  of  the  existing  statue  now 
in  Lincoln  Park,  Chicago,  and  it  was  on 
this  basis  that  funds  were  approved  by 
the  House  committee.  The  Department 
of  State  is  expected  to  adhere\to  that 
proposal  and  not  to  use  taxpayers’  dol¬ 
lars  for  any  so-called  original  creations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  following  table 
cates  the  actions  of  the  House-Senate 
conferees  with  regard  to  the  variou 
items  contained  in  the  pending  bill : 
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Departments  of  Stale,  Justice,  and  Commerce,  the  judiciary,  and  related  agencies,  1966 


Item 


Department  of  State. 

Department  of  Justice _ 

Department  of  Commerce.. 

Bureau  of  Pubn^  Roads  (highway 
trust  fund). 

The  judiciary _ 

American  Battle  Monuments  Commis¬ 
sion _ 

Commission  on  Civil  Right! 

Office  of  Education:  Civil  rights  educa¬ 
tional  activities. 

Manpower  Administration:  Special  stu¬ 
dy - - - 

Commission  on  International  Ru\s  of 

Judicial  Procedure _ 

Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Cob 

mission _ 

Federal  Maritime  Commission _ 

Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission- 
Small  Business  Administration . 

Special  representative  for  trade  negotia¬ 
tions _ _ _ _ _ 

Subversive  Activities  Control  Board. 

Tariff  Commission _ 

U.S.  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament 

Agency _ 

U.S.  Information  Agency. 

Total _ 


i  Not  considered  in  House. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  has  an¬ 
swered  the  question  I  wanted  to  ask,  to  a 
.  degree  that  is,  as  to  whether  this  was  to 
be  followed  by  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  Well,  I 
always  like  to  be  frank,  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  One  might 
expect  supplemental  requests  for  appro¬ 
priations. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man,  the  chairman  of  one  of  the  appro¬ 
priation  subcommittees  stunned  me  a 
couple  of  days  ago  when  he  said  there 
would  be  some  $2  billion — $2  billion  of 
supplemental  appropriations  in  addition 
to  the  billions  in  the  conference  that  he 
reported  to  the  floor  of  the  House. 

I  would  hope  the  gentleman  could  as¬ 
sure  the  House  there  will  not  be  anything  _ 
in  the  nature  of  $2  billion  more  being 
requested  for  the  departments  of  Sta> 
Justice,  and  Commerce. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  0h,  I 
would  be  overwhelmed  if  any  sucjathing 
as  that  happened. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I,  too,  do  not  i/ant  to  be 
overwhelmed  again  on  this  sc/re. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  Yoyk.  I  hope  to 
keep  this  $114  million  plu/ that  we  have 
saved  the  taxpayers  on  ice  and  I  do  not 
intend  to  let  anybody/without  justifica¬ 
tion  melt  that  ice. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  cofiipliment  the  gentle¬ 
man  on  the  savings  that  have  been  ef¬ 
fected  here,  ai \dL  I  certainly  hope  that 
any  supplemental  appropriations,  what¬ 
ever  they  msfy  be,  will  be  held  to  the 
irreducibleininimum. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker/l  move  the  previous  question. 
The/previous  question  was  ordered. 
The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 
''motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
tafile. 


1965  appro¬ 
priation 

1966  budget 
estimate 

Passed 

House 

Passed 

Senate 

Conference 

action 

$384, 848, 000 
384, 996,  000 
980, 156, 000 

$405, 210, 000 
373, 834,  000 
937,  030,  000 

$388,202,000 
370,  819,  000 
889,  522, 000 

$390, 125,  000 
370, 919,  000 
851, 122, 900 

$389,  602, 000 
370,  869,  000 
856, 851,  250 

(3, 898, 250, 000) 
75, 397,  700 

(3,  900,  000, 000) 
87, 865,  500 

(3,  898,  400, 000) 
81,  111,  900 

(3, 898, 400, 000) 
80,  693, 900 

(3, 898, 400,  000) 
80,  693,  900 

1, 816, 000 
1, 280, 000 

2, 148,  000 
1,  720,  000 

2, 148,  000 
1,  500, 000 

2, 148, 000 
1, 500, 000 

2, 148,  000 

1,  500,  000 

8, 000, 000 

100,000 

25,000 

2,  250, 000 
,  2,  946, 000 

\  1,  714,  000 

\152, 486,  000 

8,  000,  000 

4, 000, 000 

5, 000, 000 

5,000,00<^ 

200, 000 

2, 300, 000 
3, 390, 000 
1,  950,  000 
157, 315,  000 

■ 

0) 

3, 100, 000 
1,  915,  000 
157, 065,  000 

2, 750, 000 
3, 180,  000 
1,  915,  000 
157,  065,  000 

2,  750,  000 
3, 150,  000 

1,  915,  000 
157, 065,  000 

\  556,000 
N40, 000 
3, 345, 000 

567, 000 
480,  000 
3, 505,  000 

556,  000 
480,000 
3, 400, 000 

556,  000 
480, 000 
3, 400,  000 

556,  000 
480,  000 

3,  400, 000 

9,  000+nO 
165,854,000 

12,  272, 000 
173, 249, 100 

10,  000, 000 
171, 871, 000 

10, 000, 000 
171, 617,  000 

10,  000, 000 
171,  617, 000 

2, 175, 209,  700 

\2, 171, 935, 600 

2, 085,  689,  900 

2,  052, 471, 800 

2, 057,  597, 150 

Conference  action  compared  with — 


1965  appro¬ 
priation 


+$4,  754,  000 
-14, 127,000 
-123,304,750 

(+150,  000) 
+5, 296,  200 

+332, 000 
+220,  000 

-3, 000,  000 

-100,000 

-25,  000 

+500,000 
+204,  000 
+201,  000 
+4,  579,  000 


+1/00,000 
+>(763,000 


1966  budget 
estimate 


— $15, 608, 000 
-2, 965,000 
-80, 178, 750 

(-1, 600,000) 
-7, 171,  600 


-220,000 
-3,  000,  000 

■  -2O0;OOO 

/450, 000 
-240,  000 
-35,  000 
-250,  000 

-11,000 

'-ios’ooo' 

-2,272,000 

-1,632,100 


House 


+$1,  400, 000 
+50, 000 
—32, 670, 75C 


'+1, 000, 000 


+2,  750, 000 
+50,000 


-254,  000 


117,612,550  -114,338,450  -28,092,750 


Senati 


$523, 000 
-50,000 
+5, 728, 350 


-30, 000 


+5, 125,  350 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  ''ROONEY  of  New  York.  M. r. 
Speaker M  ask  unanimous  consent/that 
all  Members  may  have  5  legislative  days 
in  which  to\xtend  their  remarks  on  the 
conference  report. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempocg.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  pie  gentleman 
from  New  York? 

There  was  no  obje\tioy 


INTERSTATE 

AMEI 


)MEI 


SRCE  ACT 
CS 


Mr.  HARRIS/  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
th  conferencr/  report  on  thexbill  (H.R. 
5401)  to  amend  the  Interstate  bommeree 
Act  so  as  to  strengthen  and  improve  the 
national  .transportation  system,  afid  for 
other  mu-poses,  and  ask  unanimous\on- 
sent  that  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  pie  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  li£ 
of  /he  report. 

file  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Au¬ 
gust  18,  1965.) 

Mr.  HARRIS  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing)  .  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  further  reading  of  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  may  be  dispensed 
with. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  trust  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  take  a  little  time  to  explain  what 
this  is  all  about. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  It  will  be  the  purpose 
of  the  gentleman  to  do  so.  I  thought 
this  would  save  some  time. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill, 
H.R.  5401,  is  the  result  of  several  years 
of  work  by  both  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Commerce  and  the  House  Committee 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  to 
improve  our  transportation  program. 

It  may  be  remembered  that  in  the  87th 
Congress  a  bill  having  for  its  purpose 
most  of  the  provisions  included  in  this 
report  was  reported  by  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  and  passed  the  Senate  and  came 
to  the  House. 

It  may  be  remembered  also  that  in  the 
87th  Congress  the  House  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  after 
several  months  of  study,  hearings,  and 
consideration,  reported  a  transportation 
bill,  but  the  bill  did  not  clear  the  Rules 
Committee,  in  view  of  some  controversial 
features  in  it.  That  bill  did  include  some 
of  the  provisions  included  in  this  report, 
which  is  considered  to  be  necessary  to 
strengthen  and  improve  the  transporta¬ 
tion  program. 

In  this  Congress  the  committee  again 
tdok  up  the  problem,  and  after  exten- 
sivefiiearings  and  consideration  the  com¬ 
mittee  reported  the  bill,  H.R.  5401,  which 
was  brought  to  the  floor  of  the  House 
and  debated  at  considerable  length,  as 
MembersNwill  recall,  and  passed  by  an 
overwhelming  vote,  if  not  a  unanimous 
vote. 

The  bill  weht  to  the  other  body  with 
these  provisional  which  had  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  both \hranches  of  Congress 
heretofore.  The  bommeree  Committee 
of  the  other  body  reported  a  bill  having 
similar  purposes  to  tnpse  of  the  House 
bill,  and  passed  it. 

There  were  four  majorMifferences  be¬ 
tween  the  House  and  Senate  versions. 
The  conferees  have  considered  these  dif¬ 
ferences.  This  is  a  unanimous  confer¬ 
ence  report  by  the  conferees  ofNjoth  the 
House  and  the  Senate. 

The  four  provisions  in  which  \here 
were  differences,  as  between  the  H^use 
and  Senate  bills,  I  shall  explain. 

The  first  had  to  do  with  the  jurisdic 
tion  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com-' 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  conference  report  on  for^gn  aid  bill.  Sen.  Pearson 
inserted  article  expressing  concern  over  level  of  farrrNincome.  Rep.  Jones  urged 
elimination  of  soil  bank  provision  from  cotton  program.  \Rep.  Farbstein  urged 
USDA  compliance  with  cargo  preference  law,  Rep»  Price  inserted  article  on 
development  of  food  irradia/tion* 


SENATE 

1.  PUBLIC  WORKS  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Passed  with  amendments  this  bil\,  R.  Q220 
(pp.  2030U/  20361i-79,  20391-613).  Conferees  were  appointed  (p.  20^15 ). .  House 
conferees/nave  not  yet  been  appointed.  The  bill  includes  items  Ior\rLvi-i_ 
tions  c y  the  Department  of  Defense,  power  agencies  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior/  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  and  Delaware 
Rive/ Basin  Commission.  Also  this  bill  includes  various  general > 
ap/ying  to  the  Government  generally,  as  follows:  Limits  the  amount  which\may 
/ paid  for  a  passenger  vehicle  to  $1,300,  except  for  station  wagons  the 
num  of  which  is  $1,930.  Requires  Federal  employees  to  be  U.  S.  citizens,  with 
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■s  from  Poland  or  the  Baltic  countries  lawfully 

3nt  residence.  Provides  for  quarters  and  oost- 
ze  with  the  Overseas  Differentials  and  A]/ow- 
d  employees  whose  nominations  the  Senate/has 
i  may  be  paid  for  the  U.  S,  Code  to  $U/per  vol- 
L  Digest  to  $1u25  per  volume*  and  $6J50  per 
rtice  Digest.  In  the  case  of  certain  corpora- 
Lable  for  certain  purposes*  such  a/  rent  in  the 
xreign  credits  to  be  used  only  when  reimburse- 
irtment.  Provides  that  during  tme  current  fis- 
reserved  or  set  aside  for  specified  programs 
ne  carried  on  the  books  of  t^e  Treasury  in  un- 
lse  of  funds  by  any  agency for  publicity  or 
support  or  defeat  legislation  pending  before 

/ 

il52*  to  provide  means/for  expediting  the^re- 
1  the  Federal  intermediate  credit  banks*  in- 
>ermitted  such  banks  in  relation  to  their  cap¬ 
tion  credit  associations  to  acquire  addition 
3  for  allocating/certain  earnings  of  such  banks 
and  to  increase  the  authority  of  the  credit 
overnment  sou/ces.  pp.  20ip/7-80  I 


3*  FOREIGN  AID.  Began  consideration  of  the  conference  report  on  H*  R»  7750*  the 
foreign  aid  authorization  bill*  pp.  20615*  206l6*  20625-6 

1;.  FOREIGN  TRADE j  SILK.  Conferees  were  ajWointed  on  H,  R*  5i768*  to  extend  for  an 
additional  3-year  period  (until  Nov.  /7*\l968)  the  existing  suspension  of  duties 
on  certain  classifications  of  silk  yarn  Op.  20591) .  House  conferees  have  al¬ 
ready  been  appointed*  /  \ 

5.  STOCKPILE.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  to  authorize  the  disposal* 

without  regard  to  the  prescribed  6-month  waiting  period*  of  approximately  o 20,- 
000  long  tons  of  natural  rubber  from  the  nation/L  stockpile  (p.  ^017  )•  is 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  \ 

6.  FARM  PROGRAM,  Sen.  Pears6n  inserted  an  article*  "Farm  Production  Versus  Price: 

A  Question  of  Emphasis/'  expressing  concern  over  the\level  of  fa™  income  and 
suggesting  that  farmers  switch  emphasis  from  production  to  marketing  and  pric¬ 
ing  of  farm  commodities,  pp,  20U95-6  \ 

7.  PATENTS.  Sen.  Montoya  inserted  Sen.  Morse's  testimony  before  the  Patent  Subcom¬ 

mittee  outlining''7" a  practical  system  of  procedures  for  granting  various  kin  s 
of  licenses  which  would  provide  incentives  for  contractors  tb  deve lop  Govern¬ 
ment-finance  s/inventions*  while  at  the  same  time  maintaining  Slexibility  and 
allowing  the  recognition  of  the  small  business  interests /pp.  20497-504 

8.  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Bayh  inserted  an  address  by  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Udall 

stressing  the  importance  of  conserving  our  natural  resources.  pp.\20496-/ 

9.  WATER/RESOURCES .  Sen.  Scott  expressed  concern  over  the  effects  of  the\drought 

in  the  Northeast  on  water  resources  in  the  area.  pp.  20^89-90  \ 

10.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Randolph  announced  that  the  Civil  Service  Subcommittee  of\the 
/Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  will  hold  a  hearing  Aug.  25  on  S.23^3^ 
/  to  authorize  additional  GS-l6*  GS-17,  and  GS-18  positions  for  use  in  agencies 
or  functions  created  or  substantially  expanded  after  June  30*  1965*  p.  20hoS  \ 
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farmland  in  the  flood  plain  area  from  the 
reservoir  to  the  mouth  of  Wolf  Creek.  Op¬ 
erating  in  conjunction  with  Port  Supply 
Reservoir,  it  would  provide  protection  to  ap¬ 
proximately  29,000  additional  acres  of  farm¬ 
land  from\the  mouth  of  Wolf  Creek  to  the 
upper  limit\of  Canton  Reservoir.  Operating 
in  conjunction  with  Canton  Reservoir,  Op¬ 
tima  would  aia'in  flood  protection  to  approxi¬ 
mately  68,000  additional  acres  of  farmland 
from  Canton  Reservoir  to  Oklahoma  City. 

In  addition  to  these  impressive  flood  con¬ 
trol  benefits,  OptimaSReservoir  will  also  pro¬ 
vide  a  dependable  yield  of  10  million  gallons 
of  water  per  day  for  watgr  supply.  The  cities 
of  Guymon  and  HardestyXOkla.,  and  the  city 
of  Goodwell,  Panhandle  A/fc  M.  College,  have 
adopted  resolutions  requesting  this  water 
for  their  municipal  and  industrial  uses.  The 
resolutions  provide  assurances  that  the  costs 
allocated  to  water  supply  will  be  repaid  to 
the  Federal  Government  as  requltfd  by  the 
Water  Supply  Act  of  1958. 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  keeping  in  mind  the  present  Divest¬ 
ment  of  over  half  a  million  dollars  of  Federal 
funds,  plus  the  vast  benefits  which  tjie 
Optima  Reservoir  will  provide  the  people 
Oklahoma,  through  the  prevention  of  dis- 
astrous  floods,  the  availability  of  water  for 
recreation,  and  for  domestic  reserves  to  meet 
the  demands  of  an  ever-increasing  popula¬ 
tion,  and  finally  the  protection  afforded  the 
valuable,  productive  farmlands  of  the  North 
Canadian  Valley,  I  respectfully  request  that 
the  committee  include  in  the  fiscal  year  1966 
appropriations  the  $1,200,000  needed  to  in¬ 
itiate  construction  on  the  Optima  project. 

With  these  three  exceptions,  I  will  stand 
in  support  of  the  President’s  budget  re¬ 
quests. 

Also,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  point 
to  the  Arkansas  River  navigation  project 
which  is  of  vital  interest  to  the  people  of 
Arkansas  and  Oklahoma.  The  President’s 
budget  asks  for  $136,300,000  for  this  project 
as  follows: 

Project: 

Arkansas  River  and  tributar-  Amount 
ies  (bank  stabilization) - $14,700,000 

Arkansas  River  and  tributar¬ 
ies  (navigation  locks  and 
dams) _  79,  000,  000 

Dardanelle  lock  and  dam -  1,700,000 

Ozark  lock  and  dam -  9,  000,  000 

Keystone  Reservoir -  5,  500,  000 

Robert  S.  Kerr  lock  and  darn.  18,  100,  000 

Webbers  Falls  lock  and  dam_  8,  300,  000 

Total _  136,300,000 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  budget  request  will, 
keep  the  project  on  schedule  for  completic 
in  1970,  and  I  would  like  to  express  my 
preciation  for  the  full  cooperation  which* 1  we 
have  had  from  the  President,  this  cojfimit- 
tee,  the  Congress,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
in  continually  keeping  this  project  on 
schedule. 

Your  consideration  of  my  reqriests  is  ap¬ 
preciated. 

Thank  you. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the/ third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pa^s? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mpr  President,  I  wish  to 
take  a  minute  to/state  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  that  I  am  certainly  glad 
the  country  has  had  the  services  of  the 
Senator  from/Louisiana.  He  serves  with 
great  distinction,  but  at  the  same  time 
I  would  say  he  should  have  been  a  judge, 
for  I  do  riot  know  of  anyone  who  carries 
out  his/public  services  with  a  finer  judi¬ 
cial  temperament  than  does  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  in  handling  the  public 
works  appropriations  and  items  before 
<s  subcommittee  each  year. 

It  would  certainly  be  unappreciative 


of  me  as  a  Senator  from  Oregon  if  I  did 
not  take  just  a  minute,  in  behalf  of  the 
people  of  my  State,  to  express  our  thanks 
to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  for  his 
impartiality. 

That  does  not  mean  that  certain 
groups  have  always  been  pleased  in  in¬ 
stances  in  which  certain  groups  have  felt 
they  should  have  obtained  some  projects, 
but  I  have  said  to  them,  when  they  have 
expressed  their  disappointment  at  not 
getting  what  they  wanted,  that  they  are 
indebted  and  the  State  is  indebted  to 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  for  his  im¬ 
partiality  and  fairness  and  his  insistence 
that  a  group  come  in  and  establish  its 
case  on  its  merits. 

The  Senator  knows  that  in  the  many 
years  we  have  served  together  in  the 
Senate  I  have  never  asked  for  anything 
except  on  the  basis  of  the  facts.  He  has 
weighed  them  carefully.  This  year  he 
has  demonstrated  again  his  judicial  tem¬ 
perament.  That  is  why  we  place  so  much 
trust  and  faith  in  his  impartiality. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
taving  been  read  the  third  time,  the/ 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  / 

le  bill  (H.R.  9220)  was  passed. 
ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  \to  reconsider  the  vote  by  /vhich 
the  bill\was  passed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lat  that  motion  on  tne  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  t)fe  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  title  wasNamendad  so  as  to  read: 
“An  act  making  appropriations  for  cer¬ 
tain  civil  functions\aoministered  by  the 
Department  of  Defense,  the  Panama 
Canal,  certain  agencies  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission,  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway 
Development/Corporation, ^  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority,  the  Delaware  River 
Basin  Commission,  and  the  Irkeroceanic 
Canal  Commission,  for  the  meal  year 
endin^/June  30,  1966,  and  for  otn^r  pur¬ 
pose:^ 

ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ive  that  the  Senate  insist  on  its 
lendments  and  request  a  conference 
'with  the  House  of  Representatives  there 
on,  and  that  the  Chair  appoint  the  con 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  El- 
lender,  Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Russell  of 
Georgia,  Mr.  McClellan,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr. 
Magnuson,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Bible,  Mr. 
McNamara,  Mr.  Pastore,  Mr.  Hruska, 
Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota,  Mr.  Mundt, 
and  Mrs.  Smith  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senate  will  proceed  to  the 

consideration - 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President— — 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  obj  ect  ?  / 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  believe  tfcat  this  bill 
should  go  over. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  Over,  Mi/President. 
The  PRESIDING  OFp’ICER.  Objec- 
tionis  heard. 


ADJUSTMENTS  IN  ANNUITIES  UN¬ 
DER  THE  FOREIGN  SERVICE  RE¬ 
TIREMENT  AND  DISABILITY 
SYSTEM 

Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  immediate  consideration  of  cal¬ 
endar  No.  614,  H.R.  4170. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Calendar  No. 
614,  H.R.  4170,  to  provide  for  adjustments 
in  annuities  under  the  Foreign  Service 
retirement  and  disability  system. 


FURTHER  AMENDMENT  OF  FOR¬ 
EIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1961- 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  conference 
report  on  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1965  be  made  the  pending  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  submit  the 
conference  report? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
intend  to  call  up  the  conference  report  on 
the  amendment  of  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1961,  H.R.  7750,  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

I  have  one  or  two  other  items  I  would 
like  to  refer  to  while  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is  being  obtained. 


KENNEDY  CENTER  FOR  THE 
PERFORMING  ARTS 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  a 
few  days  ago  Representative  Widnall 
introduced  a  bill  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  which  requires  the  relocation 
of  the  Kennedy  Center  for  the  Perform¬ 
ing  Arts. 

I  have  a  memorandum  on  that  subject 
from  Roger  L.  Stevens,  who  is  the  Spe¬ 
cial  Assistant  to  the  White  House  on 
the  Arts,  and  is  Chairman  of  the  Board 
of  Trustees  of  the  Kennedy  Center.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo¬ 
randum  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Memorandum  for  the  Honorable  William 
B.  Widnall 

Concerning  your  memorandum  which  I 
received  on  August  16  about  the  Kennedy 
Center  for  the  Performing  Arts.  I  will  be 
glad  to  present  all  your  points  to  the  trust¬ 
ees  atStheir  next  meeting. 

I  would  like  to  call  your  attention  to  the 
fact  that\the  board  of  trustees  consists  of 
a  very  prominent  group  of  Americans  who 
have  given  Nooth  time  and  money  to  the 
Center.  TheySpre  a  group  that  is  outstand¬ 
ing  in  the  fieldssof  business,  government  and 
the  performing  arts.  I  am  sure  they  will 
give  the  points  raided  every  consideration. 

Ioger  L.  Stevens, 
Special  \ssistant  on  the  Arts. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHtXmi’.  President,  I 
only  wish  to  add  that\this  matter  has 
been  pending  a  long  tinm  in  Congress. 
I  introduced  the  original  bill  to  provide 
for  a  site  for  a  center  back  fn  1957.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son]  and  I  had  a  long  controversy  as  to 
where  it  should  be  located.  I  'tried  to 
get  it  located  on  the  Mall  near;  the 
Smithsonian  Institution.  I  found  that 
the  Air  Museum  had  preempted  the 
ground.  I  tried  all  over  the  city.  Thi 
was  the  only  site  to  be  obtained. 
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think  it  is  inappropriate  to  come  in 
at 'this  late  hour  and  try  to  change  the 
site  Xrithout  any  provision  for  money 
to  buy  the  site.  The  bill  merely  provides 
for  a  sit-in  the  vicinity  of  the  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Avenue  development  program.  It 
seems  to  mh  this  is  quite  realistic.  If  it 
had  been  provided  for  originally  and  we 
had  been  ableNto  get  a  site,  it  would  be 
another  matter\but  a  great  amount  of 
time,  money,  anct  effort  have  been  ex¬ 
pended  on  the  development  of  the  site. 

Aside  from  that  fact,  I  think  it  comes 
too  late  to  try  to  change  it  now.  It 
would  destroy  the  present  concept  al¬ 
together.  \ 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  glad  that  the  Senator  from  Ar 


critical  of  administration  policy  in  the 
Dominican  Republic.  The  remarks  of 
the  senior  Senator  from  Connecticut  in¬ 
cluded  complaints  that  the  chronology 
did  not  bear  statements  favorable  to  the 
position  of  the  administration. 

The  facts  are  as  follows: 

First.  The  document  to  which  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  refers  was  issued  in  early 
July  for  use  of  the  committee  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  its  effort  to  learn  in  detail  of 
developments  in  the  Dominican  Republic. 
It  was  compiled,  as  noted  in  the  preface, 
from  material  “collected  with  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  the  Legislative  Reference  Service 
of  the  Library  of  Congress,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State,  and  the  staff  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations.”  Because 
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Cultural  Center  site.  As  a  member  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Committee/Jet  me 
say  that  in  view  of  the  developments,  I 
believe  it  is  an  excellent  choice.  It  wtaild 
be  a  great  mistake  to  try  to  disrupt  i^e 
program  now  by  getting  into  controvert 
over  location  of  the  center.  The  pro-N 
gram  is  coming  along  nicely. 

As  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  knows, 
it  is  expected  that  a  substantial  drive 
will  be  conducted  to  obtain  private  funds 
and  contributions.  Our  citizens  have 
been  led  to  believe  that  the  site  has  been 
agreed  upon. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Some  $15  million 
has  been  raised  privately. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes,  the  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect,  but  not  only  that,  as  we  look  at  the 
situation  in  retrospect,  and  when  we  take 
into  account  the  plans  which  are  now  in 
the  blueprint  stage  for  other  develop¬ 
ments  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  it  is  an  excellent  site. 

This  may  be  a  sentimental  argument 
on  my  part,  but  I  believe  it  is  a  most 
appropriate  site  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
President  Kennedy’s  burial  place  is  just 
across  the  river,  with  its  everlasting 
torch  aflame.  Thus,  this  center  will  be 
among  other  shrines  in  the  area,  such 
as  the  Lincoln  Memorial,  the  Jefferson 
Memorial,  and  other  memorials.  The 
Cultural  Center  is,  after  all,  being  built 
as  a  great  memorial  to  our  great  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy,  and  is  most  appropriately 
located  at  the  site  which  has  been/ 
selected. 

Accordingly,  I  sincerely  hope  tifat 
plans  for  completing  the  Center  wilLpro- 
ceed  without  any  controversy  /being 
raised  at  this  date  over  its  location. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  thdhk  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  for  his/comments. 
They  are  entirely  appropriate. 


REMARKS  OF  SENATOR  THOMAS  J. 
DODD  CONCERNING  A  CHRONOL¬ 
OGY  PUBLISHED  BY  THE  COM¬ 
MITTEE  ON  F0REIGN  RELATIONS 
ON  THE  SITUATION  IN  THE  DO¬ 
MINICAN  REPUBLIC 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Dodd]  has  today  issued  a  press  release 
entitled  “Senator  Dodd  Charges  Foreign 
Relations  Publication  on  Dominican 
Crisis  Slanted  Against  Administration.” 

,-The  allegation  is  that  the  chronology 
quoted  exclusively  from  press  sources 


mittee  in  compiling  the  chronology  made 
extensive  use  of  a  research  instrument  to 
which  it  subscribes  entitled  “Deadline 
Data.” 

Second.  The  statement  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  Connecticut  leaves  the  im¬ 
pression  that  the  administration  views 
rere  not  adequately  presented  in  the 
chronology.  Members  should  note,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  chronology  and  the  ac-, 
companying  printed  material  includes 
not  onjy  a  number  of  documents  issued 
by  the  Organization  of  American 
but  six  statements  by  President  Johnson, 
and  a  number  of  statements  by/the  De¬ 
partment  ok  State  and  one  by  Ambas 
sador  Stevenson. 

Third.  I  do  wish  to  exp»6s  my  regret 
that  it  has  not\been  possible  for  the 
senior  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Dodd]  to  attend  meetings  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committed  on  this  subject. 
Much  of  the  material\to  which  he  re¬ 
ferred  has  been  ponsider^d  by  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Fourth.  Finally,  I  wish  tfte  Record  to 
show  that  ajl  of  the  witnesseS\which  the 
committee, heard  at  the  sessions  not  at¬ 
tended  by  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
were  administration  witnesses,  save  one. 
We  heard  the  testimony  of  Secretary  of 
State  Rusk,  Under  Secretary  of  StS^te 
Mynn,  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defe: 
pance,  Ambassador  Bennett,  Admira 
:aborn,  Director  of  the  Central  Intelli¬ 
gence  Agency,  and  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State  for  American  Republics  Affairs 
Vaughn.  The  only  non-Government  wit¬ 
ness  called  before  the  committee  was  the 
former  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Honorable  Luis  Munoz-Marin. 

Investgiations  of  acts  of  the  executive 
department  by  their  very  nature,  as  the 
Senator  well  knows,  put  the  burden  on 
the  administration  to  prove  that  its  ac¬ 
tions  were  correct.  I  believe  that  a  fair 
criticism  of  the  committee  might  be  that 
it  put  too  much  time  and  effort  into  the 
examination  of  Government  witnesses, 
and  not  enough  into  examination  of 
Government  critics. 

The  committee  has  met  on  13  different 
occasions,  compiling  some  760  pages  of 
testimony.  Most  of  the  meetings  have 
been  2  or  3  hours  in  length.  The  senior 
Senator  from  Connecticut  attended  one 
of  these  meetings,  and  a  search  of  the 
committee  records  indicates  that  he  has 
not  seen  fit  to  consult  the  transcripts  of 
those  hearings. 
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FURTHER  AMENDMENT  OF  FOR¬ 
EIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1961- 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7750)  to  amend 
further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  present 
consideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
report  will  be  read  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  Aug.  18,  1965,  pp.  20132- 
20135,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 


VIETNAM 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  to¬ 
day,  there  came  to  my  attention  a  docu¬ 
ment  entitled  “Why  Vietnam,”  which  in¬ 
cludes  some  historical  documents — let¬ 
ters  written  by  President  Kennedy  and 
President  Eisenhower,  and  statements 
made  by  President  Johnson  and  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  Dean  Rusk.  It  is  a  most 
informative  document  and  will  be  help¬ 
ful  to  citizens  who  wish  to  study  step  by 
step  the  nature  and  extent  of  our  in¬ 
volvement  in  Vietnam. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  this 
document  printed  in  the  Record  for  the 
information  of  all  Senators. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  docu¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Why  Vietnam 


foreword 

My  Fellow  Americans:  Once  again  in 
man’s  age-old  struggle  for  a  better  life  and 
a  world  of  peace,  the  wisdom,  courage,  and 
compassion  of  the  American  people  are  being 
put  to  the  test.  This  is  the  meaning  of  the 
tragic  conflict  in  Vietnam. 

In  meeting  the  present  challenge,  it  is  es- 
ential  that  our  people  seek  understanding, 
and  that  our  leaders  speak  with  candor. 

I 'have  therefore  directed  that  this  report 
to  tne  American  people  be  compiled  and 
widely\distributed.  In  its  pages  you  will 
find  statements  on  Vietnam  by  three  lead¬ 
ers  of  your  Government — by  your  President, 
your  Secretary  of  State,  and  your  Secretary 
of  Defense. 

These  stateiAcnts  were  prepared  for  differ¬ 
ent  audiences,  and  they  reflect  the  differing 
responsibilities  ok  each  speaker.  The  con¬ 
gressional  testimony  has  been  edited  to  avoid 
undue  repetition  ahd  to  incorporate  the 
sense  of  the  discussions  that  ensued. 

Together,  they  construct  a  clear  definition 
of  America’s  role  in  thk Vietnam  conflict: 
the  dangers  and  hopes  tnS<t  Vietnam  holds 
for  all  free  men,  the  fullneSP  and  limits  of 
our  national  objectives  in  a  war  we  did  not 
seek,  the  constant  effort  on  our\part  to  bring 
this  war  we  do  not  desire  to  a  quikk  and  hon¬ 
orable  end. 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 

August  20, 1966. 

THE  ROOTS  OF  COMMITMENT 

In  the  historic  documents  that  foil* 
two  American  Presidents  define  and  afl 
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ren  of  manufacturing  and  the  founda¬ 
tions  for  industry.  Today  more  than  700 
new  6r  rehabilitated  factories — textile  mills 
and  cement  plants,  electronics  and  plastics — 
are  changing  the  entire  face  of  that  nation. 
New  roaae  and  communications,  railroad 
equipment^.  and  electric  generators  are  a 
spreading  bas^e  on  which  this  new  industry 
can,  and  is,  growing. 

Progres\in  the  midst  of  war 

All  this  progress  goes  on,  and  it  is  going 
to  continue  to  go  on.  under  circumstances  of 
staggering  adversity' 

Communist  terrorists  have  made  aid  pro¬ 
grams  that  we  administer  a  very  special  tar¬ 
get  of  their  attack.  They  fear  them,  be¬ 
cause  agricultural  stations  are  being  de¬ 
stroyed  and  medical  centers  are  being 
burned.  More  than  100  Vietnamese  malaria 
fighters  are  dead.  Our  ownNAID  officials 
have  been  wounded  and  kidnapped.  These 
are  not  just  the  accidents  of  war.\They  are 
a  part  of  a  deliberate  campaign,  in  the  words 
of  the  Communists,  “to  cut  the  finders  off 
the  hands  of  the  Government.” 

We  intend  to  continue,  and  we  inteih}  to 
increase  our  help  to  Vietnam. 

Nor  can  anyone  doubt  the  determination 
of  the  South  Vietnamese  themselves.  They\ 
have  lost  more  than  12,000  of  their  men 
since  I  became  your  President  a  little  over  a 
year  ago. 

But  progress  does  not  come  from  invest¬ 
ment  alone,  or  plans  on  a  desk,  or  even  the 
directives  and  the  orders  that  we  approve 
here  in  Washington.  It  takes  men.  Men 
must  take  the  seed  to  the  farmer.  Men 
must  teach  the  use  of  fertilizer.  Men  must 
help  in  harvest.  Men  must  build  the 
schools,  and  men  must  instruct  the  students. 
Men  must  carry  medicine  into  the  jungle, 
and  treat  the  sick,  and  shelter  the  homeless. 
And  men — brave,  tireless,  filled  with  love 
for  their  fellows — are  doing  this  today. 
They  are  doing  it  through  the  long,  hot, 
danger-filled  Vietnamese  days  and  the  sultry 
nights. 

The  fullest  glory  must  go,  also,  to  those 
South  Vietnamese  that  are  laboring  and 
dying  for  their  own  people  and  their  own 
nation.  In  hospitals  and  schools,  along  the 
rice  fields  and  the  roads,  they  continue  to 
labor,  never  knowing  when  death  or  terror 
may  strike. 

How  incredible  it  is  that  there  are  a  few 
who  still  say  that  the  South  Vietnamese  do 
not  want  to  continue  the  struggle.  They 
are  sacrificing  and  they  are  dying  by  the 
thousands.  Their  patient  valor  in  the  heavy 
presence  of  personal  physical  danger  should 
be  a  helpful  lesson  to  those  of  us  who,  her 
in  America,  only  have  to  read  about  it/or 
hear  about  it  on  the  television  or  radio/ 

We  have  our  own  heroes  who  labor  At  the 
works  of  peace  in  the  midst  of  war/  They 
toil  unarmed  and  out  of  uniform.  They 
know  the  humanity  of  their  concern  does  not 
exempt  them  from  the  horrors  of/conflict,  yet 
they  go  on  from  day  to  day/  They  bring 
food  to  the  hungry  over  then/  They  supply 
the  sick  with  necessary  medicine.  They  help 
the  farmer  with  his  cron/  families  to  find 
clean  water,  villages  to /receive  the  healing 
miracles  of  electricity. /These  are  Americans 
who  have  joined  ou/AID  program,  and  we 
welcome  others  to  ti/eir  ranks. 

A  /all  for  aid 

For  most  Americans  this  an  easy  war.  Men 
fight  and  me/  suffer  and  men  die,  as  they 
always  do  ir/war.  But  the  lives  of  most  of 
us,  at  least  those  of  us  in  this  room  and  those 
listening  Jo  me  this  morning,  are  untroubled. 
Prosperity  rises,  abundance  increases,  the 
Natiorynourishes. 

I  will  report  to  the  Cabinet  when  I  leave 
thi/room  that  we  are  in  the  51st  month  of 
co/tinued  prosperity,  the  longest  peacetime 
sperity  for  America  since  our  country  was 
founded.  Yet  our  entire  future  is  at  stake. 


What  a  difference  it  would  make  if  we 
could  only  call  upon  a  small  fraction  of  our 
unmatched  private  resources — businesses  and 
unions,  agricultural  groups  and  builders — if 
we  could  call  them  to  the  task  of  peaceful 
progress  in  Vietnam.  With  such  a  spirit  of 
patriotic  sacrifice  we  might  well  strike  an 
irresistible  blow  for  freedom  there  and  for 
freedom  throughout  the  world. 

I  therefore  hope  that  every  person  within 
the  sound  of  my  voice  in  this  country  this 
morning  will  look  for  ways — and  those  citi¬ 
zens  of  other  nations  who  believe  in  human¬ 
ity  as  we  do,  I  hope  that  they  will  find  ways 
to  help  progress  in  South  Vietnam. 

This,  then,  is  the  third  face  of  our  struggle 
in  Vietnam.  It  was  there — the  illiterate,  the 
hungry,  the  sick — before  this  war  began.  It 
will  be  there  when  peace  comes  to  us — and 
so  will  we — not  with  soldiers  and  planes,  not 
with  bombs  and  bullets,  but  with  all  the 
wondrous  weapons  of  peace  in  the  20th 
century. 

And  then,  perhaps,  together,  all  of  the 
people  of  the  world  can  share  that  gracious 
task  with  all  the  people  of  Vietnam,  North 
and  South  alike. 


HOPE  FOR  PEACE  IN  YEMEN 


/ 


,  Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  at  a 
time  when  a  number  of  world  issue/are 
in  crisis  or  in  deadlock,  it  is  gratifying 
to  note  an  act  of  statesmanship  and  con¬ 
ciliation^  I  refer  to  President/'Nasser’s 
decisionto  go  to  Saudi  Arabia/bn  August 
22  to  discuss  the  situation  iiyY emen  with 
King  Faisal\  In  preparation  for  his  dis¬ 
cussions  witlrKing  Faisal.-President  Nas¬ 
ser  has  been  meeting  in/Alexandria  with 
Yemeni  leader asin  an  effort  to  devise 
proposals  for  ex$mg  the  festering 
Yemeni  war. 

In  the  meantirrie, 'tensions  along  the 
Saudi -Yemeni  border /which  until  quite 
recently  were  rising,  are  now  visibly  abat¬ 
ing.  It  is  to  /be  hoped  that  reduced  hos¬ 
tilities  will /reate  a  favorably  atmosphere 
for  peace/negotiations. 

President  Nasser  is  often  criticized  in 
the  United  States  for  pro  voc  at  iv\  actions 
and  .policies.  It  is  fair  and  proper  that 
we/ommend  the  President  of  the  United 
[*ab  Republic  when  he  takes  conciliatory 
Action  for  peace,  as  he  is  now  doing  wfl 
’respect  to  Yemen. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  the  negotia¬ 
tions  will  turn  out  successfully,  as  it  was 
a  very  dangerous  situation  in  that  area, 
and  has  been  for  some  3  years. 
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FURTHER  AMENDMENT  OF  FOR¬ 
EIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1961- 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  7750)  to  amend  further 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  the 
conferees  on  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
met  14  times  before  final  agreement  was 
reached  on  the  text  now  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  As  usual,  the  subject  of  foreign 
aid  has  been  actively  before  the  Senate 
in  one  form  or  another  since  March,  a 
period  of  6  months,  and  we  have  not  yet 
acted  on  the  appropriations  bill. 

I  wish  I  could  report  to  my  colleagues 
that  they  would  not  need  to  begin  the 
process  all  over  again  3  or  4  months 
hence.  But  this  is  not  the  case  because 


the  Senate  conferees  reluctantly — cer¬ 
tainly,  from  my  point  of  view,  most 
reluctantly — were  forced  to  accept  those 
provisions  of  the  House  bill  which  au¬ 
thorized  the  program  for  only  1  more 
year. 

Depressing  as  I  personally  find  it  to 
ask  for  approval  of  this  conference  re¬ 
port,  nevertheless,  I  believe  that  it  is 
possible  we  may  have  laid  the  ground¬ 
work  for  more  thorough  reforms  next 
year.  For  the  record,  I  wish  to  state 
that  the  Senate  conferees,  in  agreeing 
with  the  House  conferees  to  omit  from 
this  year’s  act  Senate  language  authoriz¬ 
ing  a  2-year  aid  program  and  calling  for 
a  planning  committee  to  study  the  basic 
principles  underlying  U.S.  aid  programs, 
placed  reliance  on  the  following  factors. 
With  respect  to  the  2-year  authoriza¬ 
tion,  the  Senate  conferees  receded  on  the 
basis  of  : 

First.  The  willingness  of  the  House 
members  of  the  committee  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  to  urge  their  House  colleagues  next 
year  “to  examine  with  the  greatest  care 
such  proposals  as  may  be  submitted  au¬ 
thorizing  foreign  aid  programs  for  2  or 
more  years”;  and 

Second.  The  statement  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  when  he  met  with  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee  on  August  12, 
1965,  that  next  year  “the  administration 
expects  to  request  that  the  multiyear 
principle  adoped  by  the  Congress  in  1961 
and  1962  for  development  lending  be  ex¬ 
tended  to  include  all  other  authorizations 
contained  in  the  foreign  aid  bill  to  be 
proposed  early  in  the  next  session  of 
Congress.” 

I  am  hopeful  that  next  year  with  the 
support  of  the  administration  and  with 
the  agreement  of  the  House  conferees,  to 
examine  a  longer  term  authorization 
“with  the  greatest  of  care”  that  some 
headway  may  be  made  so  we  may  get 
away  from  the  dreary  cycle  of  1-year 
aid  programs. 

Throughout  the  conference,  the  House 
conferees  reiterated  time  and  time  again 
that  one  of  the  reasons  why  they  were 
unwilling  to  accept  the  amendment  was 
that  it  was  not  requested  by  the  admin¬ 
istration.  Whether  that  will  be  deter¬ 
minative,  I  do  not  know,  but  at  least  one 
step  forward  has  been  taken.  Generally 
speaking,  the  administration’s  recom¬ 
mendations  in  these  matters  are  given 
serious  consideration  by  both  bodies. 

On  the  subject  of  the  Senate’s  proposal 
to  create  a  planning  committee  to  ex¬ 
amine  the  basic  principles  of  foreign  aid, 
the  Senate  receded  on  the  basis  of  the 
following  factors : 

First.  The  statement  of  the  conferees 
of  both  Houses  urging  the  President  “to 
inaugurate  a  review  of  the  aid  program 
as  presently  constituted,  seeking  to  direct 
it  more  effectively  toward  the  solution 
of  the  problems  of  the  developing  coun¬ 
tries,”  and 

Second.  The  statement  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  on  the  occasion  referred  to 
above  that,  despite  its  opposition  to  the 
creation  of  the  foreign  aid  planning  com¬ 
mittee  and  certain  other  related  provi¬ 
sions,  nevertheless,  the  administration 
recognizes  “the  concern  of  the  Senate 
about  the  future  content  and  direction 
of  the  foreign  aid  program.” 
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In  this  connection  I  may  say  that  I 
have  already  requested  our  chief  of  staff 
of  the  committee  to  undertake  prelimi¬ 
nary  preparations  for  a  review  of  our  aid 
program  by  the  committee.  We  have 
done  this  in  the  past  in  other  fields.  I 
am  sure  this  can  be  very  useful  in  this 
connection. 

The  Secretary  of  State  added: 

We  would  be  very  pleased  to  assist  in  any 
way  we  could  any  studies  undertaken  by  the 
two  legislative  committees.  In  addition,  the 
executive  branch,  prompted  by  these  con¬ 
gressional  concerns,  will  conduct  a  special 
study  of  the  program,  giving  particular  at¬ 
tention  to  the  issues  raised  by  this  com¬ 
mittee:  the  number  of  countries  receiving 
assistance:  the  requirements  for  assistance 
and  the  prospects  for  achieving  our  objec¬ 
tives  and  terminating  assistance;  the  con¬ 
tribution  of  other  developed  countries;  and 
the  appropriate  relationships  between  bi¬ 
lateral  and  multilateral  assistance. 

On  the  subject  of  whether  the  national 
Interest  might  better  be  served  by  in¬ 
creasing  the  proportion  of  development 
aid  to  be  administered  by  the  World 
Bank  and  related  agencies,  rather  than 
solely  through  U.S.  agencies,  the  Senate 
conferees  were  assured  by  the  statement 
of  the  Secretary  of  State  that  the  admin¬ 
istration  has  asked  the  Appropriations 
Committees  to  “remove  the  prohibition 
in  the  Appropriations  Act  on  the  use  of 
the  authority  of  section  205  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Assistance  Act.” 

This  provision  in  past  AID  appropria¬ 
tion  acts  has  prohibited  the  effective  use 
of  certain  percentages,  in  the  past,  10 
percent  and  under  the  present  bill,  15 
percent,  of  the  Development  Loan  Fund 
to  be  made  available  to  international 
development  agencies. 

I  hope  very  much  that  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committees  will  follow  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  administration  on  this 
point  and  will  not  this  year  nullify  the 
considered  provision  of  the  authorizing 
legislation  specifying  that  not  to  exceed 
15  percent  of  the  Development  Loan 
Fund  may  be  used  by  the  President 
through  lending  institutions  such  as  the 
Bank  and  the  International  Develop¬ 
ment  Association.  This  would  enable 
the  aid  program  to  urge  other  free  na¬ 
tions  to  help  in  the  development  process. 

Secretary  Rusk  stated: 

The  executive  branch  and  the  Congress  are 
In  agreement  on  the  desirability  of  enlarg¬ 
ing  the  resources  available  to  international 
aid-giving  agencies  on  the  basis  of  cost¬ 
sharing  among  the  advanced  countries. 
This  is  still  our  policy. 

I  regret  that  the  Senate  conferees  were 
not  able  to  prevail  upon  their  House 
counterparts  to  accept  this  year  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  so-called  Morse  amend¬ 
ment.  That  amendment  would  imme¬ 
diately  have  inaugurated  a  much  needed 
review  of  the  aid  program.  It  provided 
clear  mandates  as  to  the  desirability  of 
interrupting  aid  continuity  “in  its  pres¬ 
ent  form.”  The  series  of  basic  principles 
set  forth  in  that  amendment  went  to  the 
heart  of  the  proliferation  of  country  pro¬ 
grams  without  tying  these  programs  to 
principles  by  which  we  might  have  pro¬ 
moted  a  tightened  definition  of  the  na¬ 
tional  interest. 

I  also  regret  that  we  were  not  able  to 
put  the  aid  program  on  a  2-year  basis, 
thus  enabling  the  Committee  on  Foreign 


Relations  and  the  Senate  to  devote  more 
time  and  attention  to  the  many  areas  of 
foreign  policy  which  need  review  and 
more  modem  mandates. 

There  were,  of  course,  a  number  of 
other  points  in  issue  between  the  two 
Houses.  This  disposition  of  these  issues 
is  set  forth  in  the  conference  report. 

A  number  of  loopholes  were  closed. 
Including  a  blanket  authorization  pro¬ 
vision  which  existed  in  the  House  bill. 


Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Who  is  the  acting  ma¬ 
jority  leader  at  the  present  time? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright]  . 

Mr.  MORSE.  Who  is  the  acting  Re¬ 
publican  minority  leader? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Chair  would  say  that  it  is  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel], 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  is  quite  a  vacuum 
of  empty  seats.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roU. 


The  overall  amount  authorized  in  the 
bill  and  previous  aid  legislation  is  $3.36 
billion  which  is  some  $97  million  less 
than  the  administration  asked  for  in 
March.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  in¬ 
sert  in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  table 
showing  the  disposition  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  request  on  an  item  by  item  basis. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or¬ 
dered. 


STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  KUCHEL 
TO  Tiffi  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  IR¬ 
RIGATION  AND  RECLAMATION  OF 
THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTA¬ 
TIVES  ON  THE'IOWER  COLORADO 
RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT  LEGISLA¬ 
TION  \ 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  PresicteQt,  earlier 
today  I  had  the  honor  of  appearing  be- 
for  the  Subcommittee  on  Irrigatiohsand 


Authorization  or  Funds 

The  following  table  shows  the  differences  between  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate 
amendment,  the  sums  agreed  to  by  the  committee  of  conference  and  the  administration 
appropriation  request  for  programs  authorized  in  this  bill  and  in  existing  law: 

Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965  {fiscal  year  1966) 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Development  Loan  Fund _ 

Technical  cooperation  and  development  grants. 

For  southeast  Asia 3 _ 

American  schools  and  hospitals  abroad _ 

Alliance  for  Progress 3 _ 

Grants _ 

International  organizations  and  programs _ 

Supporting  assistance _ 

For  southeast  Asia  3 _ 

Contingency  fund  3 _ 

Military  assistance _ 

Administrative  expenses: 

AID.. _ _ 

State  Department _ 

Special  authorization  for  southeast  Asia  3 _ 


Total. 


Executive 

appropri¬ 

ation 

request 


(1) 


>  780, 250 
210,000 
3  9, 000 

7,000 

>  580, 125 
(85, 000) 
145,  555 
369,200 
3  80,  000 

50,000 
,  170,  000 

65,240 

‘3,100 


3,  459,  470 


House 


(2) 


(>) 

210,  000 


7,000 

(3) 

(85, 000) 

144,  755 

369, 200 
(*) 

3  50, 000 
1, 170, 000 

53,240 

(‘) 

(J) 


Senate 


(3) 


(•) 

210,000 
3  9,  000 
9,000 
(?) 

(70, 000) 
146,  455 
350,000 
3  80, 000 
50,000 
1, 170, 000 

55,240 

(‘) 

(3) 


2,004,195  2,079,695  2,094,195 


Confer¬ 

ence 


(4) 


(9 

210,  000 

(>) 

7,000 

(3) 

(75, 000) 
144,  755 
369, 200 
(*) 

50,000 
1, 170, 000 

54,240 
(‘) 


Adjust¬ 

ment 

against 

House 

bill 


(2)  and 
(4) 


(-10,000) 


(>> 


>89,000  >+89,000 


+1,000 


+90,000 


Adjust¬ 

ment 

against 

Senate 

amend¬ 

ment 

(3)  and 
(4) 


3 -9, 000 
-2,000 


(+5, 000) 
-1,  700 
+19,200 
3  -80, 000 


-1,000 


>+89,000 


+14, 000 


i  Existing  law  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $1,500,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1966,  plus  unappropriated  portions  of 
fo[  flscal  years  1962+5.  The  Executive  request  for  fiscal  year  1966  is  $780,250,000. 

1  he  House  bill  contained  an  authorization  for  an  appropriation  for  military  and  economic  programs  in  southeast 
Asia  of  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  in  fiscal  year  1966.  This  was  added  to  the  section  of  the  law  relating  to  the 
“ f™d.  The  Senate  amendment  added  $90,000,000  to  the  authorization  for  technical  cooperation  and 
sou t heast  Asi a  °  authorlzatlon  for  supporting  assistance  to  reflect  the  Executive  request  of  $89,000,000  for  use  in 

3  Existing  law  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $600,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1966  against  which  the  Executive  has 
requested  an  appropriation  of  $580,125,000.  Neither  the  House  bill  nor  the  Senate  amendment  made  any  change 
in  the  total  authorization  for  the  Alliance  for  Progress  for  fiscal  year  1966.  3 

appro^riSfon  of  moowo  eontinuillg  authorization  for  such  sum5  as  necessary.  The  Executive  has  requested  an 

RECAPITUALTION 

Total  amount  of  new  authorizations  contained  in  H.R.  7750„  «o  094. 196  000 

Appropriations  requested  against  previous  authorizations:  .  .  ’ 

Development  Loan  Fund - - - - - - - - $730  250, 000 

Alliance  for  Progress _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ggg  l25  qqq 

State  Department  administrative  expenses _ 3’  100’  000 

: - - -  1,363,475,000 

Total  authorized  and  requested  for  fiscal  year  1966 _ _ _  3  457  670  000 

Limitation  on  aggregate  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1966 _ IIIIIIIIIIIII™"”!”™!”™  3’  360’  ooo’  000 

Difference - - - - - - - __  g7j  670j  qqo 

amendment  contained  a  limitation  on  the  aggregate  authorization  for  use  in  fiscal  year  1966 
of  $3,243,000,000.  The  conferees  agreed  to  a  limitation  of  $3,360,000,000. 
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SENATE 


lh.  FOREIGN  AID,  By  a  vote  of  67  to  27,  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R. 
775>0,,  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill  (pp.  20697-723).  This  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  Presid  dent.  See  Digest  15>2  for  items  of  interest. 


35.  ST ATE- JUST ICE-COMMERCE- JUDICIARY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1966.  Agreed  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  this  bill,  H»  R.  8639  (pp.  206^9,  20660-7)-  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  President.  The  bill  includes  items  for  contributions  to 
international  organizations  and  for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  for  the  Federj 
highway  program,  including  forest  highways . 


l6.  HOtJSING.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  6927;  to  establish  a  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  (p.  20667).  House  conferees  have  alrea^r  been 
appointed. 


17.  DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1966.  This  bill,  H.  R.  92£Z,  was  made 
the  unfinished  business,  pp.  207U3-5 


L8.  RECREATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendments 
S.  936,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  the  Sleeping  B^ar  Dunes  National 
Lakeshore,  Mich*\S.  Rept.  6UU)  *  p.  20633 


3.9.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mbndale  inserted  numerous  letters  from  residents  of  Minn. 

expressing  opinions  on\the  farm  program  and  farm  conditions,  and  he  stated  thru 
the  letters  "are  unanimous  in  pointing  out  that  their  livelihood,  and  the 
vitality  of  rural  America^  both  on  the  farm  and/off  -  depends  upon  adequate 
farm  income."  pp.  20695>-7 


20.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Gruening  defended  the  proposed  sale  by  the  Forest  Service  of 
timber  from  the  Tongass  Nationa]\Forest,  Alaska,  against  recent  criticism  and 
and  inserted  an  article  defending\he  proposed  sale.  pp. 


20667-9 


21.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Public  Works  Committed  approved  plans  for  works  of  improvement 
on  the  following  watersheds:  Choccoloccq  Creek,  Ala,,  Little  Clear  Creek,  1 v. 
Grove  River,  Ga.$  South  Fork-Broad  River \Ga. ;  Supplement  to  Busseron,  Ind.j 
and  Supplement  to  SuAsCo,  Mass./  p.  2067U 


3 


22.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Bennett  commended  the  citizehs  of  Cache  Co.,  Utah  for  provid¬ 
ing  classwork  and  supervis/a  recreation  for  a  gfoup  of  children  of  migian 
farm  workers,  p.  20676 


23.  ORGANIZATION.  Cospons/6s  were  added  to  S.  2iELl,  to  provide  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  commissior/t.0  study  the  organization  and  operation  of  the  execu  ive 
branch,  p.  2061;6 


21;.  PERSONNEL,  Sen./^onroney  announced  that  the  Post  Office  an^Civil  Service  Com 
mittee  will  resume  hearings  Aug.  26  and  27  on  Federal  pay  legis.  a  1°^*  P*!r.  . 

Sen.  Grilling  expressed  opposition  to  H.R.  8390,  to  terminate  cost-o  -  1  1  g 
allowances/for  statutory-salaried  Federal  civilian  employees  in  ™>nf  oreign 
areas,  stated  that  the  bill  would  abolish  the  cost-of -living  alloWe  for  Fed¬ 
eral  classified  employees  in  Alaska,  and  inserted  the  testimony  of  Rep.  Rivers 
criti/izing  the  bill*  pp*  2067U-5> 


25.  WATZfe  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Jackson  announced  that  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
pbmmittee  will  hold  "an  informal  and  planning  hearing  September  9  on  the  tot- 
lcal  problems  brought  on  by  the  acute  water  shortages  in  the  Northeast,  an* 
that  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Udall  has  been  invited  to  testify,  pp. 


7* 


'26.  EMPLOYMENT.  Sen.  Javits  inserted  Vice  President  Humphrey’s  speech  to  the  White  > 
\  House  Conference  on  Equal  Opportunity  on  Federal  efforts  to  promote  equal  / 
\  employment t  opportunities,  particularly  for  members  of  minority  groups,  pp/ 

\20657-8  7 

HOUSE,  cont’d  / 

27*  PERSONNEL;  PAY.  As  reported  (see  Digest  150),  H.  R,  10281,  the  Federal  pay 
bill,  includes  provisions  as  follows:  / 

Provides  for  two  separate  salary  increases  for  employees  subject  to  the 
Classification  Act  of  19U9;  the  first  increase  of  approximately  h$s  percent 
would  be  effective  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  Oct.  1,  1965; 
the  second  increase,  to  become  effective  the  first  pay  period /beginning  on  or 
after  Oct,  1, x1966,  would  be  based  on  a  special  formula  relating  to  salary  in¬ 
creases  in  private  industry  for  comparable  worka  / 

Provides  a  prdcedure  by  which  an  employee  who  receives /notice  that  his  work 
is  not  of  an  acceptable  level  of  competence  shall  have  an  opportunity  to  secure 
reconsideration  of  the  determination  within  his  department  and,  if  the  earlier 
determination  is  af filmed  by  his  department,  shall  have  the  right  of  appeal  to 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  for  a  final  determination* 

Authorizes  overtime  phv  for  all  hours  of  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day  ; 
(as  well  as  in  excess  of  hO  hours  a  week)  and,  f  dr  employees  in  grade  GS-10  'C 
and  above,  permits  calculation  of  their  overtime  pay  at  a  maximum  of  the  ini¬ 
tial  step  of  GS-10  (instead  of  GS-9).  / 

Clarifies  the  right  of  major  Federal  empl^ree  organizations  to  review  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  annual  survey  findings  and  the  results  of  the  com¬ 
parisons  made  of  Federal  and  private  enterprise  salary  rates,  and  the  right  of 
these  organizations  to  have  their  recommendations  forwarded  to  the  President 
for  his  consideration.  \  / 

Authorizes  severance  pay  for  employees  who  are  separated  from  Federal  serv¬ 
ice  through  no  fault  of  their  own  aha  Are  not  entitled  to  immediate  civil  serv¬ 
ice  retirement  benefits,  the  severance  pW  to  consist  of  two  elements— a  basic 
severance  allowance  and  an  age  adjustment^allowance— the  total  of  which  would 
not  exceed  a  year’s  pay.  /  \ 

Provides  for  proportionate /salary  increases  in  1965  and  1966  for  ASC  county 
committee  employees,  /  \ 

Increases  the  maximum  uniform  allox^ance  from\|l00  to  $l50  per  year  for  em-r| 
ployees  who  are  required  to  wear  uniforms  in  the  performance  of  their  official— 
duties.  /  \ 

Provides  for  the  conversion  of  certain  executive \nd  other  employees  from 
their  present  monthlv/pay  periods  to  the  biweekly  pay\system. 

Provides  for  the  Establishment  of  a  Federal  Salary  Review  Commission  to  re¬ 
view  the  compensation  of  Federal  employees,  including  th&t  of  Federal  execu¬ 
tives,  judges,  ana  Members  of  Congress,  and  to  submit  to  the  President  not 
later  than  Jany'l,  1967,  and  Jan.  1  of  every  fourth  year  thWeafter  beginning 
in  1971?  a  report  containing  its  recommendations  concerning  basic  rates  of 
compensation/  requires  the  President,  after  considering  the  Commission’s 
recommendations,  to  transmit  to  Congress,  not  later  than  March  >L,  1967,  and 
not  laterythan  March  31  of  every  fourth  year  thereafter  beginning\in  1971,  his 
recommendations  as  to  rates  of  basic  compensation.  Provides  for  tne  automatic 
adjustment  in  the  salary  rates  of  Federal  executives,  judges,  and  Metajbers  of 
Congress,  whenever  the  salry  rates  of  classified  employees  are  increased,  as 
will/  maintain  the  present  salary  relationship  both  among  these  groups  and  be¬ 
tween  them  and  employees  subject  to  the  Classification  Act  of  1 9h9<*  \ 

/  ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX  \ 

2&.  WATER.  Rep.  Brock  inserted  an  article  calling  for  urgent  attention  to  the 
/  problems  of  water  pollution  and  drought,  pp.  AI4.720-I 
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ol\ the  Warroad  River  Watershed  Project, 
whVch  would  aid  in  the  drainage  problem 
of  ous  area. 

We  'hope  that  immediate  action  can  be 
taken  help  restore  the  economy  of  this 
depresseck  area  by  putting  in  a  new  and 
effective  fa^m  program. 

Sincerely, 

John  R.  Heneman, 

President. 


Stahler,nGiberson  &  Collins, 

Morris^Minn.,  August  12,  1965. 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

The  economic  plight  of  agriculture  is  ob¬ 
vious  to  anyone  who  resides  in  West  Central 
Minnesota.  The  exodus Nay  the  farmer  and 
the  business  and  professional  man  who  are 
dependent  upon  him,  the  \bandoned  farm 
buildings,  the  empty  buildings  up  and  down 
the  main  streets  of  the  villages  and  cities, 
the  paucity  of  building  activity, \ind  the  de- 
featistic  attitude  of  the  many  inhabitants  of 
the  area,  are  mute  testimony  to  rtjis  great 
problem. 

As  a  lawyer,  I  am  in  daily  contact  with 
these  problems  and,  in  that  I  prepare  aVon- 
siderable  number  of  tax  returns  for  fanner 
clients,  I  well  know  that  for  many  years  t\e 
prices  that  the  farmer  has  received  for  ft 
and  fiber  have  diminished  while  the  cost  of 
production  has  risen  to  a  point  where  there 
is  a  very  little  difference  between  the  two. 
Under  the  present  farm  program,  I  fear  that 
this  condition  will  not  improve  and  in  fact 
will  worsen. 

Unless  this  unfortunate  situation  is 
changed  and  with  great  rapidity.  West  Cen¬ 
tral  Minnesota  will  become  a  little  Appala¬ 
chia. 

It  would  appear  that  this  area’s  economic 
problem  would  be  relieved  to  a  great  degree 
with  the  passage  of  the  proposed  omnibus 
farm  bill— at  least  this  would  be  a  step  in 
the  right  direction — and  I  would  certainly 
urge  that  every  effort  be  made  so  that  this 
bill  becomes  law. 

Yours  truly, 

Donald  R.  Gibebson. 

Lewisville,  Minn., 

August  14,  1965. 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

As  businessmen  in  a  small  town,  we  are 
concerned  with  the  loss  of  farm  families  in 
our  area  and  the  economy  of  those  remaining. 
Since  this  is  a  farm  community,  our  busi¬ 
nesses  depend  on  the  welfare  of  the  farmer. 
Our  ability  to  remain  in  business  depends  on 
their  trade. 

The  recent  trend  for  the  younger  people  to 
leave  the  farm  for  work  in  larger  cities  is 
due  to  the  low  Income  the  farmer  is  receiv¬ 
ing.  We  feel  it  is  greatly  important  that  an 
effective  farm  program  be  established  to  meet 
their  needs. 

Not  only  are  the  young  people  of  the  f£ 
leaving,  but,  because  the  future  of  small¬ 
town  businesses  are  uncertain,  our  young 
people  in  our  small  town  are  also  leavipg  for 
employment  in  larger  cities.  This  situation 
is  also  disastrous  to  our  businesses^  There¬ 
fore,  the  existence  of  small  towns  depends  on 
such  a  farm  program  which  vri\Y  effectively 
help  small  towns,  as  well  as  th^iarmers. 
Sincerely, 

Glen  A.  Davis,  Glen’s  Appliance  &  Hard¬ 
ware;  Henry  Johnsons  Mayor  of  Lewis- 
ville-Produce  Owner;  John  Haycraft, 
Livestock  Buyer;  Wz.  C.  Bachman,  Bach¬ 
man’s  Restaurant;  Delbert  C.  Wieda- 
kop,  Gamble  Store  Operator;  Bernice 
Haycraft,  Lewisville  Spotlight  News- 
Agriculture  Ifinumerator  for  1964. 

Warren  Dennf  Lewisville  Motor  Co.;  Ron¬ 
ald  Johnson,  President  of  Commercial 
Club  arfd  Grocer;  G.  C.  Westumann, 
CreanyAy  Manager;  Leonard  Hedation, 
le  Fanners  Elevator  Manager; 
Flitter,  Flitter’s  Machine  Shop; 
Haycraft,  Former  Privately 
led  Grocer,  Now  Food  Processing 
iployees. 


Sauk  Centre  Herald, 

Sauk  Centre,  Minn.,  August  12,  1965. 
Senator  Eugene  McCarthy, 

Senator  Walter  F.  Mondale, 

Leaders  of  Agricultural  Committees: 

As  editor  of  the  Sauk  Centre  Herald,  I  come 
into  close  contact  with  farmers  in  this  rural 
community,  and  with  the  businessmen  in  our 
city  of  approximately  4,000  population. 

Farmer  and  city  dweller  alike  are  increas¬ 
ingly  concerned  over  the  price  of  farm  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  the  inevitable  unfavorable  reflec¬ 
tion  on  the  businessman.  The  economy  of 
areas  like  our  own  (and  there  must  be  hun¬ 
dreds  of  them  much  like  the  Sauk  Centre 
community  throughout  the  United  States) 
is  closely  bound  together  between  farmer  and 
merchant.  One  cannot  survive  without  the 
other.  "■ 

We  say  honestly  that  we  are  very  proud  of 
our  Main  Street,  as  inhabitants  of  the  rural 
areas  almost  always  are. 

That  is  why  we  are  so  distressed  at  the 
sight  of  vacant  farm  buildings  that  dot  our 
pleasant  fields,  and  at  the  blank  store  win¬ 
dows  that  face  us  in  the  small  towns. 

Rural  America  needs  help.  We  are  willing 
to  help  ourselves,  and  recognition  of  the 
problems  we  have  is  the  first  step  toward 
solution. 

I  heartily  endorse  this  fly-in,  with  the  hope 
{hat  progress  will  be  made  from  these  ex- 
^anges  of  information  and  ideas. 

Sincerely, 

Allan  J.  Ogle, 
Editor,  the  Sauk  Centre  Herat 


Winthrop  Hatchery. 
Jinthrop,  Minn.,  August  15/1965. 

To  Whom  h>May  Concern: 

For  several,  years  now,  many  farmers  and 
business  peopmin  communities,  such  as  ours, 
have  written  to\our  Senators  and  Congress¬ 
men  in  regard  do  the  severe  deterioration 
of  the  farm  economy  in  ,our  Midwestern 
States.  Yet  nothing,  of  apy  value  has  been 
done. 

It  is  a  well-known  fV:t  that  the  strength 
of  any  nation  lies  in/tne  productiveness  of 
its  lands — not  only  in  mineral  and  timber, 
but  also  in  the  promictionNff  its  farmlands. 
The  mainstay  of  cfur  economy  has  been  the 
people  who  ownr  and  operate*,  these  lands. 
Large  corporate  farms  will  surely  put  our 
small  farmers'  in  the  Midwest  ins. a  state  of 
serfdom,  a  trend  which  seems  td.  be  con¬ 
doned  by  not  only  many  Senators,  Congress¬ 
men,  and  .agricultural  experts,  but  alscnby  our 
President.  The  thing  that  brought  many  a 
European  nation  to  its  knees  was  the '{act 
that  its  government  forgot  the  people  that 
were'’  the  very  backbone  and  strength  of  tnl 
Aon;  namely,  the  average-sized  family 
rmers. 

What  would  the  large  corporate  farm  op¬ 
erations  do  to  the  Midwest  economy,  or  for 
that  matter  the  national  economy?  They 
would — 

(a)  Deprive  the  Government  of  much 
needed  taxation. 

(b)  Bankrupt  thousands  of  small  busi¬ 
nesses. 

(c)  Take  away  the  livelihood  of  many 
small  farmers  reducing  them  to  virtual  serf¬ 
dom. 

(d)  Put  many  more  on  our  overworked 
dole  system. 

(e)  Cost  millions  of  dollars  to  retrain 
these  people  for  jobs  in  other  fields,  many  of 
which  are  already  overcrowded. 

(f)  Take  away  the  very  thing  that  has 
made  this  Nation  strong — namely  the  in¬ 
dependence  and  pride  of  a  strong  people. 

Because  of  the  fact  that  very  little  has 
been  done  to  help  the  small  farmer  in  the 
Midwest,  the  movement  of  corporate  farm¬ 
ing  is  coming  closer  and  closer  to  reality. 

Yes,  it  is  high  time  something  is  done  to 
help  the  economy  of  the  small  depressed 
midwest  farmer.  A  vigorous  program  to 
bring  farm  prices  up  to  parity  and  to  restrict 
Imports  of  commodities  which  our  farmers 
produce  in  any  sizable  abundance,  such  as 


beef,  etc.,  is  definitely  needed.  Also  we 
should  restrict  making  our  knowledge  avail¬ 
able  to  other  nations,  who  because  of  loxver 
labor  costs,  can  afford  to  export  the  products 
to  this  country  in  competition  with  the  same 
product  produced  here  by  our  own  .farmers. 

Sincerely, 

Max  E.  Witt. 

/ 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  Pp^sident,  on 
August  16  through  18,  thb  Minnesota 
Farmers  Union  flew  in  some  80  business¬ 
men,  farmers,  cooperative  managers, 
merchants — all  at  theii/ own  expense — to 
talk  to  Senators  and  Representatives 
about  the  farm  programs  and  farm  leg¬ 
islation. 

Mr.  Edwin  Christianson,  president  of 
the  Minnesota  .Farmers  Union,  brought 
with  him  over  150  letters  from  Minne¬ 
sotans  interested  in  strong  and  vigorous 
farm  progi^ims,  but  who  were  unable  to 
travel  to  Washington  to  meet  with  their 
Congressmen.  These  letters  represent  a 
broad  /Cross  section  of  the  community : 
farny  machinery  dealers,  automobile 
dealers,  truckers,  foodstore  managers, 
wpes  of  farmers,  farmers,  bank  presi- 
;nts,  school  leaders,  cooperatives,  cham- 
>ers  of  commerce,  attorneys,  and  news¬ 
papermen.  They  are  unanimous  in 
pointing  out  that  their  livelihood,  and 
the  vitality  of  rural  America — both  on 
the  farm  and  off — depends  upon  ade¬ 
quate  farm  income.  They  bear  testimony 
to  the  fact  that  38  percent  of  our  Nation’s 
work  force  is  intimately  connected  with 
the  production,  handling,  processing,  and 
retailing  of  food  and  fiber  products. 
They  bear  testimony  to  the  fact  that 
further  decline  in  farm  income  will  se¬ 
riously  affect  this  segment  of  the  work 
force,  and  that  our  economy  cannot  af¬ 
ford  such  a  blow. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  following  letters,  repre¬ 
sentative  of  all  of  them,  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point.  I  wish  that  all 
of  them  could  be  read  and  printed,  but 
I  do  not  wish  to  delay  the  Senate  unduly. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  closed. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965- 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  conference 
report  on  the  foreign  aid  bill  be  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  was  laid  before 
the  Senate  yesterday. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  is  the 
conference  report  on  the  foreign  aid  bill 
the  unfinished  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct,  but  it  would  not  come 
before  the  Senate  automatically  until 
2  o’clock. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  conference 
report  be  laid  before  the  Senate  now. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con- 
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ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7750)  to  amend 
further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961.  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  on 
the  adoption  of  the  conference  report, 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  in  ex¬ 
pressing  my  reasons  for  refusing  to  sign 
the  conference  report  as  a  conferee,  and 
in  stating  my  urgings  upon  the  Senate 
that  the  conference  report  be  rejected, 
I  wish  to  make  a  brief  statement  setting 
forth  my  appraisal  of  the  parliamen¬ 
tary  situation  that  confronts  the  Senate. 

I  believe  it  is  well  known  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  I  believe  it  is  not  in  the  interest 
of  my  country  to  continue  foreign  aid  on 
the  basis  of  its  present  format.  I  have 
taken  that  position  for  the  past  several 
years.  I  yield  to  no  one  in  my  support 
of  the  theory  of  foreign  aid.  I  would 
yield  to  no  one  in  trying  to  work  out  a 
foreign  aid  program  that  I  would  think 
would  be  in  the  best  interests  of  my 
country. 

Unfortunately,  the  conference  report 
does  not  advance  that  cause  but,  in  my 
judgment,  sets  it  back,  for  reasons  which 
I  shall  shortly  explain. 

I  am  also  fully  aware  of  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  situation  that  prevails  in  this 
debate.  I  do  not  care  to  participate  in 
an  exercise  in  futility. 

There  are  some  parliamentary  pro¬ 
posals  that  I  could  make  this  afternoon, 
such  as  I  made  in  committee.  However, 
I  am  satisfied  that  the  result  would  be 
the  same  in  the  Senate  as  they  were  in 
the  committee. 

I  have  tried  in  my  20  years  in  the 
Senate  to  cooperate  with  my  colleagues 
in  the  Senate  and  face  up  to  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  realities  that  confront  me. 
Therefore,  I  shall  make  my  major  argu¬ 
ments  in  opposition  to  the  conference 
report,  but  I  do  not  intend  to  make  any 
motions  which  are  available  to  me  to 
make.  In  making  such  motions,  in  my 
judgment,  I  would  be  engaged  in  an  ex¬ 
ercise  of  futility.  I  could  make  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  send  the  conference  report  back 
to  conference  with  instructions,  or  a 
motion  to  send  the  conference  report 
back  to  conference,  urging  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  conferees  give  further  consideration 
to  a  proposal  I  made  in  conference,  that 
we  urge  the  House  to  adopt  a  continuing 
resolution  that  would  continue  foreign 
aid  on  the  basis  of  the  authorization  of 
last  year. 

Mr.  President,  we  all  know  what  the 
result  of  those  motions  would  be.  They 
would  be  overwhelmingly  defeated  in  the 
Senate.  I  speak  respectfully  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  Senate.  At  the  present 
time  there  is  a  combination  of  motiva¬ 
tions  in  the  Senate  that  assures  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Oregon  that  due  de¬ 
liberation  on  such  proposals  would  not 
be  given  in  the  Senate. 

Most  of  my  colleagues  are  anxious  to 
adjourn  sine  die.  I  have  already  pointed 
out  that  I  thoroughly  oppose  Congress 
adjourning  sine  die  while  American  boys 
are  dying  in  southeast  Asia.  I  have 
pointed  out  many  times  in  statements  in 
the  past  2  or  3  weeks  in  the  Senate  that 


I  believe  that  Congress  ought  to  stay  on 
the  job  as  long  as  the  war  continues  in 
southeast  Asia  to  carry  out  a  basic  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  American  people  set  forth 
in  the  Constitution — the  function  of 
Congress  to  constantly  maintain  a 
checking  power  upon  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Goverment. 

I  cannot  understand  the  point  of  view 
that  I  am  satisfied  prevails  in  Congress, 
that  we  should  close  up  parliamentary 
shop,  so  to  speak,  go  home,  and  leave  the 
prosecution  of  an  undeclared  war  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State,  and  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  with  no  24-hour  check  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  until  such 
time  as  the  President  might  decide  to  call 
us  back  in  special  session. 

I  have  been  heard  many  times  here  in 
the  Senate  in  the  expression  of  my  view 
that  there  is  a  rapid  trend  in  this  coun¬ 
try  toward  the  development  of  a  country 
by  executive  supremacy,  thereby  weak¬ 
ening  and  undermining  and  under¬ 
cutting  our  system  of  three  coordinate 
and  coequal  branches  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  each  branch  constitutionally  serv¬ 
ing  as  a  check  on  the  other  two. 

That  is  the  reality  that  confronts  me. 
My  voice  will  continue  to  be  somewhat  of 
a  cry  in  a  parliamentary  wilderness,  so 
far  as  Congress  is  concerned,  but  I  never 
give  up  hoping  that  eventually  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  will  come  to  a  full  realization 
of  what  such  a  procedure  is  doing  to  what 
I  consider  to  be  very  precious  constitu¬ 
tional  rights  of  theirs  in  respect  to  the 
operation  of  our  system  of  checks  and 
balances. 

Facing  that  reality,  let  this  record  be 
ci-ystal  clear  that  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  not  goirig  to  offer  any  of  the 
motions  that  he  might  offer — motions  to 
send  the  conference  report  back  to  con¬ 
ference,  or  to  urge  the  Senate  to  instruct 
its  conferees  to  try  to  have  a  continuing 
resolution  passed  in  conference. 

I  offered  that  resolution  to  the  Senate 
conferees.  It  was  defeated,  6  to  1,  in 
conference.  Therefore,  nothing,  it  seems 
to  me,  could  be  gained  by  making  a  vote 
record  here  on  the  measure  in  the  Senate. 
My  statement  makes  the  record.  If  I 
could  get  the  slightest  indication,  of  any 
substantial  support  for  such  a  motion,  I 
would  make  it. 

I  do  not  propose  to  take  up  the  time  of 
the  Senate  in  consideration  of  such  a  mo¬ 
tion  when  each  of  us  can  take  judicial 
notice  as  to  what  the  result  would  be. 

However,  the  American  people  are  en¬ 
titled  to  have  Senators  go  on  record  by  a 
rollcall  vote  of  approval  or  disapproval  of 
the  conference  report.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  cooperation  of  Senators  and 
express  my  thanks  to  Senators  who 
agreed  to  the  rollcall  vote  for  which  I 
asked.  In  not  so  many  minutes,  that 
rollcall  will  result  in  every  Senator 
standing  up  and  being  counted  for  his¬ 
tory  with  respect  to  this  conference 
report. 

The  conference  report  brought  back  by 
the  Senate  conferees  is  another  retread 
on  the  same  foreign  aid  program  that 
has  produced  little  or  nothing  for  Amer¬ 
ican  foreign  policy  in  the  last  5  years 
except  stonings,  burnings,  and  assaults 
on  American  property  in  many  parts  of 
the  world.  It  is  a  victory  only  for  those, 
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in  both  the  Congress  and  the  executive 
agencies,  who  prefer  to  wash  congres¬ 
sional  hands  of  control  or  responsibility 
over  the  program.  It  means  another 
year  of  blank  check  to  AID  and  the  De¬ 
partments  of  State  and  Defense  to 
spend  close  to  $3.5  billion  for  whatever 
purposes  they  see  fit. 

Let  me  point  out  to  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  that  the  foreign  aid  bill  which  has 
been  referred  to  by  this  administration 
as  a  “bare  bones’’  bill  is  not  a  “bare 
bones”  bill  at  all — $3/2  billion — in  round 
numbers — is  a  great  deal  of  money. 
When  one  talks  to  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  about  foreign  aid,  he  must 
talk  to  him  about  all  aspects  of  a  for¬ 
eign  assistance  program. 

Let  me  point  out  to  the  American  peo- 
in  the  State  Department  like  to  depart¬ 
mentalize  foreign  assistance,  and  how 
they  like  to  keep  different  programs  of 
foreign  assistance  in  watertight  com¬ 
partments.  But  they  cannot  do  it.  So 
let  the  Record  show  that,  in  round  num¬ 
bers,  our  total  foreign  assistance  is  nearer 
$7  billion,  because  we  must  take  into  ac¬ 
count  all  the  other  programs  and  all  of 
the  other  agencies  that  spend  the  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayers’  money  in  the  field  of 
foreign  assistance. 

I  shall  have  something  to  say  before  I 
finish  about  the  alibi  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  AID  people  that  a  part  of 
that  program  involves  loans.  They  were 
hurt  in  the  annual  debate  on  foreign 
aid  in  recent  years  in  connection  with 
giveaway  or  grant  programs.  The  State 
Department  and  the  AID  people  are 
masters  in  the  use  of  semantics,  and  they 
use  language  to  deceive  the  American 
taxpayers. 

One  of  the  characteristics  of  our  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  is  spelled  out  by  the  let¬ 
ters  of  the  word  “deception.”  The  Amer¬ 
ican  people  are  constantly  being  fooled 
by  the  propaganda  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  AID  officials  in  respect  of 
the  nature  and  content  of  foreign  aid, 
because  foreign  aid  is  not  what  those  in 
the  State  Department  call  it.  Foreign 
aid  encompasses  all  of  our  foreign  assist¬ 
ance  program. 

I  urge  the  American  people  to  insist 
upon  an  analysis  of  the  total  foreign  as¬ 
sistance  program,  which  is  in  the  neigh¬ 
borhood  of  $7  billion,  in  spite  of  this  ad¬ 
ministration’s  allegation  about  this  bill 
being  a  “bare  bones”  bill. 

In  recent  years,  the  Senate  has  re¬ 
flected  a  deep  discontent  over  the  stand¬ 
ards  and  objectives  of  the  foreign  aid 
program.  We  have  said  a  lot  about  it; 
and  we  have  adopted  some  amendments 
that  explored  the  fringes  of  the  jungle. 
But  in  the  end,  we  have  invariably 
yielded  to  the  House,  which  reflects  a 
more  pure  and  unadulterated  view  from 
the  seventh  floor  of  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  than  does  even  the  Senate. 

What  the  Senate  conferees  brought 
back  to  the  Senate  was  a  capitulation 
to  the  other  body,  meaning  a  capitula¬ 
tion  to  downtown.  There  is  not  a  word 
or  a  sentence  that  holds  the  hope  of  any 
future  changes  for  the  better  in  the 
management  or  the  objectives  of  foreign 
aid.  As  Senators  know,  the  key  issue  in 
conference  was  the  package  amendments 
placed  in  the  bill  by  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee.  They  called  for 
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authorizing  the  program  for  2  years, 
after  which  it  would  end  in  its  present 
form  and  during  which  time  a  joint 
House-Senate  committee  would  recon¬ 
struct  new  format  for  aid,  including 
much  of  food  for  peace. 

This  arrangement  provided  the  ma¬ 
chinery  for  a  congressional  review,  not 
another  administrator  review,  of  aid, 
but  a  congressional  review  of  aid  in  all 
its  manifestations. 

Until  this  Congress  assumes  full  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  a  review  of  aid,  an  ade¬ 
quate  review  of  AID  will  never  be  ac¬ 
complished. 

If  anyone  believes  that  the  State  De¬ 
partment  or  the  AID  people  are  going  to 
conduct  a  critical  review  of  foreign  aid, 
he  could  not  be  more  mistaken.  If  peo¬ 
ple  believe  that,  they  are  highly  gullible, 
because  we  have  had  the  oft  repeated 
promise  from  the  State  Department  and 
the  AID  personnel,  year  after  year,  that 
they  intend  to  put  their  house  in  order. 

As  I  said  to  the  Secretary  of  State 
and  Mr.  Bell,  the  Director  of  AID,  when 
they  appeared  before  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  not  so  many  days  ago, 
I  remember  an  official  spokesman  for 
the  administration  coming  to  see  me 
after  my  minority  report  last  year — 
which  I  shall  place  in  the  Record  later 
this  afternoon — telling  me  that  he  found 
it  very  difficult  to  quarrel  with  many 
criticisms  in  that  minority  report,  and 
suggesting  a  series  of  meetings  with  me, 
to  be  participated  in  by  the  State  De¬ 
partment  and  AID  representatives,  be¬ 
fore  the  administration  submitted  a  for¬ 
eign  aid  bill  the  next  year,  to  see  if  we 
could  not  reach  an  understanding  on 
the  necessary  modifications  that  would 
remove  some  of  my  criticisms,  which  he 
admitted  were  sound. 

As  I  said  to  the  Secretary,  Mr.  Rusk, 
and  Mr.  Bell,  the  other  day,  I  took  the 
position  that  I  was  not  going  to  meet 
with  them  alone,  but  I  would  be  glad  to 
meet  with  them  if  all  members  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  were  in¬ 
vited  to  attend  the  meeting ;  that  I 
highly  approved  of  such  an  approach 
to  the  foreign  aid  program.  It  was 
satisfactory  to  them.  No  such  sessions 
were  ever  called.  I  continue  to  stand 
willing  and  able  to  participate  in  such 
conferences.  All  I  can  say  is  that  I  hope 
between  now  and  next  year  such  con¬ 
ferences  may  be  held.  But  such  con¬ 
ferences  do  not  replace  the  primary 
responsibility  of  the  Congress  to  conduct 
a  thorough  investigation  of  foreign  aid 
and  come  forward  with  a  foreign  aid  bill 
that  removes  the  great  abuse  and  waste 
that  exist  in  the  present  foreign  aid 
program. 

I  point  out  that  the  purpose  of  the 
joint  committee,  which  the  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee  approved  of,  which  I 
proposed,  and  which  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  [Mr.  Fulbright]  en¬ 
dorsed,  and  to  whom  I  am  greatly  in¬ 
debted  for  cooperation  with  respect  to 
this  proposal,  was  to  consider  the  whole 
field  of  financial  and  military  assistance 
programs  abroad,  to  judge  of  unity  of 
purpose  or  lack  of  unity,  to  consider 
whether  our  assistance  was  aimed  at 
sound  and  reasonable  objectives,  and  to 
establish  what  new  guidelines  for  future 


aid,  including  its  administration,  might 
seem  desirable. 

It  became  known  in  debate,  covering  a 
good  many  weeks’  deliberation,  as  the 
Morse  amendment.  We  coupled  it  with 
the  Fulbright  amendment.  Although  I 
do  not  believe  in  having  an  authorization 
bill  beyond  a  year,  I  did  admit,  as  a  result 
of  the  discussions  which  we  held  in  com¬ 
mittee,  that  we  could  not  very  well  have 
the  program  of  analysis,  study,  and  re¬ 
view  which  my  amendment  called  for,  in 
a  year.  It  would  take  at  least  a  year  and 
a  half,  which  would  then  put  us  in  a  po¬ 
sition  to  put  into  proposed  legislation  the 
recommendations  resulting  from  such  a 
study. 

The  Morse  amendment  included  a  pro¬ 
vision  that  all  foreign  aid,  as  we  now  call 
it,  should  come  to  an  end  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  fiscal  year  1967,  and  that  foreign 
aid  would  start  anew,  but  on  the  basis 
of  a  different  format.  My  amendment 
provided  that  instead  of  the  large  num¬ 
ber  of  countries  upon  whose  foreign  aid 
programs  we  are  throwing  hundreds 
upon  millions  of  dollars  of  American  tax¬ 
payers’  money,  the  number  of  countries 
would  be  reduced  to  50. 

Debate  shows  that  I  stated  there  was 
nothing  magical  about  the  number  50, 
that  if  the  special  committee  which  was 
to  be  set  up  under  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment  found  that  the  number  should  be 
less  than  50,  or  more  than  50,  then  what¬ 
ever  the  number  which  could  be  support¬ 
ed  would  be  substituted  for  the  50. 

That  was  the  program  I  offered.  That 
was  the  program  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  unanimously  accepted.  That 
was  the  program  adopted  by  the  Senate 
and  which  went  to  conference.  But  we 
coupled  with  it  the  Fulbright  proposal 
for  a  2-year  period  for  the  study  and 
drafting  of  a  new  foreign  aid  program. 
It  was  all  thrown  out  the  window,  so  to 
speak,  in  conference;  and  now  we  bring 
it  back  as  a  Foreign  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee  amendment  to  the  Senate,  with  no 
aspect  or  element  of  the  procedural  re¬ 
form  features  of  the  bill  which  went 
through  the  Senate.  Not  only  that,  but 
as  I  hope  to  show  before  I  finish,  we 
have  worsened  the  situation. 

The  conference  report  entirely  aban¬ 
dons  the  machinery  of  the  Fulbright 
amendment  and  the  Morse  amendment, 
despite  its  unanimous  approval  this 
spring  by  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee. 

In  announcing  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright]  stated  that  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  had  abandoned  the  Senate’s  pack¬ 
age  amendments  after  placing  reliance 
upon  two  factors.  He  said: 

With  respect  to  the  2-year  authorization 
the  Senate  conferees  receded  on  the  basis  of 
(1)  the  willingness  of  the  House  Members 
of  the  Committee  of  the  Conference  to  urge 
their  House  colleagues  next  year  to  examine 
with  the  greatest  care  such  proposals  as  may 
be  submitted  authorizing  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
grams  for  2  or  more  years;  and  (2)  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Secretary  of  State  when  he  met 
with  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  on 
August  12,  1965,  that  next  year  the  admin¬ 
istration  expects  to  request  that  the  multi¬ 
year  principle  adopted  by  the  Congress  in 
1961  and  1962  for  development  lending  be 
extended  to  include  all  other  authorizations 


contained  In  the  foreign  aid  bill  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  early  in  the  next  session  of  Congress. 

I  am  hopeful — 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  con¬ 
tinued — • 

that  next  year  with  the  support  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  and  with  the  agreement — 

And  I  emphasize  this — 
of  the  House  conferees  to  examine  a  longer 
term  authorization  with  the  greatest  care 
that  some  headway  may  be  made  so  we  may 
get  away  from  the  dreary  cycle  of  one-year 
aid  programs. 

Mr.  President,  I  speak  most  respect¬ 
fully.  The  Senate  conferees  did  not  get 
any  agreement  out  of  the  House  con¬ 
ferees.  There  is  no  agreement  in  that 
language.  All  Senators  should  have  sat 
in  on  that  conference  and  observed  the 
wry  smiles  which  crossed  the  faces  of 
some  of  the  House  conferees.  They  gave 
us  some  language,  but  the  language  spells 
out  no  agreement  whatsoever.  There  is 
no  commitment  from  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  in  regard  to  any  2-year  foreign 
aid  program. 

Let  me  say  most  kindly  that  it  would 
have  been  better  if  the  majority  of  the 
Senate  conferees  had  not  even  used  that 
language,  because  it  misleads  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people. 

I  wish  to  spend  a  little  time  on  it,  Mr. 
President,  because  I  wish  to  answer  now 
the  argument  which  will  be  made  by 
many  who  will  be  misled  by  this  lan¬ 
guage.  I  say  to  the  American  people 
that  the  Senate  conferees  brought  back 
no  agreement  from  the  House  conferees 
whatsoever  in  regard  to  any  2-year  pro¬ 
gram  for  foreign  aid  beginning  next  year. 

The  language  of  the  chairman  of  the 
Senate  conferees  shows  that  to  be  clear. 
I  quote  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright]  : 

The  Senate  conferees  receded  on  the  basis 
of,  one,  the  willingness  of  the  House  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  of  the  conference  to 
urge  their  House  colleagues  next  year  to  ex¬ 
amine  with  the  greatest  care  such  proposals 
as  may  be  submitted  authorizing  foreign  aid 
programs  for  2  or  more  years; 

Mr.  President,  what  does  that  commit 
them  to? 

The  language  is  completely  meaning¬ 
less  so  far  as  any  binding  effects  upon  any 
House  conferees  is  concerned. 

Point  No.  1,  there  is  not  a  Senator  or 
Representative  who  knows  who  the  House 
conferees  are  going  to  be  next  year. 

Point  No.  2,  what  the  House  conferees 
said  to  the  Senate  conferees  in  effect 
was,  “All  right,  you  recede  and  we  will 
tell  you  that  next  year  we  will  examine 
your  proposals  with  the  greatest  care.” 

That  is  not  even  as  valuable  as  an 
infertile  goose  egg  so  far  as  having  any 
value  in  connection  with  an  agreement 
is  concerned.  They  committed  them¬ 
selves  to  nothing. 

I  am  sorry  to  say  that  what  they  did 
do,  in  the  use  of  that  language,  was 
to  give  the  Senate  conferees  what  they 
thought  was  a  face  saver,  but  the  Senate 
conferees  have  brought  back  no  face 
saver,  because  neither  the  chairman  nor 
any  of  my  colleagues  on  the  conference 
can  show  the  Senate  or  the  taxpayers  of 
America  what  they  did.  I  am  now  more 
interested  in  the  taxpayers  of  America 
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than  I  am  in  Members  of  this  body,  be¬ 
cause  only  the  taxpayers  of  America 
can  give  the  answer  to  our  foreign  aid. 
They  must  give  that  answer,  starting  in 
the  elections  of  1966. 

As  I  said  in  conference,  and  as  I  say 
today,  to  the  voters  of  America,  “You 
will  get  foreign  aid  cleaned  up  only 
when  you  clean  up  Congress  at  the  voting 
booths  in  1966  and  1968.” 

Mr.  President,  we  have  come  to  the 
point  where,  if  we  are  to  change  for¬ 
eign  aid  in  this  country  and  stop  the 
shocking  waste  and  corruption  which 
the  Comptroller  General’s  reports  show 
we  shall  have  to  make  the  politicians  of 
America  understand  their  duty  in  the 
voting  booths.  That  is  the  only  way  we 
can  ever  stop  this  waste. 

The  Senate  conferees  brought  back  no 
agreement  binding  on  the  House.  They 
gave  us  some  language  in  which  they 
said  to  us,  in  effect,  with  smiles  on  their 
faces,  “You  recede,  and  we  will  give  you 
the  assurance  that  we  will  give  most 
serious  consideration  to  your  proposals 
next  year.” 

I  never  thought  that  I  would  ever  see 
a  conference  group  come  back  to  the 
Senate  and  advance  such  language  as 
justification  for  receding  from  what  the 
Senate  passed  when  it  passed  the  for¬ 
eign  aid  bill. 

The  chairman  of  our  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  said: 

The  second  reason  why  the  majority  of 
the  Senate  conferees  receded  was  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Secretary  of  State  when  he  met 
with  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  on 
August  12,  1965,  that  next  year  the  adminis¬ 
tration  expects  to  request  that  the  multiyear 
principle  adopted  by  Congress  in  1961 
and  1962  for  development  lending  be  ex¬ 
tended  to  include  all  other  authorizations 
contained  in  the  foreign  aid  bill  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  early  in  the  next  session  of  Congress. 

Of  what  value  is  that?  Up  to  the 
moment  I  speak  we  have  had  no  assur¬ 
ance  from  the  Secretary  of  State  or  from 
the  Director  of  AID  of  any  plan  to  cor¬ 
rect  abuses  found  in  those  files  of  cri¬ 
tical  reports  on  the  administration  of 
foreign  aid  around  the  world,  compiled  by 
the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States,  who  is  an  officer  of  Congress, 
and  whose  job  it  is  to  act  as  a  watchdog 
the  expenditure  of  taxpayers  money  ap¬ 
propriated  by  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  conferees 
brought  back  no  commitment  from  any¬ 
one — the  House  or  the  administration— 
that  gives  the  American  taxpayer  any 
assurance  that  the  maladministration  of 
foreign  aid  around  the  world  will  be 
corrected. 

Therefore,  I  say  with  deep  regret  that 
I  am  sorry  that  the  conferees  from  the 
Senate  receded  and  surrendered  to 
meaningless  semantics  used  by  the  House 
conferees  and  by  the  Secretary  of  State. 

Clearly,  the  administration  and  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  are  agreed  in  their  de¬ 
sire  to  see  not  only  development  lending, 
but  all  foreign  aid,  authorized  on  a  long¬ 
term  basis  so  that  it  will  not  come  before 
Congress  every  year. 

They  want  to  get  it  away  from  us. 
They  want  to  delegate  to  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  more  and 
more  power  for  a  longer  period  of  time 


in  connection  with  the  expenditure  of 
taxpayers’  money.  That  is  another 
concrete  example  of  what  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  been  warning 
the  Senate  about  for  years,  namely,  the 
divestiture  of  more  and  more  congres¬ 
sional  checking  power. 

American  taxpayers  have  a  right  to 
have  us  take  a  look  at  the  expenditures  of 
foreign  aid  funds  every  year. 

While  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington]  is  in  the  Chamber,  let  me 
say  that  I  have  worked  shoulder  to 
shoulder  with  him  on  various  aspects  of 
the  foreign  aid  program,  particularly  in 
respect  to  dealing  with  foreign  bodies,  or 
so-called  international  monetary  bodies 
on  which  the  United  States  has  repre¬ 
sentation  but  no  control  over  even  the 
expenditure  of  American  taxpayer  dol¬ 
lars.  The  American  taxpayers  put  up 
most  of  the  money,  and  no  other  country 
belonging  to  any  of  those  international 
monetary  bodies  are  even  beginning  to 
put  up  the  money  that  the  U.S.  tax¬ 
payers  put  up.  However,  we  give  to 
those  bodies,  once  we  vest  them  with  the 
power,  control  over  expenditures  of 
American  taxpayer  money.  There  is 
very  little  we  can  do  then  about  how  the 
money  is  spent. 

I  do  not  intend  to  supoprt  that  kind 
of  foreign  assistance  program.  That  is 
why  I  have  been  found  to  urge  a  com¬ 
plete  overhaul  of  our  foreign  assistance 
program,  to  see  to  it  that  we  exercise 
a  greater  control  and  check  over  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  taxpayer  dollars. 

The  understanding  that  the  chairman 
thinks  he  has,  but  which  he  does  not 
have,  assumes  that  the  direction  and 
the  nature  of  the  long-term  program  will 
be  an  executive  creation  and  not  a  leg¬ 
islative  one. 

I  am  adamantly  opposed  to  future  for¬ 
eign  aid  that  operates  the  way  it  does 
now.  Putting  the  present  loose,  slip¬ 
shod,  aimless,  and  pointless  aid  program 
into  a  multiyear  authorization  will  only 
compound  all  its  existing  evils.  It  is 
bad  enough  now;  but  the  administration 
is  somewhat  deterred  by  the  knowledge 
that  Congress  is  going  to  look  at  what  it 
is  doing  every  year.  Remove  that  minor 
check,  and  the  abuses  and  futility  of  the 
aid  program  will  multiply  rapidly. 

About  the  only  check  we  have  left 
which  causes  any  concern  at  the  White 
House  or  the  State  Department  or  the 
AID  administration  is  the  fact  that  they 
at  least  must  come  to  Congress  to  make 
a  case  once  a  year.  If  Members  of  the 
Senate  had  exercised  the  power  that  has 
been  available  to  them,  to  check  the 
White  House  and  the  State  Department 
and  the  AID  representatives  in  respect 
to  the  shocking  abuse  which  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  has  brought  out  year 
after  year,  we  would  have  cleaned  up 
foreign  aid  years  ago. 

Foreign  aid,  adequately  and  properly 
administered,  is  the  greatest  weapon  we 
have  against  the  spread  of  communism. 
Let  me  make  clear  what  I  have  said 
many  times  in  committee  and  sometimes 
on  the  floor,  that  foreign  aid  as  it  is  now 
administered  makes  Communists  around 
the  world.  Foreign  aid  as  it  is  now 
managed  is  one  of  the  greatest  allies 
the  Communist  forces  of  the  world  have. 
When  foreign  aid  is  administered  in 
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such  a  manner  as  to  support  corruption 
in  some  of  the  underdeveloped  areas  of 
the  world — and  the  Comptroller  General 
has  found  that  it  does — when  foreign  aid 
is  administered  as  it  is  in  some  parts 
of  the  world  in  support  of  fascist  re¬ 
gimes,  corrupt  regimes,  and  military 
juntas,  we  join  in  building  up  comT 
munism. 

I  want  a  foreign  aid  program  that  is 
based  upon  the  fundamental  principle 
of  exporting  to  underdeveloped  areas  of 
the  world  this  unsurpassed  system  of 
ours,  which  we  call  economic  freedom. 
When  we  make  a  people  of  a  country 
economically  free,  they  become  polit¬ 
ically  free. 

I  shall  always  point  with  some  satis¬ 
faction  to  the  fact  that  my  major  effort 
in  the  field  of  foreign  policy  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  been  in  connection  with  the 
Alliance  for  Progress  program,  which 
originally  came  out  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Latin  American  Affairs,  of  which  I 
have  the  honor  to  be  the  chairman,  at  a 
time  when  the  then  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  John  Fitzgerald  Kennedy,  was 
a  member  of  my  subcommittee. 

That  is  where  the  Alliance  for  Prog¬ 
ress  program  was  born.  Those  of  us  on 
the  committee  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  substance  of  it,  but  we  made  possible 
the  procedure  that  resulted  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  series  of  studies  which 
we  authorized  experts  in  Latin  Ameri¬ 
can  universities  and  research  founda¬ 
tions  and  recognized  individuals  who 
were  authorities  on  Latin  America  to 
bring  forth.  That  series  of  research 
studies  on  the  problems  of  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  President  Kennedy  was  able  to  take 
when  he  went  to  the  White  House  as 
the  format  for  the  enunciation  of  the 
great  program  now  attached  to  his  name, 
known  as  the  Alliance  for  Progress  pro¬ 
gram. 

What  is  the  chief  characteristic  of  the 
Alliance  for  Progress  program?  The  ex¬ 
portation  of  economic  freedom  to  the 
underdeveloped  countries  of  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica.  So  long  as  we  remain  true  to  that 
objective,  we  shall  make  some  progress 
against  communism  in  the  world. 

But  so  long  as  we  misuse  foreign  aid, 
so  that  we  aid  corrupt  administrations, 
so  that  we  support  military  juntas  that 
use  our  military  aid  to  stamp  out  free¬ 
dom,  we  become  causative,  through  for¬ 
eign  aid,  of  revolutions  that  play  into  the 
hands  of  communism.  Mr.  President, 
when  we  are  long  gone,  and  the  history 
of  our  time  is  written,  we  shall  find  his¬ 
torians  dealing  us  devastating  historical 
blows,  because  of  our  failure  to  live  up  to 
our  professed  ideals  as  a  democratic  na¬ 
tion.  We  talk  a  good  “game”  about  free¬ 
dom,  but  we  frequently  fail  to  practice  it 
abroad — as  we  have  failed  for  years,  in 
South  Vietnam,  to  practice  our  ideals  of 
freedom.  When  history  is  through  with 
us.  it  will  not  be  pleasant  reading  for  fu¬ 
ture  generations  of  American  boys,  if 
there  is  a  United  States  left  for  anyone  to 
read  about,  in  the  generations  ahead. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  is 
pleading  that  we  return  to  our  ideals,  and 
start  practicing  them,  in  the  field  of  for¬ 
eign  aid,  instead  of  following  the  shoddy 
and  shocking  practice  of  thinking  that 
American  money  can  buy  support  in  cor¬ 
rupt  regimes. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


August  2b,  1965 

Corrupt  men  will  not  stay  bought. 
Corrupt  regimes  will  not  stay  bought. 

Therefore,  I  am  asking  for  a  foreign 
aid  program  that  will  be  sound  because 
it  will  be  administered  on  the  basis  of 
exporting  into  the  underdeveloped  areas 
of  the  world  economic  freedom.  No  one 
can  ponder  the  reports  of  the  Comptrol¬ 
ler  General  of  the  United  States  and  not 
appreciate  the  fact  that  the  criticisms 
I  have  been  making  of  the  existing  pro¬ 
gram  are  unanswerable. 

The  statement  on  behalf  of  the  Senate 
conferees,  though  not  on  my  behalf,  be¬ 
cause  I  did  not  sign  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  continues  in  this  vein : 

On  the  subject  of  the  Senate’s  proposal  to 
create  a  planning  committee  to  examine  the 
basic  principles  of  foreign  aid,  the  Senate 
receded  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors : 

1.  The  statement  of  the  Conferees  of  both 
House  urging  the  President  to  inaugurate  a 
review  of  the  aid  program  as  presently  con¬ 
stituted,  seeking  to  direct  it  more  effectively 
toward  the  solution  of  the  problems  of  the 
developing  countries. 

Mr.  President,  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  has  for  several  years  given 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States  that  lan¬ 
guage.  Each  year,  in  its  report  to  the 
Senate,  it  admits  that  the  foreign  aid 
program  needs  to  be  overhauled,  and  it 
says  to  the  President,  “You  ought  to  do 
something  about  about  it.”  It  says  to  the 
Secretary  of  State,  the  Director  of  AID, 
and  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  “You  ought 
to  do  something  about  it.” 

Then  it  dries  its  hands  on  a  towel  of 
lethargy,  after  a  handwash,  and  does 
nothing  itself.  In  the  first  place,  it  is 
the  responsibility  of  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  of  the  United  States 
Senate,  so  far  as  this  body  is  concerned, 
and  the  responsibility  of  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  itself,  to  clean  up  for¬ 
eign  aid,  instead  of,  once  a  year,  sending 
down  to  the  administration  a  report 
which  states  that  foreign  aid  is  in  bad 
shape,  something  ought  to  be  done  about 
it,  and  we  strongly  recommend  that  it 
be  done  before  the  Administration  sends 
a  bill  to  Congress  next  year. 

That  is  not  even  a  figurative  slap  on 
the  wrist.  Why  should  the  administra¬ 
tion  pay  any  attention  to  such  an  ad¬ 
monition  from  the  Senate?  From  ex¬ 
perience,  they  have  every  reason  to  know 
that  the  Congress  apparently  will  not  do 
anything  about  it.  That  is  why  I  said 
earlier  to  the  voters  of  this  country,  “You 
must  do  something  about  it,  unless  you 
want  to  underwrite  the  shocking  waste 
of  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  that 
has  been  going  on  every  year  since  1946.” 

Our  total  foreign  assistance  program 
since  1946  now  amounts  to  more  than 
$111  billion.  Not  all  of  it  is  grant 
money.  Some  represents  good,  sound 
loans;  and  I  am  for  more  of  them.  But 
their  totality  is  only  a  small  fraction  of 
the  $111  billion.  For  many  years  even 
the  so-called  loans  were  at  three-quar¬ 
ters  of  1  percent  interest,  with  10  years 
of  grace  when  they  did  not  have  to  pay 
anything,  and  then  40  to  50  years  to 
repay.  In  American  dollars?  Not  at  all. 
In  the  cheap,  worthless,  soft  currency  of 
the  underdeveloped  country. 

Mr.  President,  that  spelled  deception 
to  me.  That  course  misled  the  American 
taxpayer  into  thinking  that  the  Congress 


of  the  United  States  was  protecting  his 
interests  by  making  a  loan  to  some 
underdeveloped  country,  without  even 
making  clear  to  the  American  taxpayer 
that  he  had  no  more  chance  than  a 
snowball  in  a  hot  oven  of  ever  getting 
a  dollar  of  it  back  in  American  money. 

Billions  of  dollars  in  that  category 
have  been  spent  since  1946. 

We  have  made  a  little  progress — not 
much,  but  a  little.  We  make  dollar  loans 
now  instead  of  soft  loans.  We  go  the 
interest  up  a  little.  But  even  now,  we  are 
lending  millions  of  dollars  at  interest 
rates  less  than  the  cost  of  the  use  of  the 
money ;  which  means  that  even  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  interest  rate,  the  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayer  is  subsidizing  foreign  gov¬ 
ernments,  and  some  of  them  are  shock¬ 
ing  governments. 

Along  with  this  concomitant,  of  course, 
are  always  the  sleeper  clauses,  reserving 
to  the  President  the  authority  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  or  not  it  is  in  the  national 
interest  to  continue  to  give  away  millions 
of  American  taxpayers  dollars,  irrespec¬ 
tive  of  whether  or  not  we  are  dealing  with 
a  corruptionist  in  Egypt  by  the  name  of 
Nasser,  or  a  corruptionist  in  Indonesia 
by  the  name  of  Sugamo,  or  a  corruption¬ 
ist  in  the  Dominican  Republic,  or  cor¬ 
ruptionists  in  many  other  places  in  the 
world. 

Mr.  President,  the  present  foreign  aid 
program  cannot  be  justified.  Some 
people  do  not  like  to  hear  me  talk  about 
moral  principles.  There  are  even  some 
who  say  that  principles  of  morality  have 
no  place  in  foreign  policy;  that  it  is  all 
right  to  justify  anything  desired  to  be 
done  in  foreign  policy,  irrespective  of 
whether  it  is  moral  or  immoral. 

I  have  always  repudiated  that  principle, 
and  I  shall  always  repudiate  it.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  a  government  that  is  immoral, 
by  the  example  set  for  its  people  will  gov¬ 
ern  an  immoral  people. 

There  cannot  be  moral  people  an  an 
immoral  government.  We  ought  to  clean 
up  the  immoral  aspect  of  foreign  aid. 
We  ought  to  clean  up  the  immoral  as¬ 
pects  of  American  foreign  policy. 

It  is  said  that  that  is  an  argument 
of  subjectivity,  for  each  person  has  his 
code  of  morals.  Of  course,  all  of  us 
have  a  common  understanding  of  what 
is  decent  and  right. 

But  no  one  can  read  these  reports 
from  the  Comptroller  General  and  con¬ 
clude  that  a  moral  program  is  being 
followed  in  many  phases  of  American 
foreign  policy,  including  foreign  aid. 

So  I  shall  continue  to  plead  for  a 
cleansing  of  American  foreign  aid  so 
long  as  I  sit  in  this  body. 

Continuing  with  the  quotation  from 
the  report  of  the  Senate  conferees: 

2.  The  statement  of  the  Secretary  of  State 
on  the  occasion  referred  to  above  that,  de¬ 
spite  its  opposition  to  the  creation  of  the 
Foreign  Aid  Planning  Committee  and  cer¬ 
tain  other  related  provisions,  nevertheless, 
the  administration  recognizes  the  concern 
of  this  committee  (the  Senate  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee)  and  the  Senate  about  the 
future  content  and  direction  of  the  foreign 
aid  program.  The  Secretary  added:  “We 
would  be  very  pleased  to  assist  in  any  way 
we  could  any  studies  undertaken  by  the  two 
legislative  committees.  In  addition,  the 
executive  branch,  prompted  by  these  con¬ 
gressional  concerns,  will  conduct  a  special 
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study  of  the  program,  giving  particular  at¬ 
tention  to  the  issues  raised  by  this  commit¬ 
tee:  the  number  of  countries  receiving  as¬ 
sistance;  the  requirements  for  assistance 
and  the  prospects  for  achieving  our  objec¬ 
tives  and  terminating  assistance;  the  con¬ 
tribution  of  other  deveoped  countries;  and 
the  appropriate  relationships  between  bi¬ 
lateral  and  multilateral  assistance.” 

Those  were  assurances,  to  use  the  word 
loosely,  upon  which  the  Senate  conferees 
relied. 

They  are  not  assurances  at  all.  That 
mumbo-jumbo  has  been  repeated  by  the 
Secretary  of  State  year  after  year,  and 
by  Secretaries  of  State  who  preceded  the 
present  one.  Anything  is  suggested  to 
avoid  the  cries  for  an  investigation  of 
foreign  aid,  such  as  that  which  was  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Morse  amendment.  The 
Morse  amendment  was  adopted  by  the 
Senate  but  was  dropped  in  conference. 
That  was  how  the  fear  arose.  There 
was  not  the  slightest  idea  that  the  Morse 
amendment  had  a  chance  of  being 
adopted  by  the  Senate.  Some  persons 
were  shocked  when  it  was  adopted  by 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

In  my  20  years  in  the  Senate,  I  have 
seen  lobbies  at  work,  but  I  have  never 
seen  such  a  lobby  at  work  as  the  State 
Department,  the  foreign  aid  people,  the 
Defense  Department,  and  the  White 
House  carry  on  in  opposition  to  the 
Morse  amendment  to  the  foreign  aid 
bill. 

They  knew  that  if  the  kind  of  planning 
committee  called  for  by  the  Morse 
amendment  for  an  investigation  and  ex¬ 
amination  of  foreign  aid  were  estab¬ 
lished,  the  report  of  that  committee 
would  be  negative  so  far  as  many  aspects 
of  existing  foreign  aid  are  concerned. 

The  lobbyists  won,  but  the  people  lost. 
The  taxpayers  are  in  for  another  fleec¬ 
ing.  The  lobbyists  won,  but  good  gov¬ 
ernment  suffered.  The  lobbyists  won, 
but  once  again  the  Congress  receded 
from  its  constitutional  obligation  to 
maintain  its  checking  functions  over  the 
executive  branch  of  Government. 

Battles  have  been  lost  before  in  Con¬ 
gress.  Some  of  the  great  issues  before 
Congress  throughout  its  history  suffered 
defeat;  and  after  defeat  for  many  years, 
they  finally  won. 

One  has  to  have  my  confidence  that 
eventually  right  will  prevail  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  foreign  aid.  Foreign  aid  will 
be  cleaned  up.  Although  the  White 
House,  the  State  Department,  the  De¬ 
fense  Department,  and  the  AID  admin¬ 
istration  think  that  once  more  they  have 
won  a  great  victory,  I  warn  them  that,  in 
my  judgment,  through  their  victory  they 
will  learn  that  they  have  suffered  a  great 
defeat. 

Once  the  people  of  this  country  under¬ 
stand  what  the  evidence  is  against  the 
administration  of  foreign  aid,  con¬ 
tinuation  of  which  is  so  strenuously 
urged  by  the  Johnson  administration, 
they  will  repudiate  the  program. 

I  do  not  believe  that  foreign  aid  of 
the  type  we  know  is  needed  should  suffer 
the  setback  it  receives  in  this  conference 
report. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky. 
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Mr.  COOPER.  Does  the  Senator  re¬ 
member  that  in  1948,  at  the  time  of  the 
enactment  of  the  Marshall  plan  legisla¬ 
tion,  upon  the  insistence  of  Senator  Van- 
denberg,  a  watchdog  committee  was  es¬ 
tablished  to  watch  the  way  in  which  that 
legislation  was  administered,  according 
to  the  intent  of  the  Congress? 

Also,  in  that  same  year,  as  I  recall,  the 
House  of  Representatives  appointed  a 
special  committee  under  the  chairman¬ 
ship  of  Christian  Herter  to  perform  the 
same  function. 

So  there  is  precedent  for  the  type  of 
overseeing  of  foreign  aid  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  advocating. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  appreciate  the  com¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 
There  is  much  precedent.  Not  only  was 
there  the  commission  to  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  refers,  but  in  one 
respect  the  Hoover  Commission,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  other  administrative  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  Federal  Government, 
performed  a  function  similar  to  that 
which  the  Morse  amendment  sought  to 
accomplish  in  connection  with  foreign 
aid. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  should  like  to  speak 
of  a  similar  committee  which  I  thought 
would  be  proper  to  oversee  a  foreign  aid 
program.  The  Senator  knows  that  I 
have  supported  the  foreign  program,  but 
I  want  it  to  be  an  effective  program. 

But  as  early  as  1961, 1  said  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  the  foreign  aid  program  would 
come  under  increasing  attack,  and  prop¬ 
erly  so,  and  possibly  die  unless  some 
organization  was  established  to  make  a 
searching  inquiry  into  its  operations 
to  determine  if  it  was  being  used 
effectively. 

In  1962  I  proposed  an  amendment 
which  was  adopted  by  the  Senate,  but 
rejected  by  the  House,  asking  that  the 
President  establish  an  independent  com¬ 
mittee  which  would  report  to  Congress, 
as  well  as  to  the  President,  concerning 
the  actual  operations  of  the  foreign  aid 
program  in  each  country  which  received 
our  aid. 

In  December  1963  Congress  adopted 
the  amendment  which  I  proposed,  ask¬ 
ing  the  President  to  establish  an  inde¬ 
pendent  committee  to  make  an  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  foreign  aid  program  in  each 
recipient  country,  starting  with  13 
which,  at  that  time,  received  more  than 
half  of  the  total  volume  of  aid  which 
Congress  had  provided. 

The  President  established  such  a  com¬ 
mittee,  this  year,  with  very  able  mem¬ 
bership.  I  understand  that  this  com¬ 
mittee  will  make  an  investigation  of  the 
program  in  a  number  of  countries.  It  is 
my  judgment  that,  no  matter  how  many 
investigations  and  surveys  are  made  of 
the  program  as  a  whole,  we  shall  actually 
never  know  the  effectiveness  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  until  we  know  how  it  works  in  each 
country. 

I  assume  that  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  holds  the  same  view,  because  he  has 
on  his  desk  reports  of  the  Comptroller 
General  relating  to  specific  countries.  I 
know  that  the  proposal  which  I  made 
and  which  was  adopted  by  the  Congress 
is  not  exactly  in  line  with  that  made  by 
the  Senator.  The  Senator’s  proposal 
would  establish  a  committee  of  the  Con¬ 


gress.  I  support  his  suggestion,  and  hope 
that  the  Congress  will  adopt  it.  But  I 
believe  that  the  committee  which  has 
been  established  by  the  President  ought 
to  make  a  searching  inquiry  into  the  op¬ 
eration  of  foreign  aid  in  each  country 
receiving  our  aid. 

Mr.  MORSE.  As  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  knows,  I  supported  his  pro¬ 
posal.  I  would  support  it  again.  I  was 
one  of  the  cosponsors.  However,  I  said 
then  and  repeat  now  that  that  would 
not  relieve  Congress  from  its  basic  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  carry  out  its  checking 
functions  under  our  constitutional 
system. 

The  job  of  checking  into  the  foreign 
aid  administration  is  also  a  responsibility 
of  Congress.  That  is  why  Congress  ought 
to  have  an  investigating  or  study  com¬ 
mittee  to  pursue  what  its  own  Comp¬ 
troller  General  discovers.  These  reports 
are  only  spot-check  surveys.  They  are 
not  surveys  in  depth  of  all  foreign  aid. 
The  Comptroller  General  merely  warns 
us  in  these  reports  what  to  watch  out  for. 

Congress  has  a  duty  to  set  up  its  own 
investigating  committee  with  an  ade¬ 
quate  staff  to  oversee  the  expenditure  of 
the  taxpayers’  money  under  the  foreign 
aid  program. 

No  personalities  are  involved.  Under 
this  system  of  government,  as  I  used  to 
teach  my  law  students,  “We  are  a  gov¬ 
ernment  of  laws  and  not  of  men.  But 
law  students  should  never  forget  that, 
although  we  are  a  government  of  laws 
and  not  of  men,  it  is  a  government  ad¬ 
ministered  by  mere  men,  with  all  their 
human  frailties.” 

We  cannot  read  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  reports  without  seeing  those  human 
frailities  come  to  the  surface  and  defeat 
the  objectives  that  Congress  had  in  mind 
when  it  gave  support  to  the  various  facets 
of  foreign  aid. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  for  at 
least  11  years,  perhaps  12,  the  United 
States  has  made  available  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  South  Vietnam  a  great  vol¬ 
ume  of  assistance  and  aid,  not  only  mili¬ 
tary,  but  also  economic  aid. 

I  am  commenting  on  past  events,  but 
I  do  so  because  my  comments  have  ap¬ 
plication  to  the  future.  If  there  had 
been  such  an  independent  committee  as 
that  proposed  by  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon,  or  the  one  which  I  have  urged,  and 
which,  after  1954,  and  in  succeeding 
years,  had  made  a  full  examination  of 
the  AID  program  in  South  Vietnam,  and 
had  found  that  administrative  and  so¬ 
cial  reforms  in  South  Vietnam  were  nec¬ 
essary — reforms  which  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  South  Vietnam  had  put  them 
in  force,  might  conceivably  have  been 
successful — the  United  States  might  have 
either  avoided  the  situation  in  which  we 
find  ourselves  today  in  Vietnam.  We 
would  have  been  in  a  position  to  insist 
that  such  reforms  be  undertaken;  and 
if  they  were  not  undertaken  and  there 
were  no  hope  of  reform,  we  would  have 
had  grounds  at  that  point  to  leave  Viet¬ 
nam. 

This  might  have  happened  4  or  5  years 
ago.  This  experience  in  the  situation  in 
Vietnam  should  lead  us  to  avoid  a  simi¬ 
lar  situation  in  the  future.  We  need 


continuing  review,  supplied  by  an  in¬ 
dependent  group  to  supply  information 
to  the  Congress,  whether  the  foreign  aid 
program  in  specific  countries  is  effective. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  could 
not  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  more.  It  happens  to  be  my  view, 
too.  In  my  opinion,  if  Congress  had 
fulfilled  its  responsibilities  of  carrying 
out  its  checking  duties  under  the  Con¬ 
stitution  in  respect  to  foreign  aid  in 
South  Vietnam,  American  boys  would  not 
be  dying  there  at  this  hour. 

I  have  no  intention  of  letting  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  cleanse  themselves  of 
their  responsibilities  in  connection  with 
the  development  of  the  undesirable  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  war  in  South  Vietnam. 

We  cannot  pass  the  buck  to  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government.  Con¬ 
gress  has  a  responsibility  in  connection 
with  what  has  developed  in  South  Viet¬ 
nam.  We  have  known  for  years  that  a 
great  deal  of  corruption  existed  through¬ 
out  South  Vietnam,  and  that  much  of 
it  was  related  to  our  AID  program,  which 
now  totals  more  than  $6.5  billion. 

The  House  conferees  throughout  our 
meetings  objected  to  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment  for  a  Joint  Congressional  Planning 
Committee  on  the  ground  that  foreign 
aid  has  been  studied  to  death.  But  the 
conferees  on  both  sides  were  happy,  in 
the  end,  to  recommend  another  review 
of  the  program  so  long  as  it  was  done  by 
the  administration  again  and  not  by  the 
Congress.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that 
in  its  report  to  the  House,  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  state  their  objections  to  an  overall 
limit  on  aid,  as  was  adopted  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  Said  the  House  report : 

The  committees  of  the  Congress  as  a  result 
of  their  hearings  on  the  program  should  be 
sufficiently  informed  as  to  the  merits  of  the 
various  segments  of  the  program  to  exercise 
judgment  as  to  the  places  where  cuts  are 
justified.  To  impose  a  reduction  in  the  over¬ 
all  ceiling  on  the  total  authorization,  leaving 
discretion  as  to  where  the  cuts  will  he  made, 
is  an  abdication  of  responsibility  by  the 
Congress. 

Yet  when  it  comes  to  reviewing  the 
entire  purpose  and  direction  of  foreign 
aid,  the  House  conferees  are  most  anxious 
to  abdicate  the  responsibilities  of  the 
Congress  and  dump  the  whole  matter 
once  again  in  the  lap  of  the  administra¬ 
tion.  The  review  called  for  can  be 
written  right  now  because  we  all  know 
that  it  is  going  to  do  nothing  more  than 
justify  and  explain  existing  practices 
and  conditions. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  propose  to  be 
fooled  by  the  semantics  of  the  report. 

The  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening]  has  just  arrived  in  the 
Chamber.  He  and  I  could  go  into  the 
anteroom  and,  in  3  hours,  write  the 
report  that  the  Secretary  of  State  and 
AID  will  give  next  year,  and  there  would 
not  be  any  significant  difference  between 
our  report  and  what  they  will  give  us.  It 
will  be  a  whitewash  job.  It  will  be  an¬ 
other  exercise  in  rationalization,  trying 
to  cover  up  the  type  of  mistakes  that  are 
piled  up  on  my  desk  and  set  out  between 
the  covers  of  the  Comptroller  General’s 
reports. 

Whom  do  they  think  they  are  fooling, 
Mr.  President?  They  have  been  fooling 
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the  American  people,  I  regretfully  admit. 
But  they  are  not  fooling  Members  of 
Congress.  Congress  knows  better.  It 
knows  how  bad  the  AID  program  is,  but 
Congress  will  not  assume  its  respon¬ 
sibility  of  cleaning  up  foreign  aid.  That 
is  the  sad  fact,  and  that  is  why  I  had  to 
say  with  great  sadness  in  my  heart  that 
the  only  answer  is  at  the  voting  booths 
of  America.  I  say  to  the  American  people 
that  the  only  answer  is  for  them  to  write 
in  little  crosses  on  their  ballots,  because 
there  is  only  one  thing  that  most  politi¬ 
cians  understand,  and  that  is  ballot  box 
votes.  But  if  the  taxpayers  let  them 
continue  to  waste  their  money  by  the 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars,  I  say  to 
the  voters  that  they  have  no  one  to  blame 
but  themselves. 

All  this  conference  language  does  is 
to  go  through  another  exercise  of  ask¬ 
ing  the  administration  to  review  itself. 
I  say  that  that  is  the  kind  of  review  that 
is  futile;  and  I  submit  it  has  been  done 
to  death.  Nothing  constructive  will  come 
out  of  a  review  by  the  AID  administra¬ 
tion,  the  Defense  Department,  the  State 
Department,  or  the  White  House. 

The  one  kind  of  review  that  is  not 
futile,  and  that  has  not  been  done,  is 
one  wherein  Congress  not  only  makes  the 
study  but  creates  the  guidelines  it  finds 
desirable  as  the  framework  for  all  fu¬ 
ture  foreign  aid. 

The  conference  report  is  a  classic  ex¬ 
ample  of  what  is  wrong  with  foreign 
aid.  The  Congress  is  afraid  of  foreign 
aid.  The  Congress  is  afraid  to  exercise 
its  legislative  duties  where  foreign  aid  is 
concerned.  It  clutches  at  whatever 
straw  is  offered  by  any  administration, 
and  accepts  any  feeble  language  that 
will  look  like  another  review  of  the  pro¬ 
gram,  so  long  as  it  is  done  by  somebody 
other  than  the  Congress  itself. 

Nor  did  we  hear  anything  from  the 
Secretary  of  State  that  we  have  not 
heard  before.  Of  course,  State  would  be 
glad  to  cooperate  with  any  study  under¬ 
taken  by  the  legislative  branch,  and  they 
recognize  the  concern  of  the  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee  about  the  future  con¬ 
tent  and  direction  of  the  foreign  aid 
program.  They  have  recognized  our 
concern  for  a  long  time.  They  have  told 
about  it  year  after  year,  both  in  person 
and  in  our  committee  reports.  But  they 
are  satisfied  to  have  us  “concerned”  so 
long  as  we  do  not  do  anything  about  it. 

The  concern  of  the  Department  of 
State  was  with  the  provision  of  my 
amendment  that  announced  that  after 
July  1,  1967,  all  aid  programs  in  their 
present  form  would  terminate  and  would 
be  renewed  only  under  such  terms  as 
were  fixed  by  our  special  planning  com¬ 
mittee.  State,  Defense,  and  AID  do  not 
care  much  what  language  we  put  into 
our  committee  reports  and  into  our  con¬ 
ference  reports  so  long  as  the  words  are 
a  substitute  for  action. 

For  another  example  of  this,  one  need 
only  look  at  what  happened  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  eliminating  economic 
and  military  missions  in  countries  where 
our  aid  program  amounts  to  less  than  $1 
million  a  year.  This  amendment  met 
one  of  the  continuing  objections  of  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 


which  is  the  proliferation  of  aid  missions 
even  where  the  programs  are  exceedingly 
small.  The  conferees  agreed  to  language 
removing  the  criterion  of  a  dollar 
amount  and  substitution  of  the  old  fa¬ 
miliar  words:  “wherever  practicable.” 

Mr.  President,  what  administrative 
sins  those  two  words  cover  up.  How 
deceiving  are  those  two  words,  “wherever 
practicable.”  They  mean  they  can  do 
anything  they  want  to  do.  They  mean 
the  granting  of  unchecked  power.  They 
mean  surrender  to  the  arbitrary  discre¬ 
tion  of  bureaucrats.  They  mean  walk¬ 
ing  out  on  congressional  responsibilities 
and  duties. 

It  is  catchy  language.  The  person  who 
does  not  take  the  time  to  study  the  de¬ 
tails  of  foreign  aid,  the  person  who  is 
completely  unaware  of  the  evidence  that 
exists  against  the  administration  of  for¬ 
eign  aid,  can  be  fooled  by  the  language 
“wherever  practicable.”  It  seems  to  be 
reasonable,  commonsense  language.  But 
one  must  hitch  that  language  to  the 
power  that  it  grants.  It  means  that  the 
officials  do  not  have  to  follow  any  guide 
lines.  It  means  that  Congress  gives  to 
them  discretionary  authority.  It  means 
that  Congress  relinquishes  its  checking 
responsibility. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  say  that  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  personnel  overseas  should  be  un¬ 
dertaken  “wherever  practicable,  espe¬ 
cially  in  the  smaller  programs.” 

Everyone  is  happy  with  that  kind-  of 
compromise  because  it  gives  Congress 
some  words  and  it  leaves  the  decisions 
right  where  they  were  before — with  the 
same  executive  officials  who  presumably 
thought  it  was  practical  to  send  those 
thousands  of  people  into  dozens  and 
dozens  of  countries  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  President,  year  after  year  for  many 
years  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  has  pointed  out  to  Mr.  Bell,  the 
Director  of  AID,  that  he  is  overstaffed 
in  mission  after  mission  abroad.  Infor¬ 
mant  after  informant  comes  back  from 
abroad  and  advises  those  of  us  who  serve 
on  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  that 
“we  have  so  many  people  in  AID  mis¬ 
sions  abroad  that  they  tumble  over  each 
other.” 

Here,  we  tried  to  eliminate  missions. 
Note  the  guideline.  We  tried  to  elimi¬ 
nate  missons  where  the  aid  programs 
amount  to  less  than  $1  million  a  year. 

We  do  not  need  to  maintain  a  mission 
in  those  countries.  We  can  provide  for 
limited  aid  programs  through  the  Em¬ 
bassies,  without  that  overhead.  Of 
course,  if  we  did  that,  it  would  not  pro¬ 
vide  for  some  nice,  plush  jobs. 

The  AID  representatives  have  not 
scratched  the  surface  of  the  problem  of 
overstaffing.  We  do  not  have  to  go 
abroad  to  see  that  problem.  Let  me  say 
to  Mr.  Bell  that  he  could  eliminate  some 
of  his  lobbyists  in  connection  with  his 
AID  program  and  make  better  represen¬ 
tations  to  Congress  than  he  does  with  the 
present  number  he  maintains  for  lobby¬ 
ing  purposes  in  Washington,  D.C. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  for  a 
question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Harris  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
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from  Oregon  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Alaska? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Can  the  Senator 
inform  me  what  happened  to  the  Harris 
amendment,  that  excellent  amendment 
which  would  deny  aid  to  two  of  the  most 
loathsome  dictators  who,  for  many  years, 
have  been  receiving  the  benefit  of  our 
bounty,  and  whose  every  action  has  been 
contrary  to  every  basic  American  prin¬ 
ciple?  The  amendment  passed  the  Sen¬ 
ate  overwhelmingly. 

Mr!  MORSE.  I  will  answer  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  question  and  then  comment  on  it. 

Some  moments  ago,  I  pointed  out  that 
the  Senate  conferees  receded,  surren¬ 
dered,  abdicated,  threw  in  the  sponge. 
They  dropped  the  Harris  amendment  so 
far  as  its  objectives  were  concerned. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  That  is  a  sad  story. 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  are  going  ahead 
now  with  the  presidential  escape  clause 
to  leave  it  up  to  the  President. 

As  every  Senator  knows,  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  in  delegating  to  a  President  a  con¬ 
gressional  function.  I  do  not  believe  in 
turning  over  to  any  President — and  I  am 
impersonal  about  it — a  power  and  an 
authority  which  should  be  exercised  by 
Congress. 

The  taxpayers  of  this  country  sent  us 
to  Washington  to  protect  their  funds. 
The  Harris  amendment  sought  to  bring 
to  an  end  the  expenditure  of  taxpayers’ 
money  to  support  notorious  international 
corruptionists  in  two  countries.  The 
amendment  is  entirely  gone.  The  con¬ 
ference  committee  dropped  it  entirely. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  It  is  a  depressing 
spectacle  to  see  the  Senate — which,  after 
all,  has  the  constitutional  duty  to  advise 
and  consent  on  foreign  affairs,  despite 
the  allegation  that  it  is  supposed  to  be 
solely  a  function  of  the  Executive — year 
after  year  pointing  out  these  flagrant 
abuses,  but  ladling  out  vast  sums  of 
money  to  dictators  who  oppose  every  de¬ 
cent  policy  which  we  aim  to  promote. 
They  preach  aggression  shamelessly,  and 
also  practice  it  and  wage  war  on  their 
peaceful  neighbors  who  are  associated 
with  us.  Nevertheless,  our  aid  money — 
which  is  taxpayers’  money — goes  to  these 
dictators  almost  without  limit. 

The  Harris  amendment  is  a  reasonable 
amendment.  •  It  was  an  improvement 
over  the  amendment  which  had  been  in 
the  bill  for  1  or  2  years,  which  I  spon¬ 
sored  and  would  merely  require  the 
President  to  declare  that  when  countries 
stopped  their  aggression,  aid  could  then 
be  resumed  to  them. 

It  is  depressing.  No  wonder  the  pub¬ 
lic  is  beginning  to  resent  the  foreign  aid 
program.  The  American  people  are  be¬ 
ginning  to  wonder  how  long  these  abuses 
are  to  continue,  and  how  long  in  our  for¬ 
eign  policy  we  shall  continue  to  betray 
the  principles  we  profess  to  proclaim  as 
ours. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from 
Alaska  knows  that  I  could  not  agree  with 
him  more.  I  wish  the  Record  to  show, 
because  the  Senator  from  Alaska  is  on 
the  floor  and  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Harris]  is  now  in  the  chair, 
that  I  pay  high  commendation  to  both 
Senators. 
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We  remember,  2  years  ago,  and  again 
last  year,  that  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
offered  amendments,  trying  to  bring  to 
an  end  the  expenditures,  under  the  guise 
of  foreign  aid,  of  American  taxpayers’ 
dollars  to  support  corruptionists. 

His  amendments  suffered  much  the 
same  fate  as  the  amendment  offered  this 
year  by  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris!. 

Interesting,  is  it  not? 

It  is  interesting  that  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment  was  adopted  in  the  Senate.  The 
Senate  also  adopted  the  Harris  amend¬ 
ment.  There  was  general  agreement  as 
to  the  soundness  of  those  amendments, 
but  the  Senate  conferees  surrendered  in 
respect  to  those  amendments. 

I  do  not  know  how  much  harder  we  can 
fight  to  try  to  clean  up  the  foreign  aid 
bill,  but  I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska, 
Do  not  give  up  hope,  and  do  not  stop 
fighting.  We  shall  have  to  take  them  on 
again  next  year,  and  if  necessary  every 
year,  until  finally  the  American  people, 
in  sufficient  numbers,  wake  up  to  the  fact 
that  they  are  being  fleeced  and  hood¬ 
winked  by  the  shocking  and  wasteful 
program  of  foreign  aid  as  it  is  now  ad¬ 
ministered,  when  it  should  be  made  into 
a  good  program  which  would  strengthen 
the  cause  of  freedom  around  the  world. 

Oh,  what  a  weapon  we  are  throwing 
away. 

We  could  do  more  good  to  strengthen 
the  cause  of  freedom  around  the  world 
by  the  exportation  of  economic  freedom 
than  we  can  ever  do  by  the  exportation  of 
jet  bombers. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  further? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Tydings  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Alaska? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator,  as  a  member  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  whether  he  has  re¬ 
ceived  any  information  from  the  State 
Department,  during  the  briefings  which 
are  carried  on  before  that  committee 
from  time  to  time,  as  to  any  efforts  being 
made  to  secure  compensation  to  their 
families  from  the  Nasser  government  for 
the  lives  of  the  two  pilots  who  flew  the 
unarmed  plane  which  was  shot  down? 

Mr.  MORSE.  It  is  perfectly  obvious 
that  it  should  be  treated  by  a  U.S.  Sen¬ 
ator  as  a  taboo  subject.  A  Senator  must 
not  disrupt  the  political  waters  of  the 
administration.  That  would  be  throwing 
stones,  if  he  were  to  raise  such  a  ques¬ 
tion.  However,  some  Senators  have 
raised  such  question.  But  we  get  no 
satisfactory  answers  from  the  admin¬ 
istration. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Has  the  Senator  any 
information  as  to  any  compensation,  or 
act  of  contrition,  or  indication  of  any 
change  of  policy  which  has  been  forth¬ 
coming  from  Nasser? 

Mr.  MORSE.  None. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  As  a  result  of  the 
burning  of  the  Kennedy  Library? 

Mr.  MORSE.  None. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Is  there  any  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  current  AID  program  to  re¬ 
build  that  library  and  restock  it,  and 
make  it  ready  for  the  next  burning? 


Mr.  MORSE.  That  will  be  done. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Has  the  Senator  any 
information  as  to  how  much  longer  the 
war  of  aggression  in  Yemen,  a  war  to 
which  the  United  States  is  opposed,  is  to 
continue?  Of  course,  the  United  States 
is  opposed  to  any  aggression,  we  are  told. 

Mr.  MORSE.  In  Yemen. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  We  are  fighting  a 
large  war  in  southeast  Asia  allegedly  be¬ 
cause  we  oppose  aggression.  Is  the  Sen¬ 
ator  aware  of  any  corresponding  efforts 
we  have  made  to  stop  aggression  by 
Nasser  in  Yemen? 

Mr.  MORSE.  No. 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Nasser  has  50,000 
troops  there,  and  they  will  have  been 
there  next  month  for  a  period  of  3  years, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  half  a  million  dol¬ 
lars  a  day.  Meanwhile  our  dollars  are 
continuing  to  support  Nasser. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Nothing  effective  has 
been  done.  Thousands  of  people  have 
been  killed  in  the  Yemen  war.  Today  the 
press,  as  the  Senator  knows,  carries 
stories  to  the  effect  that  Nasser  is  going 
over  to  talk  to  King  Faisal,  but  he  can¬ 
not  wash  his  bloody  hands  clean  by  any 
belated  attempt  to  arrive  at  sqme  kind 
of  deal  in  regard  to  Yemen. 

That  is  another  war  which  should  have 
been  taken  to  the  United  Nations  a  long 
time  ago,  just  as  the  undeclared  and 
therefore  unconstitutional  war  of  the 
United  States  in  southeast  Asia  should 
have  been  taken  to  the  United  Nations  a 
long  time  ago. 

Our  contribution  in  regard  to  the 
United  Nations  authority  under  the 
charter  is  to  send  our  new  Ambassador 
to  the  Secretary  General  of  the  United 
Nations  with  a  letter,  in  which  we  state 
that  we  are  perfectly  willing  to  get  any 
help  we  can  from  the  United  Nations. 

That  is  fooling  the  American  people. 

I  listened  to  Rusk  and  Bundy  and  Gold¬ 
berg  on  the  CBS  television  program  last 
night.  I  was  shocked  by  the  misinfor¬ 
mation  those  three  gentlemen  gave  to 
the  American  people  on  that  program. 
Why  do  they  not  read  to  the  American 
people  the  Geneva  accords?  Why  do 
they  not  read  to  the  American  people  the 
controlling  section  of  the  United  Nations 
Charter?  It  is  because  Goldberg  and 
Rusk  and  Bundy  cannot  read  those  sec¬ 
tions  and  support  the  alibis  and  rational¬ 
izations  they  set  forth  in  the  telecast  last 
night. 

Goldberg  should  have  been  sent  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States  to  the 
Security  Council  of  the  United  Nations 
with  a  letter  or  a  formal  resolution,  lay¬ 
ing  the  threat  to  the  peace  to  the  world 
in  Asia  before  the  Security  Council. 

What  have  we  done?  We  have  under¬ 
mined  and  undercut  and  damaged  the 
United  Nations  by  walking  out  on  our 
responsibilities  as  Senators. 

In  the  first  part  of  next  ^yeek  I  shall 
answer  the  Ambassador  to  the  United 
Nations  in  regard  to  the  proposal  he  made 
before  the  Security  Council  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  article  17  and  article  19. 

What  is  the  United  States  afraid  of? 
Is  it  afraid  of  a  vote  against  us  in  the 
General  Assembly?  Shame  on  this  ad¬ 
ministration.  Instead  of  forcing  that 
vote  we  welched  before  the  United  Na¬ 
tions. 
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We  surrendered. 

We  should  have  put  Russia  and  France 
on  the  spot  in  respect  to  article  19  and 
article  17  of  the  United  Nations  Charter. 

As  the  Senator  from  Alaska  knows,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  led  the  fight 
against  the  first  rumblings  of  this  shock¬ 
ing  proposal  last  year,  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  and  Senator  after  Senator  in  the 
Senate  stood  up  and  supported  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon.  They  are  remark¬ 
ably  silent  today. 

Let  the  new  Ambassador  to  the  United 
Nations  do  what  I  have  suggested.  The 
other  day  in  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  I  stood  all  alone  in  opposition  to 
his  proposal.  Senator  after  Senator  on 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  said 
that  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  was 
correct  as  a  matter  of  principle,  but  that 
my  great  fallacy  was  that  I  was  not 
pragmatic. 

That  is  their  “out,”  that  is  their  escape 
hatch,  when  they  cannot  answer  me  on 
principle;  they  say,  “You  are  not  prag¬ 
matic.”  When  my  country  surrenders 
on  principle,  as  Ambassador  Goldberg 
surrendered  on  principle  before  the  Se¬ 
curity  Council  the  other  day,  my  country 
walks  out  on  its  ideals  and  will  have  to 
assume  the  responsibility  of  striking  a 
body  blow  against  the  Charter  of  the 
United  Nations. 

What  would  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  do?  That  is  the  question  that  is 
asked  of  me,  and  that  is  the  question 
that  is  supposed  to  floor  me.  My  answer 
is;  Take  a  vote;  exercise  the  procedures 
of  the  charter.  We  ought  to  find  out  how 
many  members  of  the  United  Nations 
want  to  reject  the  advisory  opinion  of 
the  World  Court. 

We  talk  about  supporting  the  rule  of 
law.  I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
that  we  have  had  a  determination  of 
what  the  rule  of  law  is  in  regard  to 
article  XVII  and  article  XIX  of  the 
charter.  The  World  Court  gave  the 
United  Nations  an  advisory  opinion.  Of 
course,  it  is  only  an  advisory  opinion. 
However,  let  us  not  forget  that  at  that 
time  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
United  Nations  supported  it.  Now  we 
are  told  by  the  new  Ambassador  to  the 
United  Nations  that  we  do  not  have  a 
majority  vote  available. 

We  do  not  have  a  two-thirds  majority, 
at  least,  and  probably  not  even  a  ma¬ 
jority,  we  are  told.  Why  do  we  not  find 
out?  Why  adopt  a  course  of  expediency? 
Following  the  rule  of  law  is  the  same 
responsibility  the  Ambassador  of  the 
United  States  to  the  United  Nations  has 
that  was  his  responsibility  when  he  sat 
on  the  Supreme  Court.  There  he  did  a 
magnificent  job.  I  still  think  he  was  one 
of  the  greatest  judges  we  have  ever  had. 
He  is  an  Ambassador  now,  and  feels  that 
he  must  follow  instructions.  He  does  not 
sit  as  an  independent  judge.  That  is 
why  I  am  so  sad  to  find  him  in  that  posi¬ 
tion.  We  should  have  stood  for  our  prin¬ 
ciples.  We  should  have  said  we  want  to 
find  out  whether  a  majority  of  the  United 
Nations,  in  respect  to  the  operative  facts 
of  this  particular  issue,  will  follow  the 
rule  of  law  instead  of  adopting  the  course 
of  expediency  that  the  administration 
has  adopted  in  regard  to  article  XIX  of 
the  United  Nations  Charter. 
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Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon  for  yield¬ 
ing  to  me.  I  intend  to  join  him — and  I 
hope  there  will  be  other  Senators — in 
voting  against  the  conference  report  on 
foreign  aid.  In  doing  so  I  am  not  reject¬ 
ing  the  position  of  the  Senate  conferees 
and  of  the  Senate.  By  voting  against 
the  conference  report,  I  am  voting  to  sus¬ 
tain  the  Senate. 

By  a  vote  of  73  to  13,  as  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon  knows,  the 
Senate  adopted  my  amendment  pro¬ 
hibiting  aid  to  Sukarno  and  Nasser  “so 
long  as  they  continue  to  commit  aggres¬ 
sion.” 

I  appreciate  the  generous  comments 
made  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oregon  and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening]  concerning 
my  amendment.  The  conference  report 
deletes  the  amendment. 

I  shall  vote  against  the  conference  re¬ 
port  because  I  am  in  favor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate’s  position  on  it. 

The  Senate  also  had  adopted  a  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  to  the  bill  which  pro¬ 
vided  for  a  2-year  cutoff  and  a  complete 
review  and  revamping  of  the  entire  for¬ 
eign  aid  program.  I  was  strongly  in 
favor  of  this  amendment.  I  still  am.  I 
shall  vote  against  the  conference  report, 
which  deletes  that  amendment  from  the 
bill. 

There  are  portions  of  the  bill  I  dislike 
opposing,  but  I  cannot  in  good  conscience 
vote  for  a  bill  in  which  virtually  all  the 
positions  fo  the  Senate  have  been  lost. 

Under  the  Constitution,  the  Senate 
has  especial  responsibility  in  the  field  of 
foreign  relations.  We  cannot  shirk  that 
responsibility.  We  cannot  pass  the  buck, 
so  to  speak,  to  the  House.  We  cannot 
delegate  that  power  to  the  executive  de¬ 
partment.  As  the  bill  does  not,  in  my 
judgment,  represent  the  proper  constitu¬ 
tional  acceptance  of  responsibility  by  the 
Senate,  my  vote  will  not  help  enact  it 
into  law. 

I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  as  he 
knows,  that  I  completely  agree  with  his 
observations  and  conclusions.  I  am 
proud  to  associate  myself  with  him.  I 
believe  that,  as  the  years  go  by,  he  and 
his  descendants  will  be  proud  of  the 
voting  record  that  he  will  leave  when  he 
votes  against  the  conference  report.  I 
congratulate  him. 

Before  the  comments  by  the  Senator 
from  Alaska  and  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa,  I  had  stated,  in  speaking  about  the 
compromise  that  the  conference  report 
represents,  that  everyone  is  happy  with 
that  kind  of  compromise  because  it  gives 
Congress  some  words  and  it  leaves  the 
decisions  where  they  were  before — with 
the  same  executive  officials  who  presum¬ 
ably  thought  it  was  practical  to  send 
thousands  of  people  into  dozens  and 
dozens  of  countries  in  the  first  place. 

In  my  judgment  there  should  be  a 
great  reduction  in  the  personnel  in  for¬ 
eign  aid.  It  is  a  gross  understatement 
to  say  that  in  my  judgment  the  person¬ 


nel  in  foreign  aid  could  be  cut  by  25 
percent,  and  we  would  still  have  a  better 
aid  program  after  the  cut  was  made. 

But  Congress  has  abdicated  its  powers 
and  its  authority  in  this  instance  again. 
We  have  reduced  ourselves,  through  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  kind  that  runs  through  this 
report,  to  an  advisory  board  on  foreign 
aid.  We  tell  the  agencies  what  we  would 
like  them  to  do,  if  they  find  it  convenient 
and  practical.  But  we  are  afraid  to  lay 
down  a  guideline  even  to  the  extent  of 
saying  that  if  an  aid  program  does  not 
run  over  $1  million  in  given  country, 
then  handle  it  through  the  regular  em¬ 
bassy  staff  and  do  not  create  additional 
economic  or  military  missions. 

The  Congress  is  afraid  to  do  even  that. 
It  is  why  we  are  going  nowhere  in  the 
effort  to  curtail  the  waste  and  abuses  in 
the  program  uncovered  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  and  reported  so  fre¬ 
quently  in  the  press. 

Of  the  amendment  that  was  attached 
to  this  bill  by  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  accepted  by  the  Senate,  Sen¬ 
ator  Fulbright  had  this  to  say  in  his 
statement : 

I  regret  that  the  Senate  conferees  were  not 
able  to  prevail  upon  their  House  counter¬ 
parts  to  accept  this  year  the  provisions  of  the 
so-called  Morse  amendment.  That  amend¬ 
ment  would  immediately  have  inaugurated  a 
much  needed  review  of  the  program.  It  pro¬ 
vided  clear  mandate  as  to  the  desirability  of 
interrupting  aid  continuity  in  its  present 
form.  The  series  of  basic  principles  set  forth 
in  that  amendment  went  to  the  heart  of  the 
proliferation  of  country  programs  without  ty¬ 
ing  these  programs  to  principles  by  which  we 
might  have  promoted  a  tightened  definition 
of  the  national  interest. 

This  amendment  provided  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  the  Congress  to  establish  a 
foreign  aid  program  in  which  it  and  the 
country  can  have  confidence.  The  loss 
of  the  Morse  amendment  means  that  the 
only  kind  of  review  the  taxpayers  can  ex¬ 
pect  will  be  another  executive  review. 
They  deserve  more  than  that.  They  are 
entitled  to  have  their  elected  representa¬ 
tives  in  Congress  carry  out  the  job  we  are 
here  for,  and  that  does  not  mean  turning 
our  duties  and  functions  and  respon¬ 
sibilities  over  to  the  executive  branch. 

By  junking  the  Morse  amendment,  the 
conferees  lost  their  opportunity  to  cor¬ 
rect  the  conditions  in  the  aid  program 
which  led  the  Comptroller  General  to 
call  it  the  most  wasteful  civil  program  in 
the  Federal  Government.  Senator  Clark 
engaged  in  a  colloquy  with  Mr.  Camp¬ 
bell,  the  Comptroller  General,  during  the 
course  of  the  hearings  that  brought  out 
that  startling  testimony.  Senator  Clark 
asked  him: 

I  am  wondering  if  you  could  give  us  your 
view  as  to  whether  the  administration  of 
this  AID  agency  is  any  worse  than  the  others 
you  audit  in  terms  of  waste  or  inadequate 
handling  of  the  money  which  is  appropri¬ 
ated  to  this  agency? 

And  the  answer  was: 

As  far  as  I  know,  let  us  put  defense  agen¬ 
cies  aside,  in  the  civil  area,  in  which  the 
economic  assistance  program  would  logically 
fall.  I  don’t  think  that  you  can  compare 
the  problem  of  waste  in  other  agencies  with 
the  problem  in  AID. 

Senator  Clark.  I  am  not  quite  sure  I  know 
what  you  mean  when  you  say  “you  can’t  com¬ 
pare.”  Do  you  mean  AID  is  so  much  worse? 
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Mr.  Campbell.  I  think  the  AID  problem  of 
waste  is  greater  than  it  is  in  any  other  civil 
agency. 

I  repeat  his  answer.  Mr.  Campbell- 
said  : 

I  think  the  AID  problem  of  waste  is 
greater  than  it  is  in  any  other  civil  agency. 

Continuing  to  read - 

Senator  Clark.  Do  you  mean  any  other 
civil  agency  that  you  audit? 

Mr.  Campbell.  We  see  them  all,  with  the 
exception  of  a  very  few  which  are  exempt 
from  our  surveillance. 

Senator  Clark.  How  about  USIA? 

Mr.  Campbell.  That  would  generally  be 
comparable  to  the  State  Department’s  prob¬ 
lem,  as  contrasted  with  AID’S  problem. 

Senator  Clark.  You  would  say,  of  course, 
there  is  an  enormous  State  Department  es¬ 
tablishment  overseas  outside  of  AID.  Would 
it  be  your  opinion  that  the  waste  in  AID 
would  be  substantially  greater  than  the  reg¬ 
ular  State  Department  activities? 

Mr.  Campbell.  I  am  not  so  sure.  I  think 
that  from  where  I  sit,  the  reports  coming  to 
me  would  indicate  that  the  percentage  of  sav¬ 
ing  of  waste  is  greater  than  it  is  in  the  State 
Department  proper. 

Senator  Clark.  Well,  they  have  more 
money  to  spend. 

Mr.  Campbell.  There  would  be  more  money 
to  spend. 

Senator  Clark.  I  am  not  trying  to  press 
you  for  an  answer  you  are  unwilling  to  give. 

Mr.  Campbell.  No,  but - 

Senator  Clark.  This  program  has  been  in 
the  doghouse  of  the  Congress  for  goodness 
knows  how  long.  It  Is  awfully  easy  for  in¬ 
dividuals  to  whom  the  program  is  unpopular 
to  talk  in  generalities  about  waste  and  in¬ 
efficiency  and  ineffective  personnel.  I  am 
asking  for  a  specific  answer  to  a  question 
which  may  not  be  susceptible  to  a  specific 
answer.  In  your  opinion,  is  this  an  agency 
that  is  badly  run  and  which  Congress - 

Mr.  Campbell.  I  am  glad  you  said  it  that 
way.  Senator,  because  we  are  talking  about 
waste.  You  might  also  be  talking  about  an 
agency  that  is  well  run  and  in  which  there 
could  be  substantial  waste. 

Senator  Clark.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  Campbell.  Because  by  the  nature  of 
its  activity - 

Senator  Clark.  And  because  of  the  in¬ 
dividuals  with  whom  they  must  deal;  take 
the  Philippine  situation. 

Mr.  Campbell  (continuing).  Waste  is  a 
fundamental  part  of  it.  It  may  well  be.  But 
I  say  that  the  AID  program  is  in  a  class  by 
itself  with  respect  to  prospect  waste. 

Senator  Clark.  Is  this  not  equally  true  of 
the  defense  program  overseas? 

Mr.  Stovall.  - 

Mr.  Stovall,  let  the  record  show,  is 
assistant  to  Mr.  Campbell. 

Mr.  Stovall.  Except  the  defense  purposes 
seem  to  be  a  little  more  definable. 

Senator  Case.  You  mean  not  military  as- 
sitance? 

Senator  Clark.  I  am  not  talking  about  de¬ 
fense  support.  I  am  talking  about  the 
actual  deployment  of  American  troops  over¬ 
seas  with  all  the  attendant  problems  which 
that  raises  and  which  are  not  so  very  differ¬ 
ent  from  the  problems  which  affect  AID.  I 
am  seeking  an  answer  from  you  as  to  whether 
you  think  the  Defense  Department  and  the 
military  do  a  better  job  in  eliminating  waste 
and  running  an  efficient  shop  than  AID  does. 
That  is  a  value  judgment. 

Mr.  Campbell.  In  my  judgment  I  would 
say  the  military  does  a  better  job. 

Mr.  President,  the  record  is  full  of 
such  negative  findings  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States.  And  who 
is  he?  He  is  our  agent.  He  is  our  officer. 
His  office  was  created  by  an  act  of  Con- 
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gress  to  serve  as  the  congressional  watch¬ 
dog  of  the  expenditure  of  the  taxpayers’ 
funds. 

According  to  our  own  Comptroller 
General,  AID  is  not  only  the  most  waste¬ 
ful  civil  program,  but  even  more  waste¬ 
ful  than  our  military  programs.  Yet 
Congress,  in  face  of  this  testimony,  still 
finds  it  possible  to  shove  the  whole  sub¬ 
ject  under  the  rug  for  another  year. 

It  is  no  wonder  that  Senator  Hicken- 
looper  was  moved  to  point  out  the  real 
reason  behind  the  great  public  dissatis¬ 
faction  with  foreign  aid.  He  commented 
to  Mr.  Campbell: 

I  see  no  reason  whatsoever  why  administra¬ 
tion,  from  the  top  of  this  Agency  down, 
couldn’t  lay  down  very  rigid  specifications 
which  require  the  holding  to  account  of  indi¬ 
vidual  and  local  administrators  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  see  that  they  make  sure — for  in¬ 
stance,  in  this  surplus  property  that  is  avail¬ 
able  that  could  be  used  rather  than  buy¬ 
ing  new  property — that  there  is  no  surplus 
property  in  these  depots  or  anything  else 
that  could  be  substituted  already  owned  by 
the  Government. 

I  have  maintained  for  a  long  time  that  if 
people  on  the  ground  in  a  lot  of  these  for¬ 
eign  countries  have  a  Federal  checkbook  with 
any  kind  of  leeway,  or  if  they  can  get  away 
with  it,  it  is  a  lot  easier  to  write  a  Federal 
check  than  it  is  to  go  out  and  do  a  little 
work  and  turn  up  substitutes  or  see  that 
these  countries  do  what  they  are  supposed 
to  do  in  return  for  the  receipt  of  American 
aid  and  American  property.  It  makes  it  very 
difficult  for  a  great  many  of  us,  I  am  sure, 
who  don’t  want  to  see  the  AID  program  com¬ 
pletely  eliminated,  who  believe  it  has  a  place 
and  who  believe  there  is  a  responsibility. 
But  one  has  to  be  increasingly  apologetic 
for  this  AID  program  because  of  these  de¬ 
ficiencies  that  show  up  year  after  year  and 
don’t  seem  to  be  corrected.  That  is  one  of 
the  reasons  why  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
and  over  on  the  floor  of  the  House  the  re¬ 
sistance  to  these  aid  programs  is  increasing. 
It  is  going  to  keep  increasing  if  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  program  doesn’t  show  more 
evidence  of  efficiency  of  results  or  a  greater 
percentage  of  results  for  the  money  we  put 
in.  And  it  is  going  to  have  increasing  diffi¬ 
culty. 

I  thoroughly  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Iowa.  The  Senator  from  Iowa  has 
been  making  those  comments  for  many 
years.  A  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
have  been  making  similar  comments,  or 
at  least  issuing  similar  warnings,  to  the 
administration  in  the  committee’s  an¬ 
nual  report  to  the  Senate  on  the  foreign 
aid  bill.  My  quarrel  with  my  colleagues 
on  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
is  that  they  ought  to  stop  passing  the 
buck  on  this  issue  to  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government.  They  ought 
to  conduct  their  own  investigation 
through  the  committee,  if  they  cannot 
have  the  type  of  commission  that  was 
contemplated  in  the  Morse  amendment 
included  in  the  conference  report. 

AID  is  the  worst  of  all  Federal  pro¬ 
grams,  including  the  military,  and  Con¬ 
gress  has  a  responsibility  to  clean  it  up. 
I  have  on  my  desk  reports  from  the 
Comptroller  General  setting  forth  many 
findings  of  inefficiency,  waste,  and  causes 
of  corruption  around  the  world,  result¬ 
ing  from  our  foreign  aid  program.  The 
reports  that  are  bordered  in  red  have 
marked  on  them  “Secret.  Report  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  by  the 


Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States.”  I  have  previously  referred  to 
these  reports  in  my  speeches  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  each  year  in  opposition  to  the  foreign 
aid  program  as  it  is  presently  admin¬ 
istered. 

I  have  not  found  a  single  one  of  the 
so-called  “secret”  documents  that  should 
be  concealed  from  the  American  people. 
The  taxpayers  pay  the  bill  for  the  items 
that  are  covered  by  these  reports.  I  be¬ 
lieve  tl>at  in  a  democracy  it  is  safer  to 
disclose  the  public  business  than  to  con¬ 
ceal  it.  Every  foreign  country  or  govern¬ 
ment  that  participates  in  the  American 
aid  program  ought  to  be  taught  that 
lesson  of  democracy.  It  ought  to  under¬ 
stand  that  in  a  democracy  the  legislators 
and  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  conduct  the  public’s  business  in  the 
public’s  interest,  or  are  supposed  to  do 
so,  with  full  public  disclosure  of  their 
transactions.  When  a  foreign  country 
gets  money  from  this  country,  it  subjects 
itself  to  certain  of  our  procedures — that 
ought  to  be  our  policy.  It  does  not  have 
to  have  Comptroller  General  investigat¬ 
ors  making  these  reports  if  it  declines  to 
participate  in  the  AID  program.  But  if 
it  does  participate,  the  findings  of  the 
Comptroller  General  should  be  public. 

Someone  may  ask,  “Do  you  not  believe 
there  are  things  that  should  be  kept  from 
the  American  people?”  My  response  is 
that  nothing  should  be  kept  from  the 
American  people  that  it  is  safe  to  give 
them  from  the  standpoint  of  the  security 
of  our  Republic;  and  there  is  nothing  in 
these  reports,  in  my  judgment,  that  it 
would  not  be  perfectly  safe,  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  security  of  our  Repub¬ 
lic,  to  give  to  the  American  people. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  the  Comptroller 
General  has  not  asked  for  the  label  of 
secrecy.  To  the  contrary,  he  has  stated 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
that  he  is  not  responsible  for  the  label  of 
secrecy  on  these  reports.  That  label  is 
attached  to  them  by  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government. 

I  shall  not  dwell  on  this  subject  at 
length  today,  although  I  have  in  the  past, 
as  Senators  know,  given  full,  lengthy 
speeches  on  the  subject  of  this  one 
precious  safeguard  of  freedom  and  liberty 
of  the  American  people  that  is  being 
weakened  more  and  more,  year  by  year, 
as  our  Government  develops  a  greater 
and  greater  trend  toward  Government 
by  executive  supremacy. 

In  my  judgment,  we  cannot  read  the 
Comptroller  General’s  reports  and  his 
testimony  that  aid  is  the  most  wasteful 
program  in  the  Federal  Government,  and 
not  recognize  that  foreign  aid  must  be 
cleaned  up.  Sweeping  reforms  must  be 
adopted  if  the  public  interest  is  to  be 
protected.  These  reports  and  this  testi¬ 
mony  were  submitted  to  the  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee.  It  proposed  a  remedy 
that  was  approved  by  the  Senate.  But 
in  conference  the  proposal  was  sacrificed 
entirely. 

In  the  past,  I  have  read  some  of  the 
titles;  but  I  do  not  know  of  a  more  power¬ 
ful  argument  that  I  could  make  against 
the  conference  report  and  the  failure  of 
the  Senate  conferees  to  insist,  if  they  had 
to  sit  until  doomsday,  on  a  conference 
report  that  would  put  into  effect  the  ob¬ 
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jectives  of  the  Fulbright  amendment  and 
the  Morse  amendment,  than  merely  to 
read  the  titles  of  the  Comptroller  Gener¬ 
al’s  reports.  No  rule  is  breached,  and 
no  security  protection  is  violated,  by 
reading  the  titles  of  the  reports.  I  may 
not  open  them  to  read  the  contents,  but 
one  has  only  to  listen  to  the  titles  to 
have  some  understanding  of  the  implica¬ 
tions  of  the  contents  between  the  pages. 
I  shall  read  for  the  Record,  the  titles  of 
the  reports  from  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral: 

Review  of  Payments  Made  by  the  United 
States  for  the  Construction  of  Airfields  in 
France. 

One  who  reads  the  report  learns  of  the 
shocking  waste  of  taxpayers’  money  in 
connection  with  airfields  in  France.  I 
can  bear  witness  to  some  of  the  waste, 
because  before  I  was  placed  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations,  I  served  on 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 
When  he  was  a  Senator  from  Texas  and 
chairman  of  a  subcommittee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  on  which  I  had 
the  privilege  to  serve  with  him,  the  pres¬ 
ent  President  of  the  United  States  said 
many  times,  both  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  on  public  platforms,  including 
some  in  my  own  State,  that  he  and  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  never  voted  differ¬ 
ently  on  a  single  issue  before  the  famous 
Johnson  subcommittee,  which  dealt  with 
investigations  of  waste  in  connection 
with  the  military. 

The  President  does  not  support  waste. 
As  chairman  of  that  subcommittee,  he 
made  a  notable  record  in  trying  to  clean 
up  waste  in  the  military. 

In  my  capacity  as  a  member  of  that 
subcommittee,  and  at  the  request  of  the 
then  Senator  from  Texas,  now  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  I  was  sent  by 
the  subcommittee,  together  with  the  Sen- 
aor  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  ,  the  pres¬ 
ent  whip  of  the  Senate,  to  inspect  Amer¬ 
ican  military  installations  and  the  instal¬ 
lations  of  other  countries  that  had  been 
largely  financed  by  American  taxpayer 
dollars  in  Europe,  the  Middle  East,  and 
Turkey. 

When  we  returned,  we  filed  two  re¬ 
ports.  We  were  allowed  to  file  a  public 
report,  which,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  dealt 
with  generalities;  but  even  the  implica¬ 
tions  indicated  that  we  had  found  some 
shocking  examples  of  waste. 

Then  we  filed  with  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  a  secret  report,  which  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  then  a 
Senator  from  Texas,  now  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  put  to  effective  use, 
and  about  which  I  have  heard  him  make 
favorable  comment  many  times  while  he 
was  serving  in  the  Senate. 

The  first  report  that  I  happened  to 
turn  to  refreshes  my  memory  in  regard 
to  that  trip  to  France.  This  report 
deals  with  a  review  of  the  payments 
made  by  the  United  States  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  airfields  in  France. 

The  French  authorities  wasted  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars.  They  took  us  for  an 
economic  ride.  The  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  [Mr.  Long]  and  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  stood,  for  example,  on 
one  airbase  in  France  on  which  an 
American  fighter  plane  had  never  been 
landed  because  it  was  not  safe  to  land 
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an  American  fighter  plane  on  that  air¬ 
field.  The  airfield  was  poorly  construct¬ 
ed,  and  the  French  Government  insisted 
that  the  matter  of  construction  should 
be  left  to  their  entire  determination. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  and  the 
senior  Senator  frqm  Oregon  stood  on 
that  air  base,  and  we  walked  great  dis¬ 
tances  on  that  airbase,  kicking  out,  with 
the  toes  of  our  shoes,  stones  as  large  as 
hen  eggs.  That  is  why  American  fighter 
planes  could  not  be  landed  on  that  base. 
It  was  unusable  as  an  airbase 

What  did  we  do?  We  provided  them 
with  more  money  to  resurface  it  to  a 
much  greater  depth  so  that  the  base 
could  be  used.  There  was  inexcusable 
waste. 

That  is  why  I  came  back  not  very 
enthusiastic  about  the  administration  of 
NATO  in  1950  and  1961.  I  made  some 
speeches  expressing  my  dissatisfaction 
with  the  administration  of  NATO.  I 
became  dissatisfied  with  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  NATO.  Although  it  was  not  con¬ 
trolling,  it  contributed  to  a  decision 
which  I  made  in  1952  when  I  exercised 
an  honest  independence  of  judgment  and 
left  the  Republican  Party  because  I 
could  not  give  support  to  what  I  was 
satisfied  had  become  a  very  unsound  ad¬ 
ministration.  And  how  right  I  was.  How 
well  I  recognize  the  background  of  that 
report  of  the  Comptroller  General. 

The  next  report  of  the  Comptroller 
General  which  I  picked  up  is  marked 
“Confidential.”  It  is  subject  to  the  same 
rules  of  privilege  so  far  as  concerns  dis¬ 
closure  of  the  contents  between  the 
covers.  However,  it  does  not  prevent  my 
reading  the  title.  The  title  is:  “Review 
of  the  Utilization  and  Maintenance  of 
Army  Equipment  Furnished  Under  the 
Military  Assistance  Program  for  Thai¬ 
land.”  This  report  is  dated  August  1962. 
Senators  can  go  to  the  committee  room 
and  read  the  report. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  where  can 
it  be  read? 

Mr.  MORSE.  In  the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  Room. 

Mr.  DODD.  How  long  would  it  take 
to  read  the  document?  Suppose  I  were 
to  go  down  and  read  these  documents; 
how  long  would  it  take? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Knowing  the  remark¬ 
able  reading  ability  of  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut,  I  am  sure  that  he  could 
read  that  report  in  30  minutes. 

Mr.  DODD.  Why  can  we  not,  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions,  be  trusted  to  take  confidential 
documents  to  our  offices  and  read  them 
after  the  Senate  has  adjourned? 

I  do  it  in  other  committees. 

I  handle  many  classified  documents 
every  day. 

Why  should  we  not  be  able  to  do  that 
in  this  case? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
Senator  knows,  he  and  I  are  of  one  mind 
with  regard  to  that  committee  rule  of 
procedure. 

We  ought  to  be  able  to  take  them  to 
our  offices.  If  U.S.  Senators  cannot  be 
trusted  to  take  a  secret  document  out  of 
the  committee  room  to  their  offices  to 
read  them,  we  have  come  to  a  pretty 
sorry  pass  in  this  system  of  representa¬ 
tive  government. 


Who  reads  the  documents  downtown? 

Mr.  DODD.  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  documents  are  read 
by  bureaucrats,  staff  members  who  never 
face  the  ballot,  but  they  have  access  to 
top  secrets  of  the  Government.  However, 
we  cannot  have  a  trusted  administrative 
assistant  help  us.  We  have  adminis¬ 
trative  assistants  whom  we  would  be 
willing  to  put  to  the  same  security  test 
that  any  bureaucrat  downtown  has  to 
take.  These  assistants  are  available  to 
help  us  analyze  the  secret  documents. 

One  of  the  many  things  wrong  with  us, 
in  the  Senate,  is  that  we  will  not  appro¬ 
priate  the  money  to  supply  ourselves 
with  the  assistance  that  we  need  to  do 
the  research  job  essential  to  protecting 
the  public  interest  in  carrying  out  our 
checking  responsibility  against  the  exec¬ 
utive  branch  of  the  Government.  We 
will  not  adopt  the  procedural  rules  that 
we  ought  to  adopt  so  that  we  can  do  the 
job  that  the  public  thinks  we  are  doing, 
but  which  our  rules  and  policies  and  lack 
of  staff  prevent  us  from  doing. 

I  have  talked  with  many  constituent 
groups.  When  they  find  out  that  we 
have  a  rule  such  as  this  and  that  we 
are  so  parsimonious  that  we  will  not 
supply  ourselves  with  the  research  staff 
that  we  need  to  do  the  job,  they  reply, 
“That  is  not  the  kind  of  economy,  if  you 
want  to  call  it  economy,  that  we  expect 
Senators  to  effectuate.  We  are  not  ob¬ 
jecting  to  your  appropriating  enough 
money  to  protect  the  public  interest.” 

The  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  raises  a  question  of  great 
interest  to  me  in  regard  to  the  procedures 
of  the  Senate.  The  Senator  has  put  his 
finger  on  one  of  the  shortcomings  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
wish  to  interrupt  the  Senator  further, 
but  this  is  an  important  matter. 

I  have  been  criticized  for  not  having 
read  the  minutes  of  some  executive  ses¬ 
sions.  Most  of  them  contain  top  secret 
information  and  information  of  a  con¬ 
fidential  nature  which  would  require 
that  I  sit  there  for  hours  at  a  time  when 
the  Senate  and  the  committees  of  the 
Senate  are  in  session. 

I  do  my  reading,  as  I  assume  most  Sen¬ 
ators  do,  after  the  Senate  session,  almost 
every  night.  I  cannot  keep  up  with  the 
work  of  three  Senate  committees  and  the 
chairmanship  of  two  important  subcom¬ 
mittees  without  doing  this. 

It  is  little  enough  to  ask  that  the  re¬ 
ports  be  made  available  so  that  Senators 
can  read  them  after  hours  and  thus  keep 
up  with  this  important  information. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  completely  agree. 
There  is  not  a  Senator’s  administrative 
assistant  that  I  would  not  be  willing  to 
trust  with  the  reports  of  the  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee.  I  do  not  know  how 
they  expect  us  to  do  our  job  unless  we 
have  at  least  that  procedural  latitude. 

The  next  report  is  dated  September 
1963,  and  the  title  is  “Ineffective  Pro¬ 
graming,  Delivery,  and  Utilization  of 
Aircraft  and  Related  Equipment  Fur¬ 
nished  to  the  Portuguese  Air  Force  Under 
the  Military  Assistance  Program.” 

That  tells  us  a  great  deal.  But,  if  we 
read  between  the  covers  we  learn  much 
more.  We  cannot  support  a  foreign  aid 


program  which  practices  the  waste  that  a 
report  such  as  this  brings  out. 

That  is  why  this  conference  report 
should  be  defeated.  It  is  not  going  to  be, 
but  it  ought  to  be. 

Let  me  read  the  next  one :  “Inadequate 
Administration  of  Military  Budget  Sup¬ 
port  Funds  Provided  to  Pakistan  Under 
the  Foreign  Assistance  Program”— Sep¬ 
tember  1963. 

Let  Senators  read  it  and  try  to  justify 
in  their  own  consciences  a  vote  for  this 
conference  report. 

I  read  the  next  one.  These  are  reports 
by  our  own  watchdog,  I  say  to  Senators. 
These  are  reports  by  our  own  congres¬ 
sional  officer.  These  are  reports  by  one 
of  the  most  dedicated  and  most  able  pub¬ 
lic  servants  that  I  have  had  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  coming  to  know  in  my  two  de¬ 
cades  of  service  in  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States. 

I  do  not  intend  to  ignore  the  findings 
of  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States. 

I  noticed  stories  in  the  press  today 
as  to  whether  or  not  we  should  start 
filling  up  the  funnel  to  Pakistan  again, 
in  spite  of  the  fact  that  we  equipped 
Pakistan  and  India  with  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  of  military  aid,  and 
put  them  in  a  position  so  they  could 
threaten  the  peace  of  the  world  by  a 
war  between  themselves,  each  side  fully 
equipped  with  American  military  equip¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  that  would  be  a  nice 
problem  of  morality  to  be  placed  before 
an  American  university  graduate  semi¬ 
nar  on  philosophy.  The  sad  part  is  that 
the  United  States  would  fail  most  grad¬ 
uate  seminars  in  philosophy  when  it 
comes  to  passing  judgment  on  the  mo¬ 
rality  of  our  foreign  policy  in  many  of 
its  aspects.  We  cannot  possibly  justify 
the  American  aid  we  have  been  giving 
Pakistan,  India,  Greece,  and  Turkey. 
But  that  question  goes  into  the  substan¬ 
tive  issue  of  whether  we  ought  to  do  it 
as  a  matter  of  public  policy.  I  am  rais¬ 
ing  at  this  time  the  question  of  the  waste 
entailed  in  these  programs. 

Here  is  a  report  for  July  1963,  “In¬ 
effective  Maintenance  and  Utilization  of 
Equipment  Furnished  to  Iran  Under  the 
Military  Assistance  Program.” 

Next,  one  of  July  1963,  another  report 
of  “Inadequate  Administration  of  Mili¬ 
tary  Budget  Support  Funds  Provided  to 
Iran  Under  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Program.” 

Those  are  two  different  programs 
within  the  foreign  aid  program. 

One  of  May  1963,  “Ineffective  Pro¬ 
graming,  Delivery,  and  Utilization  of 
Aircraft  and  Related  Equipment  Fur¬ 
nished  to  the  Portuguese  Air  Force  under 
the  Military  Assistance  Program.” 

May  1963,  “Ineffective  Programing. 
Delivery  and  Utilization  of  Aircraft  and 
Related  Equipment,”  also  involving 
Portugal. 

February  1963,  “Review  of  License 
Fees  Being  Charged  U.S.  Government  for 
the  Right  To  Produce  SS-11  Antitank 
Guided  Missile  Mutually  Developed  by 
France  and  United  States.” 

We  participated  in  a  joint  program, 
and  then  we  have  to  buy  a  license  fee. 
If  they  can  find  any  way  of  weaseling 
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any  more  money  out  of  us,  they  will 
weasel. 

The  next  one,  “Review  of  the  Pro¬ 
graming,  Delivery  and  Utilization  of 
Selected  Missile  System  Equipment  De¬ 
livered  to  European  Countries  Under  the 
Military  Assistance  Program.” 

Another  one  involving  waste  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  military  program  in 
France. 

Another  one,  “Review  of  the  Program¬ 
ing,  Delivery  and  Utilization  of  Selected 
Missile  System  Equipment  for  delivery 
to  European  countries.” 

The  next  one,  “Review  of  the  Military 
Assistance  Program  for  a  Far  East 
Country,  Department  of  Defense,  1964.” 

The  name  of  the  country  is  not  put  on 
the  title,  so  I  cannot  name  it,  but  it  rep¬ 
resents  more  shocking  waste. 

Another  one,  “Review  of  Military  As¬ 
sistance  Program  for  a  Far  East  Coun¬ 
try,  Department  of  Defense.” 

Next,  “Deficiences  in  the  Military  As¬ 
sistance  Program  for  the  Spanish  Army, 
Department  of  Defense.” 

Next  is  a  duplicate. 

June  1964,  “Deficiencies  in  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Earthquake  Recon¬ 
struction  and  Rehabilitation  Program  for 
Chile,  Agency  for  International  Develop¬ 
ment,  Department  of  State.” 

Why  should  that  be  secret?  Why 
should  any  of  them  be  secret? 

Next,  “Review  of  the  Military  Assist¬ 
ance  Program  for  Indonesia.” 

As  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening]  and  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Harris]  pointed  out,  Sukarno 
should  not  be  getting  any  dollars.  Every 
dollar  we  have  been  providing  him  has 
been  wasteful  in  one  sense,  but  it  has 
been  inexcusable  from  the  standpoint  of 
national  interests. 

The  next  one  is  a  duplicate. 

Next,  “Furnishing  of  Military  Assist¬ 
ance  to  Ethiopia  in  Excess  of  the  Coun¬ 
try’s  Ability  to  Effectively  Utilize  the 
Equipment,”  May  1964. 

Next,  “Furnishing  of  Military  Assist¬ 
ance  to  Ethiopia.” 

Next,  “Inefficient  Utilization  of  Per¬ 
sonnel  To  Administer  the  Military  As¬ 
sistance  Program  in  Advanced  Western 
European  Countries,”  March  1964. 

Another,  March  1964,  “Unnecessary  or 
Premature  Procurement  of  Sidewinder 
Missile  Training  System  for  Delivery  to 
Foreign  Countries  Under  the  Military 
Assistance  Program.” 

The  next  one  is  a  duplicate. 

Next,  “Excessive  Charges  for  Leased 
Telephone  Services  Incurred  by  U.S. 
Forces  in  Japan.” 

“Development,  Procurement  and  De¬ 
velopment  of  Unsatisfactory  Missile  Sys¬ 
tem  by  Department  of  the  Army.” 

“Inefficient  Utilization  of  Personnel  to 
Administer  the  Military  Assistance  Pro¬ 
gram  in  Advanced  Western  European 
Countries — March  1964.” 

“Review  of  Economic  Assistance  Pro¬ 
vided  to  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines 
for  Development  Purposes — AID — De¬ 
partment  of  State.” 

When  we  read  that,  we  run  into  docu¬ 
mentation  which  shows  the  kind  of  waste 
in  the  Philippines  of  which  the  foreign 
aid  program  has  been  guilty. 


Next,  “Inadequate  Planning,  Program¬ 
ing  and  Contracting  for  a  Fixed  Com¬ 
munications  System  for  the  Government 
of  Indonesia  Under  Military  Assistance 
Program — April  1965.” 

“March  1965,  Waste  Funds  and  Con¬ 
struction  Depot  in  Iran  under  the  Mili¬ 
tary  Assistance  Program.” 

“February  1965,  Unnecessary  Dollar 
Grants  to  Iran  under  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Program — AID — Department  of 
State.” 

Next,  “Reports  on  Review  of  Military 
Assistance  Provided  the  Republic  of  the 
Philippines.” 

This  is  more  evidence  of  waste  in  our 
program  there. 

Next,  “February  1965,  Ineffective  and 
Overly  Costly  Aspect  of  Military  and 
Economic  Assistance  Program  to  Thai¬ 
land.” 

“Inadequate  Consideration  Given  Util¬ 
izing  Reserve  Fleet  Ships  in  Lieu  of 
Providing  New  Ships  to  Iran.” 

The  last  of  the  secret  reports  which  I 
have  before  me  is  entitled  “Inadequate 
Consideration  Given  to  Utilizing  Reserve 
Fleet  Ships.” 

Mr.  President,  these  are  not  all  the 
secret  reports,  but  these  are  plenty,  so 
far  as  secret  documents  are  concerned, 
to  support  my  premise  that  we  should 
insist  that  foreign  aid  is  cleaned  up,  and 
not  pass  the  buck  to  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment,  the  Defense  Department,  the  AID 
representatives,  or  the  White  House. 

That  is  our  job.  We  were  elected  to 
perform  that  job.  We  cannot  shuffle  it 
off  on  someone  else.  We  should  appoint 
our  own  investigating  committee.  We 
should  provide  it  with  funds  for  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  the  necessary  staff.  It 
would  be  a  drop  in  the  bucket  in  com¬ 
parison  with  the  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  which  the  reforms  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  could  be  brought  about  by  such  an 
investigation  would  save  the  American 
taxpayer. 

Now  we  go  into  some  of  the  reports  of 
the  Comptroller  General,  dealing  with 
the  economic  features  of  foreign  aid. 

For  the  most  part,  I  have  stressed — • 
although  a  couple  of  them  marked 
“secret”  got  into  economics — the  reports 
on  military  aid. 

Here  is  one  for  October  1962,  entitled 
“Review  of  Administration  and  Utiliza¬ 
tion  of  U.S.-Owned  Foreign  Currencies 
in  Selected  Countries.” 

That  brings  up  the  soft  currency  issue 
which  has  been  debated  in  the  Senate  for 
years. 

Their  banks  are  bulking  with  U.S.- 
owned  soft  currency.  We  cannot  spend 
it,  unless  we  get  the  consent  of  the  gov¬ 
ernment.  We  cannot  even  use  it  to  pay 
service  charges  in  some  of  these  coun¬ 
tries. 

Although  most  of  the  members  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  know 
about  this,  I  wish  to  let  the  Senate  in  on 
a  procedure  which  I  worked  out  some 
years  ago  when  I  represented  the  Sen¬ 
ate  at  the  Interparliamentary  Confer¬ 
ence  of  the  British  Commonwealth  of 
Nations  in  New  Delhi,  India. 

At  that  time  I  noticed,  as  I  went 
around,  that  in  our  consulates  and 
Embassies  our  Ministers  were  short  of 


the  necessary  funds  called — as  all  Sen¬ 
ators  know — representation  funds. 

When  I  reached  Madras,  India,  I  found 
that  our  council  general  there  had  used 
up  his  representation  funds  for  some 
months  and  was  paying  out  of  his  own 
pocket  the  necessary  funds  to  some  of 
his  attaches,  particularly  his  agricultural 
attache,  who  needed  money  to  perform 
his  agricultural  attache  work  in  the  vil¬ 
lages  in  that  area  in  India. 

The  supreme  court  of  that  province  In 
India  wished  to  have  a  luncheon  because 
of  the  presence  of  the  American  delega¬ 
tion.  It  was  to  be  quite  a  state  affair, 
but,  of  course,  it  would  be  paid  for  by 
our  consul  general,  which  he  was  will¬ 
ing  to  do. 

As  a  Senator,  I  had  the  authority  to 
draw  on  those  funds  owned  by  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States,  although  they  were  Indian 
funds,  and  no  one  could  stop  me. 
Therefore,  I  requested  the  finance  officer 
of  the  ministry  to  draw  the  funds  in  the 
amount  necessary  to  pay  for  this  official 
luncheon. 

When  I  returned  to  the  United  States, 
I  reported  the  incident,  and  it  will  be 
found  in  the  records  of  the  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  Committee.  I  told  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  it  should  know  what  I  had  done, 
and  I  made  an  accounting  of  it. 

That  procedure  set  a  precedent.  I 
was  told  that  was  the  first  time  it  had 
ever  happened. 

Why  not?  At  least,  I  made  a  tiny 
dent  in  our  foreign  currency  funds  in 
India.  We  should  do  more  of  it. 

We  cannot  read  this  report  without 
having  a  good  idea  of  the  soundness  of 
the  observation  that  I  am  making,  that 
we  should  make  clear  to  those  countries 
that  the  representation  funds  should  not 
be  in  their  control  but  in  ours.  For  that 
matter,  we  have  now  reached  the  point 
where  more  and  more  of  our  surplus 
food  should  be  sold  on  the  basis  of  Amer¬ 
ican  dollars,  to  be  paid  for  on  the  basis 
of  American  dollars. 

I  recognize  that  a  certain  amount  of 
grant  programing  will  still  have  to  be 
done — such  as  food  for  the  starving  med¬ 
ical  programs — and  some  educational 
programs.  I  have  never  been  parsimo¬ 
nious  about  it. 

But,  where  a  project  has  a  sound  eco¬ 
nomic  potential,  it  is  essential,  in  my 
judgment,  to  lend  dollars  to  build  the 
project,  with  the  full  understanding  that 
the  loan  will  be  repaid  in  dollars. 

I  am  willing  to  provide  long-term  loans 
for  goods  or  food.  I  am  willing  to  allow 
a  low-interest  rate,  but  not  an  interest 
rate  lower  than  the  cost  of  the  use  of 
the  money.  The  American  taxpayer  is 
entitled  to  get  his  money  back  by  way 
of  an  interest  rate  for  the  cost  of  the  use 
of  his  money.  We  should  teach  benefici¬ 
ary  countries  that  that  is  a  part  of  a 
sound  private  enterprise  system  upon 
which  their  economic  freedom  is  depend¬ 
ent. 

The  next  document  is  entitled  “Exami¬ 
nation  of  Economic,  Technical  Assist¬ 
ance  Program  for  Korea — September 
1962— Part  II.” 

The  next  one  is  part  I  of  the  same  re¬ 
port. 

The  next  is  “Inadequate  Controls  for 
Determining  Compliance  by  Foreign 
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Governments  With  Restrictions  Placed 
on  the  Disposition  of  Agricultural  Com¬ 
modities  Made  Available  Under  Title  I, 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1954” — commonly  known 
as  Public  Law  480,  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  President,  the  whole  of  Public  Law 
480  needs  to  be  surveyed.  Certainly,  it 
is  not  a  “sacred  cow.”  The  food-for- 
peace  program  and  the  Public  Law  480 
program  should  be  subject  to  scrutiny. 
If  we  check  them,  we  shall  find  a  great 
deal  of  waste  in  them.  My  amendment 
would  have  done  that. 

Next,  “Review  of  Economic  Aspect  of 
Loan  for  Construction  of  Water  Supply 
System  in  Saigon,  Vietnam — Develop¬ 
ment  Loan  Fund — September  1963.” 

“Unnecessary  Payment  by  United 
States  of  Costs  Properly  Chargeable  to 
Japan  for  Administrative  and  Related 
Expenses  of  the  Military  Assistance  Pro¬ 
gram  for  Japan — June  1963.” 

“May  1963:  Excessive  Costs  Incurred 
for  Rehabilitating  to  Original  Appear¬ 
ance  and  Service  of  Military  Equipment 
Donated  to  Foreign  Nations  Under  the 
Military  Assistance  Programs.” 

We  decorate  it  for  them  and  give  it  to 
them. 

What  suckers  have  been  made  out  of 
the  American  taxpayers. 

Next:  “Review  of  Local  Currency  for 
the  Budget  Support  Program  for 
Korea — January  1963.” 

“Follow-Up  Review  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  Action  on  Reimbursements 
from  Foreign  Countries  for  Administra¬ 
tive  Expenses  Under  the  Military  As¬ 
sistance  Program — March  1964.” 

“Improper  Payment  of  Colombian  Port 
Charges  for  Surplus  Agricultural  Com¬ 
modities  Sold  Under  Title  I  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Development  Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  Commonly  Known  as  Public  Law 
480 — November  1964.” 

“November  1964:  Loss  of  Interest  on 
U.S. -Owned  Foreign  Currencies  in  the 
Republic  of  China,  Taiwan.” 

October  1964:  “Excessive  Ocean  Trans¬ 
portation  Costs  Incurred  for  Shipments 
Under  Title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act,  1954.” 

September  1964:  “Summary  of  Defi¬ 
ciencies  Related  to  the  Inadequate  Ad¬ 
ministration  of  Military  Budget  Support 
Price  Provided  to  Certain  Foreign  Coun¬ 
tries  Under  the  Foreign  Aid  Act.” 

September  1964:  “Additional  Interest 
Cost  to  the  United  States  Because  of  Pre¬ 
mature  Release  of  Funds  to  the  Social 
Progress  Trust  Fund  Administered  by 
the  Inter-American  Development  Bank.” 

August  1964:  “Improper  Reduction  of 
Dollar  Collection  Loans  Made  by  the 
Corporate  Development  Loan  Fund.” 

August  1964:  “Follow-up  Review  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  Action  in 
Canceling  Excessive  Procurement  and 
Redistribution  in  Connection  With  the 
Spare  Parts  Program  for  Portugal  Un¬ 
der  the  Military  Assistance  Program.” 

July  1964:  “Review  of  the  Administra¬ 
tion  of  Assistance  for  Financing  Com¬ 
mercial  Imports  and  Other  Financial 
Elements  Under  the  Economic  Technical 
Assistance  Program  for  Vietnam,  1958 
to  1962.” 


All  those  corrupt  puppets  of  ours  have 
lived  well  in  Saigon.  Wait  until  the 
American  people  find  out  the  shocking 
waste  and  corruption  that  our  foreign 
aid  has  helped  develop  in  Saigon,  and 
in  South  Vietnam  generally,  in  which 
nothing  has  been  done  about  freedom 
since  the  United  States  set  up  its  first 
puppet  in  1954.  Our  administration 
talks  about  saving  freedom  in  South 
Vietnam.  Neither  the  South  Vietnamese 
nor  the  Vietcong  seem  to  know  what 
real  freedom  means. 

"Undercollections  of  Interest  and  Prin¬ 
cipal  of  Foreign  Aid  Currency  on  Certain 
Loans  to  Foreign  Governments” — July 
1964. 

July  1964:  “Unofficial  Use  and  Over¬ 
stated  Needs  of  Commercial  Type  Ve¬ 
hicles  by  the  Military  Assistance  Ad¬ 
visory  Group  Headquarters  in  Taipei, 
Republic  of  China.” 

July  1964:  “Review  of  Certain  Pay¬ 
ments  Related  to  Administration  of  Eco¬ 
nomic  and  Technical  Assistance  Pro¬ 
gram  for  Vietnam.” 

July  1964:  “Examination  of  Economic 
and  Technical  Assistance  Programs  of 
Turkey.” 

I  have  said  earlier  that  many  millions 
of  dollars  of  taxpayer  money  have  been 
wasted  in  Turkey. 

June  1964:  “Deficiencies  in  the  Admin¬ 
istration  of  Earthquake  Reconstruction 
Rehabilitation  Program  in  Chile.” 

That  is  a  much  bigger  volume  than  the 
previous  one. 

June  1964:  “Ineffective  Administra¬ 
tion  of  U.S.  Assistance  to  Children’s  Hos¬ 
pital  in  Poland.”  We  must  watch  out  as 
we  examine  foreign  aid  and  as  we  come 
across  a  program  that  has  a  heart- 
appealing  title,  like  a  children’s  hospital 
in  Poland.  Everyone  looks  the  other  way 
when  it  comes  to  a  matter  of  waste.  The 
best  way  to  serve  those  little  boys  and 
girls  is  to  see  to  it  that  they  get  the 
benefit  of  every  dollar  that  the  taxpayer 
supplies,  under  efficient  administration. 

“Understatement  of  Claims  Against 
the  United  Arab  Republic  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Peoples  Republic  of  Yugoslavia  for 
Recovery  of  Excess  Ocean  Transporta¬ 
tion  Costs  Financed  by  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.” 

February  1964:  “Examination  of  Cer¬ 
tain  Economic  Development  Projects  for 
Assistance  to  the  Central  Treaty  Orga¬ 
nization  by  the  Agency  for  Interna¬ 
tional  Development.” 

May  1965:  “Improper  Payment  of  Port 
Charges  on  Shipments  to  Colombia  on 
Food  Donated  Under  Title  III  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act.” 

April  1965:  “Questionable  Aspects  of 
Budget  Suppoit  Loans  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Ecuador.” 

April  1965:  “Followup  Examination  on 
Certain  Aspects  of  U.S.  Assistance  to  the 
Central  Treaty  Organization  for  a  Rail 
Link  Between  Turkey  and  Iran.” 

April  1965:  “Ineffective  Utilization  of 
Property  Under  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Program.” 

May  1965:  “Overprocurement  Result¬ 
ing  From  Ineffective  Supply  Manage¬ 
ment  in  Korea  Under  the  Military  As¬ 
sistance  Act.” 

March  1965:  “Unnecessary  Dollar 
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Costs  Incurred  by  Financing  Purchases 
of  Commodities  Produced  in  Brazil.” 

January  1965:  “Weaknesses  Involving 
Primarily  the  Disposition  of  Surplus 
Nonfat  Dried  Milk.” 

These  are  samplings  of  what  spot 
checks  made  by  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States  have  disclosed. 
I  urge  my  colleagues  to  go  to  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  room  and 
at  least  sample  them,  and  to  take  a  few 
out  into  the  reading  room  and  read 
them.  Then  I  ask  my  colleagues  to  ask 
themselves  the  question:  Are  we  really 
justified  in  voting  for  this  conference 
report? 

This  is  the  worst  program  in  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  conference  report  does 
nothing  about  it.  It  continues  it  for  an¬ 
other  year  in  the  same  form. 

Even  as  the  conferees  passed  up  their 
opportunity  to  do  something  about  these 
conditions,  we  read  in  the  press  that  the 
American  taxpayers  have  been  asked  to 
foot  the  bill  for  several  dozen  plush  ex¬ 
ecutive  style  chairs,  at  a  cost  of  some 
$250  each,  for  a  new  medical  school  we 
are  constructing  in  Saigon.  Of  course, 
the  local  Vietnamese  officials  looked 
through  a  catalog  and  found  some  very 
ritzy  chairs  and  desks  for  sale.  Natural¬ 
ly,  they  wanted  only  the  best  for  them¬ 
selves.  That  is  understandable,  because 
we  have  been  keeping  a  great  many 
South  Vietnamese  in  high  style  in  the  last 
10  years,  and  they  expect  nothing  but 
the  best  from  us.  And  if  we  do  not  give 
it  to  them,  we  will  hear  that  their  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  Americans  might  be 
shaken. 

So  our  aid  officials  in  Vietnam  prompt¬ 
ly  okayed  the  plush  chairs  and  other  of¬ 
fice  equipment.  You  do  not  find  them 
looking  into  the  possibility  of  surplus 
stocks  already  on  hand  in  AID,  which 
was  one  of  the  criticisms  made  by  the 
Comptroller  General.  It  is  easier  to 
write  out  a  check.  Can  anyone  doubt 
why  foreign  aid  is  so  often  referred  to  by 
American  taxpayers  as  the  foreign  aid 
rathole? 

MEAGER  RESULTS  FROM  FOREIGN  AID 

All  the  answers  and  rationales  that  are 
offered  for  this  state  of  affairs  revolve 
around  the  allegation  that  we  do  get 
something  for  our  aid  money,  and  that 
is  military  allies.  How  many  times  have 
we  heard  the  old  story  about  the  millions 
of  soldiers  being  maintained  by  aid¬ 
receiving  countries,  soldiers  who  will  be 
there  to  fight  with  the  United  States  in 
case  of  any  outbreak  of  war? 

Well,  the  war  is  on  in  Asia.  And  where 
are  all  the  millions  of  soldiers  in  Asia 
that  were  supposed  to  have  been  bought, 
or  hired,  or  induced  to  fight  for  free¬ 
dom,  with  all  these  billions  of  foreign  aid 
money? 

There  will  never  come  a  time  when  the 
military  forces  of  other  countries  who 
have  been  receiving  aid  from  us  will  be 
needed  more  than  they  are  needed  now 
in  Vietnam.  But  where  are  they?  There 
has  been  a  lot  of  talk  about  troops  from 
the  Philippines,  from  Korea,  from  Tai¬ 
wan.  But  no  combat  troops  in  any  num¬ 
ber  to  amount  to  anything  have  showed 
up. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


20710 

The  American  people  are  about  to  find 
out  the  ultimate  illusion  of  foreign  aid. 
It  is  that  we  are  getting  no  help  from 
any  of  the  nations  we  have  been  helping 
with  huge  doses  of  both  economic  and 
military  aid.  Those  millions  of  troops 
that  are  described  to  us  each  year  in 
the  hearings  as  being  cheaper  to  main¬ 
tain  under  arms  than  a  comparable 
number  of  U.S.  troops  are  going  to  stay 
right  at  home  while  American  troops  do 
the  fighting  and  dying  in  Asia.  There 
will  be  no  Pakistanis,  no  Indians,  no 
Thai,  no  Filipinos,  no  Formosans.  Con¬ 
ceivably,  there  may  be  some  Koreans 
eventually,  but  if  so,  it  will  be  at  con¬ 
siderable  expense  to  the  United  States. 

That  is  why  I  say  that  the  great  il¬ 
lusion  of  aid  is  that  it  maintains  allies 
for  the  United  States,  especially  military 
allies.  It  has  done  nothing  of  the  sort 
in  our  hour  of  contest  and  crisis  in  Asia. 
If  it  has  failed  the  test  in  Vietnam,  where 
Is  it  ever  going  t''  produce  friends  and 
allies  for  the  United  States? 

The  plain  truth  is  that  countries  that 
depend  upon  us  for  money  and  military 
equipment  are  not  allies  at  all.  They 
are  dependencies.  The  United  States 
has  in  the  world  today  almost  no  genuine 
allies.  Canada,  West  Germany,  and 
Japan  come  the  closest  to  being  true 
allies  because  they  share  our  general 
foreign  policy  objectives  and  they  are 
able  to  sustain  and  maintain  themselves 
in  both  their  economic  and  military 
activities. 

I  would  point  out  to  the  American 
people  this  afternoon  that  the  war  in 
Asia,  and  the  total  lack  of  any  meaning¬ 
ful  assistance  from  other  nations,  de¬ 
notes  and  emphasizes  and  highlights  the 
futility  of  foreign  aid  as  a  means  of 
gathering  allies.  If  a  crisis  comes  to  any 
one  of  the  nations  in  Asia  or  the  Middle 
East  that  receives  our  economic  and 
military  aid  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
building  an  indigenous  force  to  fight 
communism,  that  country  will  still  have 
to  be  defended  by  American  troops  if 
it  is  defended  at  all.  And  we  will  get 
no  more  help  from  its  neighbors  than 
we  are  getting  in  Vietnam. 

No  nation  that  cannot  maintain  itself 
in  time  of  peace  can  be  an  ally  in  time 
of  vf&r.  It  can  provide  a  geographic  lo¬ 
cation  for  American  military  operations, 
but  nothing  more.  An  ally  is  a  country 
with  which  we  act  in  concert  for  a  com¬ 
mon  goal.  But  a  true  ally  has  its  own 
resources  out  of  which  it  can  maintain 
a  policy  or  an  operation.  And  today,  the 
nations  of  the  world  that  can  maintain 
a  policy  or  a  military  operation  out  of 
their  own  resources  and  whose  policies 
in  general  coincide  with  ours  are  few  and 
far  between.  Not  even  Britain  qualifies 
any  more  as  a  true  ally,  because  her  total 
dependence  upon  the  United  States  for 
support  of  her  currency  means  that  she, 
too,  like  so  many  of  our  dependencies  in 
Asia,  is  incapable  of  any  military  opera¬ 
tions  supported  and  maintained  by  her¬ 
self  alone. 

So  when  the  waste  and  the  inefficiency 
of  the  foreign  aid  are  brushed  aside  with 
pompous  explanations  of  how  it  is  all 
really  an  investment  in  the  political 
friendship  and  military  cooperation  of 
recipient  countries,  let  the  American 


people  ask:  “Where  are  those  friends, 
and  where  is  that  military  cooperation 
now  in  Asia,  when  we  need  them?  If 
we  don’t  need  them  now,  we  never  will.” 

The  results  of  over  10  years  of  foreign 
aid  are  coming  in  in  Asia,  and  they  are 
virtually  nothing.  But  in  this  confer¬ 
ence  report,  the  American  people  are 
subjected  to  another  year  of  more  of  the 
same.  The  conference  report  does  not 
merit  their  confidence,  and  it  should  be 
rejected. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  at  this  point  in  my  remarks  a 
column  written  by  Robert  S.  Allen  and 
Paul  Scott  entitled  “Inside  Washington,” 
discussing  some  of  the  money  that  is  be¬ 
ing  spent  under  our  aid  program,  be 
printed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Har¬ 
ris  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  column 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Inside  Washington 
(By  Robert  S.  Allen  and  Paul  Scott) 

Washington,  August  23,  1965. — More  than 
$25  million  in  foreign  aid  funds  has  been 
spent  for  scores  of  so-called  research  and 
analysis  projects  ranging  from  diffusion  of 
innovations  in  rural  societies  to  the  in¬ 
teraction  of  social  values  and  political  re¬ 
sponsibility. 

Cost  of  these  studies  runs  from  $5,405  to 
Haverford  College,  Pennsylvania,  for  effect  of 
foreign  aid  on  U.S.  balance  of  payments,  to 
$2,463,275  to  Wisconsin  University  for  re¬ 
search  and  training  in  land  tenure  and  re¬ 
form  in  Latin  America. 

Most  of  these  foreign  aid-financed  re¬ 
search  dispensations  went  to  U.S.  univer¬ 
sities,  with  a  few  to  private  institutions  and 
business  concerns. 

These  are  the  latest  disclosures  by  Repre¬ 
sentative  Vernon  Thomson,  Republican,  of 
Wisconsin,  member  of  the  Foreign  Adairs 
Committee  who  has  determinedly  crusaded 
against  waste,  extravagance,  bungling,  mis¬ 
management,  and  other  costly  failings  in  the 
administration  of  the  multibillion-dollar  for¬ 
eign  aid  program. 

His  jolting  new  expose  comes  as  Congress 
is  preparing  to  approve  the  compromise  $3.36 
billion  foreign  aid  authorization  bill  agreed 
on  by  the  House-Senate  conferees  under 
strenuous  White  House  pressure. 

In  an  effort  to  put  an  end  to  foreign  aid 
spending  on  such  studies,  Thomson  has 
drafted  an  amendment  barring  that,  as 
follows: 

“None  of  the  funds  appropriated  or  made 
available  under  this  act  for  carrying  out  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  *  *  *  may  be  used 
to  make  payments  with  respect  to  any  con¬ 
tract  to  which  the  United  States  is  a  party 
which  provides  for  research  into  the  admin¬ 
istrative  organization  or  operation,  or  per¬ 
sonnel  practices,  of  the  Agency  for  Inter¬ 
national  Development.” 

This  amendment  will  be  offered  by  Thom¬ 
son  when  the  foreign  aid  appropriation  bill 
is  considered  by  the  House  in  the  next  sev¬ 
eral  weeks.  He  has  been  assured  of  bipar¬ 
tisan  support  in  his  economy  drive. 

THE  PLUM  LIST 

Representative  Thomson  has  demanded  of 
the  Agency  for  International  Development 
(AID),  which  administers  the  multibillion- 
dollar  foreign  aid  program,  detailed  explana¬ 
tions  of  these  expensive  and  esoteric  studies. 

He  is  baffled  why  large  sums  of  money 
voted  by  Congress  for  foreign  aid  should 
be  spent  for  probing  the  impact  of  electric 
power  on  rural  development,  develop¬ 
ment  planning  and  planning  assistance  cri¬ 
teria,  and  numerous  other  subjects  with  no 
apparent  relation  to  foreign  aid. 
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“We  have  spent  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  in  the  past  30  years  on  rural  elec¬ 
trification,”  points  out  Thomson,  “so  I  would 
think  we  know  a  great  deal  about  that.  I 
can’t  understand  why  foreign  aid  funds 
should  be  spent  for  research  in  this  field. 
Yet  the  records  show  three  contracts  total¬ 
ing  $560,000  were  granted  for  such  studies.” 

As  ascertained  by  Thomson  from  AID  files, 
the  $25,193,163  spent  for  research  and  anal¬ 
ysis  includes  the  following  projects: 

Contractor,  title,  and  amount 
Michigan  University,  “Research  in 

Foam  Plastics  for  Housing” _ $236,  000 


Yale  University,  “Quantitative 
Study  of  Economic  Structure 

and  Growth” _ ^ . . .  1,  513,  730 

Stanford  Research  Institute,  “In¬ 
dustrial  Location  and  Develop¬ 
ment  Planning  in  Newly  Indus¬ 
trializing  Countries” _  196,  029 

Michigan  State  University,  “Map¬ 
ping  of  Research  Requirements 
of  the  Food  for  Peace  Program”.  124,  040 
American  Institute  for  Research, 

“Research  and  Development  of 

Aptitude  Testing” _  245, 950 

Hoffman  Electronics  Corp.,  “De¬ 
velopment  and  Performance 
Test  of  a  Solar-Powered  Battery 
Recharging  Center” _  30,  025 


International  Institute  for  Educa¬ 
tional  Planning,  “Development 
of  Guidelines  for  Determining 
the  Feasibility  of  Using  New 
Educational  Media  in  Develop¬ 


ing  Countries” _  196, 129 

Johns  Hopkins  University,  “Re¬ 
search  in  Health  Manpower 
Planning  for  Selected  Less- 

Developed  Countries” _  865,  684 

Medical  College  of  Virginia,  “Study 
of  Methods  for  Improving  the 
Training  and  Use  of  Middle- 

Level  Health  Manpower” _  ISO,  200 

Brookings  Institution,  “Transpor¬ 
tation  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment” _  1, 469,  720 

Cornell  University,  “Comparative 
Study  of  Social  and  Cultural 

Change” _  647,  938 

Educational  Services,  Inc.,  “Math¬ 
ematics  Curriculum  Develop¬ 
ment  in  Africa” _  1,  823,  012 

MIT  Center  for  International 
Studies,  “Improved  Analytical 
Methods  for  Development  Plan¬ 
ning” _  200, 910 

National  Planning  Association, 


“Development  Planning  and 
Planning  Assistance  Criteria” _  1,377,120 


Ohio  State  University  Research 
Foundation,  “Analysis  of  Pro¬ 
gram  for  the  Development  of 
Agricultural  Credit  Institutions 

and  Services” _  636,  821 

Pennsylvania  University,  “The  In¬ 
teraction  of  Social  Values  and 

Political  Responsibility” _  250,  000 

University  of  Pittsburgh,  “Re¬ 
search  on  the  Process  of  Insti¬ 
tution  Building” _  158,  380 

Williams  College,  “Import  Substi¬ 
tution  and  Economic  Policy  in 

Economic  Development” _  173,  299 

Purdue  Research  Foundation, 
“Evaluation  of  AID  University 
Contracts  for  Agricultural  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Research  Programs 
Abroad” _  998,  931 


In  a  $281,000  study  uncovered  some 
months  ago  by  Thomson,  former  Wisconsin 
Lieutenant  Governor,  on  the  functions,  pro¬ 
cedures,  training,  and  other  pertinent  details 
concerning  four  key  positions  in  AID  mis¬ 
sions  abroad,  he  found  the  following  high- 
flown  bafflegab: 

“Feasible  means  for  measuring  the  degree 
to  which  a  prospective  incumbent  possesses 
some  of  the  requisite  characteristics  may  not 
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be  currently  available  to  AID.  However,  the 
Inability  to  measure  the  characteristics  with¬ 
in  the  constraints  that  now  bind  the  Agency 
should  not  be  confused  with  the  issue  of 
whether  or  not  a  characteristic  is  essential 
to  do  a  job  effectively.  If  the  characteristic 
is  needed,  and  AID  chooses  and  places  a  can¬ 
didate  lacking  it  in  the  appropriate  degree, 
the  aspects  of  the  job  in  which  the  char¬ 
acteristic  is  required  cannot  be  performed 
effectively.” 

From  AID  records,  Thomson  has  ascer¬ 
tained  the  Agency  has  more  than  15,000  em¬ 
ployees;  some  6,600  Americans,  the  remainder 
foreigners.  Of  the  latter,  approximately  half 
are  paid  with  counterpart  funds — local  cur- 
T'  icy  credited  to  the  United  States  through 
the  sale  of  surplus  farm  commodities. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  my  Individual  minority  views 
in  opposition  to  the  foreign  aid  confer¬ 
ence  report  of  1964  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  individ¬ 
ual  views  of  Mr.  Morse  were  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
Individual  Views  op  Senator  Wayne  Morse 

The  foreign  aid  program  has  become  one 
of  the  most  stagnant,  unproductive,  and  mis¬ 
represented  of  all  Federal  activities.  It  is 
stagnant  because  its  objectives  are  still  tied 
largely  to  American  strategic  interests  of  the 
1950’s;  it  is  unproductive  because  much  of 
it  goes  for  uses  that  neither  build  nor  de¬ 
velop;  and  it  is  misrepresented  because,  in 
spite  of  all  the  official  hand-wringing  pleas 
that  we  help  the  underprivileged  and  de¬ 
prived  people  of  the  world,  not  more  than 
40  percent  of  it  goes  for  that  purpose. 

The  basis  of  my  approach  to  foreign  aid  is 
that  it  must  serve  the  interests  of  the 
United  States.  I  believe  in  “strings”  on  aid. 
Congress  may  spend  public  money  only  for 
the  general  welfare  of  the  United  States,  not 
for  the  general  welfare  of  any  other  people, 
no  matter  how  deserving  they  may  be. 
Therefore,  foreign  aid  cannot  serve  a  purely 
humanitarian  purpose,  devoid  of  self-in¬ 
terest,  for  the  United  States. 

My  difference  with  much  of  the  program 
Is  over  what  really  does  serve  the  interests 
of  the  United  States.  I  do  not  believe  that 
aid  extended  for  military  reasons,  security 
reasons,  or  for  reasons  of  political  intrigue 
serves  our  longrun  interests — and  this  is  a 
Longrun  program.  I  think  that  foreign  aid 
should  be  primarily  developmental  and  for 
specific  purposes,  with  the  shortrun  con¬ 
siderations  very  secondary  instead  of  the 
other  way  around. 

Unless  and  until  it  is  put  on  that  basis, 
foreign  aid  will  remain  a  dole  and  its 
recipients  will  be  either  dependencies  of  the 
United  States  or,  in  some  cases,  they  will 
take  our  military  aid  and  then  use  it  for 
their  own  national  purposes  that  may  be 
quite  contrary  to  our  own. 

foreign  aid  as  a  slush  fund 

Many  advocates  of  aid  think  they  are 
being  sophisticated  in  recommending  for¬ 
eign  aid  as  a  slush  fund  to  buy  off  other 
countries.  They  often  say  that  every  great 
nation  has  had  to  do  the  same  thing,  and 
that  the  United  States  should  now  under¬ 
take  to  carry  the  same  burden,  with  the  un¬ 
derstanding  that  it  is  a  waste  of  money  and 
is  spent  only  to  prevent  unfavorable  things 
from  happening. 

Several  things  are  wrong  with  this  view. 
First  of  all,  it  assumes  that  money  (or  mili¬ 
tary  equipment)  buys  more  than  it  does. 
To  holders  of  this  view,  the  giving  of  money 
is  synonymous  with  the  influencing  of  the 
recipient;  but  more  often  than  not,  recipi¬ 
ents,  in  the  manner  of  Sukarno,  take  the 
money  and  then  do  as  they  intended  to 
anyway. 


Secondly,  handing  out  money  and  weapons 
with  the  idea  that  they  will  promote  political 
stability,  or  keep  friendly  governments  in 
power,  or  prop  up  a  bloated  military  estab¬ 
lishment  in  a  foreign  country  are  all  efforts 
to  impose  a  political  order  from  the  top  down. 
The  underlying  causes  of  unrest  or  suscepti¬ 
bility  to  communism  are  ignored,  and  some¬ 
times  worsened. 

These  uses  of  foreign  aid  are  justified 
with  such  phrases  as  “forward  defense 
against  communism,”  “vital  to  the  interests 
of  the  United  States,”  and  “of  strategic  im¬ 
portance  to  the  United  States,”  concepts  that 
now  embrace  virtually  the  entire  globe.  Most 
of  the  countries  receiving  huge  and  largely 
unconditional  aid  on  the  ground  that  they 
border  the  Communist  bloc  are  already  pro¬ 
tected  by  mutual  defense  treaties  with  us, 
and  by  our  retaliatory  capacity. 

The  real  justification  for  “forward  defense” 
aid  is  not  that  the  recipient  can  use  it 
against  communism,  because  a  nonindustrial 
country  that  cannot  support  a  peacetime 
army  cannot  sustain  a  war  effort  against 
Russia  or  China.  Once  Europe  and  Japan 
were  rebuilt  and  rearmed,  military  aid  ceased 
to  have  much  practical  value  for  indigenous 
forces.  What  “forward  defense”  aid  does  buy 
is  entree  for  American  military  and  intelli¬ 
gence  agencies  close  to  Communist  borders. 
For  these  privileges,  we  have  paid  since  World 
War  II  a  dozen  times  more  than  we  need 
to  have  paid. 

Many  will  say,  “Anything  that  helps  us 
against  Russia  and  China  is  worth  while.” 
But  our  failure  to  insist  on  sound  economic 
standards  even  for  this  aid  has  not  helped 
us.  It  only  means  we  are  still  vulnerable  to 
eviction  from  these  countries  without,  in  the 
meantime,  having  improved  their  economip 
prospects. 

ECONOMIC  FREEDOM  SHOULD  BE  BASIC  PURPOSE 
OF  Am 

In  the  long  rim,  climates  and  attitudes 
sympathetic  to  the  United  States  and  com¬ 
patible  with  American  objectives  will  have 
to  be  created  by  the  creation  first  of  eco¬ 
nomic  freedom  in  these  countries.  And 
economic  freedom  can  only  be  advanced 
through  the  developmental  part  of  the 
program. 

But,  sad  to  say,  of  the  economic  section  of 
the  program,  not  more  than  half  is  devoted 
to  bona  fide  economic  development.  Sup¬ 
porting  assistance,  the  contingency  fund,  and 
nonproject  loans  from  the  Development  Loan 
Fund  are  but  political  props  and  payoffs 
to  foreign  governments.  They  do  not  de¬ 
velop;  they  merely  patch  over  and  perpet¬ 
uate  the  lack  of  development. 

Even  the  technical  assistance  program  is 
being  used  for  transportation  and  communi¬ 
cation  projects  against  the  day  when  they 
may  be  of  use  to  American  forces,  and  to 
train  smalltime  police  states  in  emerging 
countries. 

The  words  “economic  freedom  of  choice,” 
without  which  the  security  of  this  country 
will  never  be  strengthened  in  this  world,  are 
being  relegated  to  whatever  is  left  over  in  the 
foreign  aid  plot.  Education,  sanitation,  voca¬ 
tional  training,  capital  projects,  agricultural 
extension — the  activities  that  our  officials 
trot  out  to  gain  support  for  aid  among  the 
unknowing  American  people — these  consti¬ 
tute  at  most  only  about  40  percent  of  the 
$3.5  billion  being  requested. 

Cutting  the  $1  billion-plus  military  aid 
expenditure  in  half  and  applying  the  unpro¬ 
ductive  economic  aid  to  genuine  economic 
development  projects  would  do  more  to 
strengthen  the  longrun  security  of  the  United 
States  than  any  other  changes  that  could  be 
made  in  the  foreign  aid  program. 

NO  EVIDENCE  OF  CHANGE  IN  CURRENT  PROGRAM 

Since  January,  Congress  and  the  American 
people  have  been  told  again  and  again  that 


this  year  the  program  is  being  tightened,  cur¬ 
tailed,  and  improved.  But  there  is  no  hint 
in  any  of  the  material  presented  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  where  these  changes  are  taking 
place.  All  that  Congress  is  given  in  the  an¬ 
nual  presentation  is  a  look  at  ongoing  pro¬ 
grams,  started  in  the  current  fiscal  year  or 
before. 

Contrary  to  past  efforts  and  directives  from 
Congress,  requested  funds  for  supporting  as¬ 
sistance  have  been  increased  over  last  year, 
even  without  the  additional  request  for  Viet¬ 
nam.  This  grant  economic  aid  has  been  a 
target  for  congressional  criticism  since  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  Mansfield  amendment  in  1959, 
calling  for  its  eventual  termination.  The 
aid  request  for  this  category  is  a  backward 
step  from  the  Mansfield  reform. 

Unspecified  loans  called  program  loans 
abounded  in  fiscal  1964,  and  they  apparently 
are  to  be  used  just  as  freely  in  fiscal  1965. 
Project  loans  finance  the  importing  of  com¬ 
modities  for  specific  projects  whose  sound¬ 
ness  can  be  verified  by  AID  officials;  but  pro¬ 
gram  loans  go  to  balance  accounts  and  fi¬ 
nance  imports  in  general.  In  many  coun¬ 
tries  these  include  imports  that  contribute 
nothing  to  local  development.  They  only 
create  a  debt  obligation  to  the  United  States 
whose  chances  of  repayment  are  slim. 

Moratoriums  on  debt  obligations  due  us 
from  Turkey  and  Brazil,  and  the  prospect  of 
renegotiation  of  Argentina’s  obligations,  call 
for  a  much  tighter  control  by  Congress  over 
this  type  of  loan.  In  the  case  of  Brazil  and 
Turkey,  we  are  making  them  a  new  soft  loan 
even  as  we  give  them  moratoriums  on  repay¬ 
ment  of  old  ones. 

These  loans,  as  with  aid  in  general,  are 
touted  as  creating  a  future  market  for  Amer¬ 
ican  goods.  This  theory  is  based  on  the  ad¬ 
vertising  gimmick  of  giving  away  free  sam¬ 
ples.  But  their  cost  is  absorbed  by  the 
American  taxpayer,  not  the  manufacturer. 
Yet  testimony  to  this  committee — not  from 
administration  sources  but  from  U.S.  com¬ 
mercial  sources — brought  out  that  in  Co¬ 
lombia  and  Chile,  U.S.  exports  declined  as 
these  countries  received  our  goods  under  pro¬ 
gram  loans  and  diverted  the  foreign  ex¬ 
change  saving  into  new  purchases  from  the 
European  exporters.  Worst  of  all,  the 
chances  that  the  taxpayers  will  ever  recover 
any  of  this  subsidy  to  American  business  are 
not  good. 

It  is  no  wonder  that  committees  of  U.S. 
businessmen  are  becoming  the  major  tub 
thumpers  for  foreign  aid. 

So  far  as  Latin  America  is  concerned,  the 
indications  are  that  the  aid  standards  are 
being  loosened,  not  tightened.  A  $50  mil¬ 
lion  loan  for  no  particular  development  pur¬ 
pose,  but  just  to  balance  international  pay¬ 
ments,  has  been  extended  to  Brazil.  This  is 
despite  the  suspension  of  loans,  pending  ful¬ 
fillment  of  certain  economic  conditions  by 
the  Brazilian  Government.  There  is  as  yet 
no  more  or  better  economic  performance  to 
justify  a  loan  than  there  had  been  under 
the  previous  Government.  But  once  a  new 
junta  takes  over  in  Latin  America,  we  rush 
to  curry  favor  with  it,  and  in  Brazil  it  is 
costing  $50  million. 

In  fact,  the  U.S.  aid  program  in  four  other 
junta-ruled  countries  of  Latin  America  where 
constitutional  governments  were  pushed  out, 
has  been  resumed.  These  are  the  Dominican 
Republic,  Guatemala,  Ecuador,  and  Hon¬ 
duras.  This  is  a  full  turn  back  to  the  evil 
days  of  the  1950’s  when  the  United  States 
gained  a  record  level  of  ill  will  and  ill  repute 
among  the  people  of  Latin  America  who  had 
to  live  under  the  brutal  heel  of  U.S. -sup¬ 
ported  tyrants.  The  Alliance  for  Progress 
was  supposed  to  have  changed  all  that  by 
financing  economic  reform  within  a  frame¬ 
work  of  political  freedom  and  democratic  in¬ 
stitutions.  But  today  we  are  merely  hand- 
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ing  out  more  money  for  the  same  old  pur¬ 
poses  as  before. 

Having  ignored  ourselves  the  political  con¬ 
ditions  for  aid  under  the  Alliance,  our  part¬ 
ners  feel  free  to  ignore  the  self-help  condi¬ 
tions.  Why  shouldn’t  they  when  they  get 
this  money  anyway? 

FUNDS  SHOULD  NOT  GO  ABOVE  FISCAL  1964 

As  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  the  bill  increases  the  program 
for  fiscal  year  1965  over  the  program  for  fiscal 
1964.  This  has  been  done  despite  the  over¬ 
whelming  evidence  that  the  American  people 
are  demanding  long-overdue  reductions  in 
the  foreign  aid  burden,  that  the  impact  of 
the  aid  program  is  woefully  smaller  than  its 
size,  that  U.S.  Government  funds  are  in¬ 
creasingly  needed  at  home,  and  that  our  so- 
called  allies  are  permitted  to  shirk  their  re¬ 
sponsibilities  because  of  our  often  feckless 
generosity. 

Undoubtedly  the  administration  sincerely 
believes  its  appropriation  request  for  $3,516,- 
700,000  to  be  a  ‘‘bare  bones”  budget.  How¬ 
ever,  the  determining  factor  in  shaping  this 
request  had  to  be  the  judgment  of  the 
Agency  for  International  Development.  And 
our  past  experience  has  made  it  painfully 
clear  that — at  a  minimum — there  is  nothing 
sacrosanct  about  the  AID  judgment.  The 
Congress,  on  the  other  hand,  is  not  (or 
should  not  be)  content  merely  to  accept  the 
arguments  of  stanch  advocates,  but  takes 
into  account  a  range  of  other  sources  of  in¬ 
formation.  Foremost  among  the  latter  are 
the  reports  by  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States,  which  time  after  time 
have  severely  criticized  in  detail  the  plan¬ 
ning,  the  programing,  and  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  the  aid  program.  On  the  basis  of 
such  information,  as  well  as  a  full  study  of 
the  AID  presentation  material,  I  can  only 
conclude  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  fat 
clinging  to  the  bare  bones. 

The  appropriation  last  year,  for  fiscal  1964, 
was  an  even  $3  billion — a  cut  of  almost  $2 
billion  from  the  original  budget  request. 
Judging  by  the  cries  of  anguish  and  forecasts 
of  catastrophe  which  rose  from  Foggy  Bot¬ 
tom  during  that  trimming  process,  one  might 
have  envisioned  the  United  States  and  the 
rest  of  the  free  world  sliding  irretrievably 
toward  disaster.  Yet  a  year  later  the  Re¬ 
public  still  stands,  and  no  one  is  able  to 
point  to  any  foreign  policy  reverse  attribu¬ 
table  to  a  lack  of  aid  funds.  Indeed,  our 
setbacks  appear  to  have  come  in  the  Medi¬ 
terranean  and  in  southeast  Asia,  areas  into 
which  the  United  States  has  poured  money 
most  lavishly. 

During  this  year’s  hearings  and  committee 
discussions  no  evidence  was  presented  to 
justify  an  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1965 
of  almost  $467  million  more  than  the  $3  bil¬ 
lion  appropriated  for  fiscal  1964.  It  might  be 
noted  in  this  connection  that  a  great  deal  of 
attention  and  lipservice  was  given  last  year 
to  the  so-called  Clay  Committee  report. 
While  I  disagreed  strongly  with  that  report’s 
inflated  financial  recommendations,  it  did 
contain  the  extremely  valid  proposition  that 
there  should  be  a  gradual  but  steady  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  size  of  the  aid  program  annually 
in  the  future.  Our  experience  last  year  with 
a  program  scaled  to  $3  billion  in  new  funds 
certainly  suggests  that  a  cut  even  below  that 
level  could  be  safely  made  this  year. 

Because  of  a  carryover  from  prior  year 
appropriations,  the  final  figure  for  the  fiscal 
1964  program  was  almost  $3.4  billion,  rather 
than  $3  billion.  The  carry  over  this  year 
supposedly  is  only  to  be  about  $53  million. 
If  true,  and  if  the  $3  billion  level  of  new 
money  were  maintained,  the  end  result  would 
be  a  reduction  of  about  $344  million  under 
last  year’s  figure.  The  word  “supposedly” 
must  be  emphasized.  For  the  administrators 
of  the  AID  program  are  highly  accomplished 
producers  of  rabbits  from  their  hats,  and 
there  is  good  reason  to  believe  that  other 


funds  may  in  time  be  brought  out  of  hiding. 
Indeed,  when  such  a  wonderland  category  as 
“deobligations  of  prior  year  obligations”  is 
counted,  the  understandably  confused  Ameri¬ 
can  man  in  the  street  finds  that  the  foreign 
aid  program  which  he  thought  was  $3  billion 
last  year  turned  out  to  be  in  excess  of  $3.6 
billion.  The  conclusion  that  $3  billion  in 
new  money  would  not  represent  any  real 
reduction  from  last  year  is  shared  by  many 
Members  of  the  House,  who  wrote  in  the 
“minority  views”  in  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee  report: 

“Further,  it  is  impossible  for  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  to  ascertain  with  any 
degree  of  accuracy  the  amount  of  unobli¬ 
gated  funds  which  are  left  at  the  end  of  the 
fiscal  year.  It  has  been  stated  that  these 
figures  for  any  fiscal  year  are  not  available 
until  October  of  the  following  year.” 

FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  ONLY  A  PART  OF 
TOTAL  FOREIGN  AID 

This  leads  to  another  major  objection  to 
the  character  of  the  foreign  aid  program  as 
it  now  stands.  It  is  only  the  beginning 
figure  for  what  we  spend  overseas  on  an 
annual  basis.  Many  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  much  less  the  American  public,  have 
only  the  haziest  idea  of  how  much  money  is 
involved  in  our  contributions  to  a  large  num¬ 
ber  of  international  financial  and  develop¬ 
mental  organizations,  and  in  our  shipments 
of  agricultural  surpluses. 

Moreover,  executive  branch  requests  for  the 
same  general  purpose  in  successive  years  have 
a  tendency  to  disappear  from  one  bill  or  cate¬ 
gory  and  turn  up  in  another.  For  example, 
$135  million  for  Latin  American  development 
(through  the  Inter-American  Bank’s  Social 
Progress  Trust  Fund)  contained  in  the  1964 
foreign  aid  appropriation  bill  does  not  recur 
this  year.  At  first  blush  this  might  appear 
as  a  reduction  in  our  total  aid.  But  no,  the 
administration  has  just  submitted  a  separate 
new  request  for  $750  million  over  a  3-year 
period  for  the  same  purpose  with  a  slight 
chage  in  terminology.  There  is  no  corre¬ 
sponding  cut  in  this  bill.  Under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances  it  is  extraordinarily  difficult  to 
perceive  the  overall  total  of  U.S.  foreign  aid, 
and  to  make  intelligent  judgments  about  the 
vahdity  of  its  components,  such  as  those  con¬ 
tained  in  this  bill. 

EXCESSIVE  NUMBER  OF  COUNTRIES  CONTINUE 
TO  RECEIVE  BILATERAL  AID 

This  confusion  carries  over  into  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  how  many  countries  are  feeding  at 
the  American  trough.  If  only  aid  under  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  is  counted,  then  some 
83  countries  are  scheduled  to  receive  assist¬ 
ance  in  fiscal  year  1965..  But  the  total  rises 
to  over  90  countries  and  territories  when  all 
forms  of  assistance  are  counted.  And  indeed 
they  should  be  counted.  The  administration 
can  scarcely  claim  it  is  extending  little  aid 
to  Nasser’s  Egypt,  for  instance,  when  Public 
Law  480  supplies  are  flooding  that  country. 

Now  it  appears  that  the  number  of  coun¬ 
tries  getting  help  under  the  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  has  fallen  by  something  like  the 
figure  of  10.  It  is  noteworthy  that  there  is 
no  commensurate  cut  in  the  administration 
request  for  new  funds.  On  the  contrary,  the 
AID  officials  point  with  pride  to  the  growing 
concentration  of  effort  in  fewer  “key”  coun¬ 
tries.  By  that  standard,  no  matter  how  many 
nonessential  applicants  are  cut  off  the  aid 
payroll,  the  level  of  foreign  assistance  re¬ 
quests  is  likely  to  remain  unchanged. 

Anyone  reading  the  majority  committee 
report,  supported  by  the  majority  of  members 
who  voted  for  this  bill,  will  be  struck  by  the 
absence  of  persuasive  answers  to  the  out¬ 
standing  questions  which  have  always  sur¬ 
rounded  the  foreign  aid  program.  It  is  said 
that  it  is  unrealistic  to  expect  agreement  on 
the  purposes  and  aims  of  the  foreign  aid 
program.  This  at  least  is  refreshing  candor, 
although  there  is  little  novelty  in  the  ob¬ 
servation.  My  own  experience  with  AID  offi¬ 
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cials  has  always  been  that  when  I  make  a 
valid  criticism  of  an  economic  project,  they 
say  the  objective  in  that  case  is  not  economic 
but  political — and  vice  versa  in  other  cases. 
In  numerous  instances  those  officials  have 
accepted  the  validity  of  my  criticisms  “in 
principle”  but  have  cited  so-called  special 
circumstances  which  prevent  them  from  tak¬ 
ing  corrective  action.  It  is  no  wonder  that 
we  have  difficulty  in  justifying  foreign  aid 
expenditures  to  our  constituents. 

The  committee  report  states  that  the  total 
of  U.S.  bilateral  aid  is  declining.  Yet,  as 
substantiation,  it  merely  cites  the  difference 
between  last  year’s  administration  request 
and  the  one  this  year.  The  fact  is  there  is 
no  hard  evidence  to  cite  which  would  back  up 
that  statement  in  terms  of  last  year  and  this. 

The  majority  report  then  goes  on  to  note 
that  “aid  has  been  terminated  in  17  coun¬ 
tries  *  *  But  it  ignores  the  fact  that 

some  of  these  countries  were  cut  off  several 
years  ago,  and  have  been  trotted  out  each 
year  since  as  happy  examples.  In  any  event, 
as  stated  above,  a  reduction  in  recipients 
means  little  without  a  consequent  reduction 
in  expenditures. 

A  table  is  inserted  in  the  report  which  sup¬ 
posedly  “should  provide  some  reassurance” 
that  our  development  loans  will  be  repaid. 
The  only  conclusion  I  draw  from  that  table 
is  that  the  World  Bank — whose  record  is  not 
at  issue — has  done  extremely  well  with  its 
hard  loans  on  stringent  criteria.  I  join  Sen¬ 
ators  Mundt  and  Lausche  in  their  objections 
to  the  easy  terms  of  most  of  our  loans. 

Finally,  the  report  meets  the  criticism  that 
our  industrialized  friends  are  failing  to  take 
a  fair  share  of  the  foreign  aid  burden  by 
stating  that:  “This  is  a  complicated  ques¬ 
tion,  for  which  there  is  no  categoric  answer.” 
Again,  the  statistical  information  contained 
in  the  report  just  does  not  support  an  op¬ 
timistic  conclusion. 

In  the  following  sections  I  set  forth  my 
own  specific  conclusions  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  cutbacks  in  funds,  which  latter  are 
summarized  at  the  end  in  tabular  form. 

DEVELOPMENT  loans 

Congress  should  reduce  funds  for  develop¬ 
ment  loans  so  long  as  these  loans  continue 
to  be  made  for  general  purposes  and  not  for 
specific  projects.  The  House  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  report  in  both  its  majority  and 
minority  views  was  critical  of  the  large  sums 
in  “program”  loans  during  fiscal  1964.  Yet 
Congress  must  be  aware  by  now  that  mere 
criticism  in  a  committee  report  makes  no 
impact  whatsoever  on  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram. 

Said  the  majority  report: 

“Nevertheless,  the  committee  believes  that 
countries  which  progress  to  the  point  where 
they  qualify  for  large  development  loans 
should  be  encouraged  to  assume  increasing 
responsibility  for  financing  their  imports, 
except  imports  related  to  projects  for  which 
loans  are  made.  There  is  danger  that  de¬ 
pendence  on  the  United  States  for  such  fi¬ 
nancing  could  result  in  levels  of  consumption 
higher  than  the  recipient  could  normally 
sustain  and  could  encourage  unsound  fi¬ 
nancial  and  monetary  practices.” 

The  minority  report  of  the  House  com¬ 
mittee  showed  program  loans  in  fiscal  1964 
as  follows: 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 

Tanganyika _  1 

Tunisia _  10 

India _ 275 

Pakistan _  100 

Turkey _  70 

Chile _  40 

Colombia _  15 

for  total  of  $511  million.  Since  then.  Brazil 
has  received  a  $50  million  program  loan. 

This  means  that  about  a  third  of  all  de¬ 
velopment  loan  funds  available  for  fiscal 
1964  have  already  been  lent  for  general  pur¬ 
poses  unrelated  to  any  specific  development 
project. 
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Turkey  again  ranks  as  the  No.  1  failure  of 
the  foreign  aid  program  and  among  the  No. 

1  recipients  of  program  loans.  She  is  re¬ 
ceiving  over  $100  million  in  economic  aid 
this  fiscal  year,  and  considerably  more  in 
fiscal  1965,  most  of  it  in  “program”  loans. 

Both  the  Organization  for  European  Co¬ 
operation  and  Development  and  the  General 
Accounting  Office  of  the  United  States  have 
found  Turkey’s  economic  development  to 
have  stagnated  despite  the  huge  American 
aid  program  there  since  1947.  The  OECD 
report  of  1963  was  prepared  for  a  consortium 
of  Western  European  countries  that  were 
supposed  to  Join  the  United  States  in  fi¬ 
nancing  Turkey’s  development.  AID  pres¬ 
entations  always  refer  to  this  consortium  but 
do  not  mention  that  its  total  pledges  amount 
to  less  than  the  American  aid  alone,  and 
that  the  European  members  are  not  coming 
through  on  their  pledges  because  Turkey 
has  not  carried  out  the  reforms  required. 

Judging  from  the  presentation  figures  for 
fiscal  1965,  it  appears  that  the  United  States 
is  going  to  make  up  the  difference,  reforms 
or  no  reforms. 

Although  the  United  States  has  put  $1,670 
million  into  Turkey’s  economy  since  1947, 
and  given  her  combined  military  and  eco¬ 
nomic  aid  of  over  $4  billion,  that  country’s 
economic  condition  is  worsening.  The  popu¬ 
lation  increase  has  almost  entirely  wiped 
out  the  increase  in  the  gross  national 
product. 

Reform  of  the  grossly  wasteful  state  enter¬ 
prises  and  tax  reform  are  the  most  urgent. 
The  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  reported 
a  few  weeks  ago: 

"In  the  absence  of  a  development  plan 
and  adequate  information  about  the  econ¬ 
omy’s  resources  and  needs,  the  commodity 
import  program  (which  has  been  the  largest 
segment  of  the  U.S.  economic  dollar  aid  to 
Turkey)  was  an  integrated  part  of  the 
financing  of  Turkey’s  overall  import  pro¬ 
grams  and  as  such  was  not  geared  to  specific 
long-range  objectives.  Moreover,  substan¬ 
tial  amounts  of  local  currency  generated 
under  the  commodity  import  program  were 
allocated  for  the  general  support  of  invest¬ 
ment  budgets  of  state  economic  enterprises 
(those  owned  by  the  Turkish  Government) . 
Because  neither  the  Turkish  Government  nor 
the  mission  exercised  adequate  control  over 
commodity  imports  and.  the  operations  and 
investment  programs  of  state  enterprises, 
aid  funds  frequently  were  used  to  nonessen¬ 
tial  or  low-priority  purposes.  State  enterpris¬ 
es  also  received  U.S.  dollar  aid  to  finance  the 
foreign  exchange  cost  of  facilities  which  had 
been  poorly  utilized  or  not  utilized  at  all. 
Assistance  was  freely  provided  some  state 
enterprises  notwithstanding  their  inefficient 
operations  and  uneconomical  practices. 

“In  a  supplement  to  our  prior  report  on 
the  Turkey  program,  we  pointed  out  that 
accomplishments  in  Turkey’s  economic  de¬ 
velopment  and  support  of  the  country’s  de¬ 
fense  efforts  had  been  accompanied  by  se¬ 
rious  economic  problems  with  consequent 
increases  in  the  amount  of  aid  required  from 
the  United  States.  *  *  *  The  average  level 
of  U.S.  aid  for  the  5  fiscal  years  (1958-62) 
covered  by  our  recent  examination  increased 
significantly  over  the  level  for  the  preceding 
periods.  Moreover,  U.S.  officials  estimate 
that  during  the  5-year  period  which  began 
March  1,  1963,  Turkey  will  need  more  aid 
than  heretofore  from  both  the  United  States 
and  others  and  that  Turkey  will  not  reach 
self-sustaining  growth  before  1975.  Steps 
taken  since  the  military  coup  of  May  1960 
offer  promise  that  sound  and  necessary  eco¬ 
nomic  control  measures  may  be  forthcoming, 
but  much  remains  to  be  done.  As  can  be 
seen  from  the  above  there  is  a  need  for 
more  effective  action  to  improve  operations 
and  increase  earnings  of  state  economic  en¬ 
terprises  and  for  more  productive  utilization 
of  resources  available  to  Turkey.’’ 


The  Turkish  Government,  continues  this 
report,  operates  about  half  of  the  country’s 
industrial  production,  including  enterprises 
in  the  fields  of  manufacturing,  mining,  trad¬ 
ing,  banking,  transportation,  and  public 
utilities.  They  have  steadily  lost  money 
due  to  “poor  organization,  inefficient  opera¬ 
tions,  and  poor  pricing  policies.” 

“Despite  these  basic  management  de¬ 
ficiencies,  the  United  States  continued  to 
provide  substantial  sums  of  direct  and  in¬ 
direct  dollar  aid  and  counterpart  and  U3.- 
owned  local  currency  to  some  state  enter¬ 
prises.  This  aid  has  contributed  little  to¬ 
ward  improving  operations  of  the  enterprises, 
relieving  their  drain  on  the  Turkish  economy, 
and  thereby  reducing  the  need  for  outside 
aid.” 

Turkey’s  failure  to  correct  the  worst  of 
these  conditions  has  led  the  consortium  to 
curtail  its  scheduled  aid.  But  instead  of 
doing  the  same,  the  AID  presentation  in¬ 
dicates  that  the  United  States  is  going  to  in¬ 
crease  its  aid  substantially  over  last  year. 

DEBT  DEFAULT  BY  TURKEY 

The  GAO  report  also  found  that  Turkey 
was  by  1957  in  arrears  on  three  loans,  with 
the  arrearages  amounting  to  $6.4  million.  In 
May  1959,  AID  deferred  for  periods  ranging 
from  28  to  31  years  all  principal  and  interest 
payments  originally  due  between  1956  and 
1965.  The  Government  of  Turkey  is  to  make 
the  three  interest  and  principal  payments 
due  between  1966  and  the  original  maturity 
dates  pursuant  to  the  original  repayment 
schedule,  and  make  the  deferred  payments 
after  the  original  maturity  dates.  But  inter¬ 
est  will  not  be  charged  on  the  principal  and 
interest  payments  that  were  deferred,  which 
represents  another  grant  of  $31  million  to 
Turkey. 

The  dreary  details  of  American  aid  for 
importation  of  station  wagons,  for  a  meat¬ 
packing  plant  that  is  virtually  unused,  for 
modernization  of  the  state-owned  bituminous 
coal  industry  that  continues  to  sink  deeper 
into  indebtedness,  and  for  grain  storage  silos 
whose  peakloads  averaged  less  than  40  per¬ 
cent  of  capacity  are  included  in  this  GAO  re¬ 
port.  It  should  be  read  by  every  citizen  who 
still  believes  that  the  foreign  aid  program  is 
designed  to  help  the  world’s  unfortunate. 

Says  the  report: 

"The  Agency  (AID)  advised  us  that  it  had 
encouraged  Turkey  to  adopt  necessary  re¬ 
form  measures  for  management  of  its  fiscal 
and  economic  affairs.  However,  although 
actions  taken  by  the  Government  of  Turkey 
were  not  satisfactory,  the  Agency  decided 
to  not  insist  on  a  greater  measure  of  cooper¬ 
ation  because  of  foreign  policy  considera¬ 
tions.” 

Primary  in  these  considerations  are  the 
extensive  intelligence  and  military  installa¬ 
tions  operated  in  Turkey  by  thousands  of 
American  personnel.  They  largely  explain 
why  protests  about  Turkey’s  stagnating  econ¬ 
omy  and  misuse  of  aid  funds  are  pushed 
aside  with  references  to  Turkey’s  being  “vital 
to  American  security.” 

Our  aid  to  Pakistan  is  in  very  much  the 
same  category^  and  we  seem  to  be  heading  in 
the  same  direction  with  India.  The  “for¬ 
ward  defense”  policy  of  aid  is  not  one  of 
promoting  economic  freedom  of  choice  at  all. 

What  is  happening  now  in  Laos  and  Viet¬ 
nam  is  typical  of  what  would  happen  in 
each  of  these  peripheral  countries  should  it 
come  under  any  pressure  from  within  or 
without.  The  American  aid  that  we  send 
them  now  would  be  only  a  drop  in  the  bucket 
of  what  it  would  take  to  prop  them  up  under 
conditions  of  war  or  near  war. 

Program  loans  to  these  countries  are  little 
better  than  outright  grants  and  should  be 
stopped. 

TECHNICAL  COOPERATION 

For  many  years,  this  descendant  of  the 
point  4  program  has  been  an  almost  un¬ 


touchable  segment  of  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram.  But  a  close  examination  of  its  current 
projects,  and  those  in  the  comparable  cate¬ 
gory  in  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  indicates 
that  technical  cooperation  is  moving  far 
away  from  the  original  point  4.  Today,  a 
major  function  of  “technical  cooperation” 
is  the  training  of  local  police  forces  in  in¬ 
ternal  security  matters.  These  programs  are 
zealously  pursued  by  American  authorities 
even  in  countries  like  Panama  and  In¬ 
donesia,  where  their  uses  are  more  likely  to 
be  anti-American  or  anti-British  instead  of 
anti-Communist. 

In  short,  these  programs  are  being  con¬ 
ducted  in  the  countries  where  we  have  little 
or  no  control  over  the  purposes  to  which 
they  will  be  put.  They  include  the  recent 
military  junta-ruled  countries  of  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic,  Honduras,  Ecuador,  and 
Guatemala.  Just  what  we  think  we  can 
teach  the  Dominican  National  Police  that 
they  did  not  learn  for  themselves  in  Trujillo’s 
day  is  hard  to  guess.  But  we  are  trying. 

We  are  undertaking  similar  endeavors  in 
Somalia,  Chad,  Tunisia,  the  Central  African 
Republic,  Dahomey,  the  Ivory  Coast,  the 
Malagasy  Republic,  Niger,  Upper  Volta,  the 
Congo,  and  Ethiopia  in  Africa.  The  pro¬ 
grams  are  equally  widespread  throughout 
Latin  America  and  Asia. 

In  few  of  these  countries  is  there  the  in¬ 
stitutional  framework  that  would  make  them 
a  wise  undertaking.  All  we  are  doing  for 
most  of  them  is  making  their  police  states 
a  little  more  efficient — maybe.  But  we  have 
not  the  slightest  idea  to  what  use  this  effir 
ciency  will  be  put,  and  whether  it  will  ad¬ 
vance  any  interest  of  the  United  States. 

In  many  ways,  this  kind  of  technical  as¬ 
sistance  is  the  most  dangerous  aid  program 
ever  undertaken  by  the  United  States.  Any 
reduction  Congress  makes  in  it  will  be  a  step 
in  the  right  direction. 

The  aid  presentation  for  technical  assist¬ 
ance  gives  no  real  reason  for  the  $9  million 
increase  it  plans  over  fiscal  1964.  AID  de¬ 
clares  that  it  is  moving  the  capital  projects 
that  have  been  under  “Technical  coopera¬ 
tion”  into  the  “Development  loan”  category. 
But  if  so,  what  does  it  plan  to  do  with  the 
money  saved,  plus  the  increase  over  last 
year?  “Research”  is  the  only  explanation  for 
this  in  the  presentation.. 

Many  of  the  other  projects  undertaken  in 
the  name  of  technical  cooperation  and  as¬ 
sistance  have  a  similar  flavor  of  political  and 
military  intrigue.  In  the  Near  East  and  Asia, 
many  of  the  transportation  projects  seem  to 
be  directed  at  military  rather  than  com¬ 
mercial  use.  In  Afghanistan,  for  example, 
we  have  a  total  program  of  $10  million  worth 
of  continuing  projects.  One  of  them  is  to 
plan  a  highway  to  the  Iranian  border.  Its 
justification  is  that  it  would  give  Afghan¬ 
istan  an  outlet  in  the  west.  But  we  had  al¬ 
ready  helped  her  build  a  highway  to  the 
Pakistani  border  for  the  same  purpose;  then 
there  were  troubles  between  Afghanistan  and 
Pakistan,  causing  the  border  to  be  closed 
off  and  on. 

It  seems  a  great  hypocrisy  to  call  this 
“technical  cooperation,”  when  it  does  not 
appear  that  Afghanistan  is  not  as  much  in¬ 
terested  in  having  an  outlet  to  the  West  as 
we  are  in  insisting  that  she  have  one,  no 
matter  how  much  it  costs  the  American  tax¬ 
payers. 

Cyprus  is  another  question  mark.  Cyprus 
is  down  for  many  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
continuing  projects.  What  has  happened  to 
them  during  the  civil  war  No  one  will  ever 
know  from  reading  the  presentation. 

Turkey,  of  course,  is  the  most  shameful 
failure  of  all  aid  recipients,  not  only  in  the 
technical  aid  but  in  all  categories  of  aid.  In 
technical  assistance,  many  of  the  programs 
we  are  maintaining  in  Turkey  are  designed  to 
help  Turkey  run  her  state  enterprises.  Since 
it  is  these  state  enterprises  that  are  largely 
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responsible  for  the  stagnation  of  her  econ¬ 
omy,  and  the  responsibility  for  their  con¬ 
tinuation  is  a  political  rather  than  a  tech¬ 
nical  problem,  it  is  hard  to  see  how  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States  is  helping  to  improve  her  economic 
situation  by  aiding  in  the  perpetuation  of 
these  enterprises.  Another  way  of  putting 
it  is  that  we  are  training  Turks  in  socialism, 
and  creating  more  bureaucrats  who  will  have 
to  be  employed  in  these  establishments  al¬ 
ready  suffering  from  bloated  payrolls. 

As  for  Thailand,  one  cannot  read  the  con¬ 
tinuing  projects  there  without  concluding 
that  they  are  laying  the  foundation  for  an 
American  military  operation  in  Thailand. 
The  so-called  transportation  projects  include 
a  four-lane  highway  from  the  country’s  main 
international  airport  to  Bangkok.  From 
Bangkok,  a  two-lane  highway  is  to  continue 
to  the  northeast  area  where  the  border  with 
Laos  is  threatened.  Much  the  same  picture 
is  seen  in  the  projects  for  aeronautical 
ground  services  which  are  “intended  to  make 
several  airfields  fit  for  military  use,  as  well 
as  cilivian.”  It  is  hard  to  see  where  any 
civilian  use  in  Thailand  could  justify  “sev¬ 
eral  airfields  of  this  nature. 

In  sum,  showing  people  how  to  live  better 
is  on  its  way  to  becoming  only  an  adjunct 
to  the  technical  cooperation  program,  as  it 
is  to  the  rest  of  foreign  aid.  It  is  the  Peace 
Corps,  that  is  making  the  greatest  contribu¬ 
tion  to  this  cause. 

AMERICAN  SCHOOLS  AND  HOSPITALS  ABROAD 

In  my  opinion,  the  funds  authorized  for 
this  activity  rank  high  among  the  most 
worthwhile  expenditures  made  in  the  name  of 
foreign  aid.  Indeed,  I  have  made  a  matter 
of  record  my  willingness  to  support  a  larger 
sum  for  these  purposes  than  the  adminis¬ 
tration  requested. 

A  number  of  my  committee  colleagues  and 
I  expressed  great  interest  during  the  hear¬ 
ings  in  providing  assistance  to  Mexico  City 
College,  now  renamed  the  University  of  the 
Americas.  This  eminent  institution  cer¬ 
tainly  seems  to  qualify  for  help  under  the  aid 
category  of  American-sponsored  schools. 
Unfortunately,  the  university  had  not  sub¬ 
mitted  its  detailed  application  by  the  time 
of  committee  action  on  the  bill.  I  believe 
it  likely  that  the  majority  of  members  would 
have  voted  to  increase  the  authorization  for 
this  section  had  they  been  in  receipt  of  data 
from  the  university  which  seemed  to  require 
such  action. 

However,  the  committee  was  assured  by  the 
Administrator  and  other  AID  officials  that 
the  university’s  application,  when  forthcom¬ 
ing,  would  be  reviewed  most  sympathetically. 
We  were  also  assured  that  the  funds  re¬ 
quested  for  this  general  purpose  would  be 
sufficient  to  permit  assistance  to  be  granted 
to  the  University  of  the  Americas  in  fiscal 
1965.  I  take  this  occasion  to  express  my 
intention  of  seeing  to  it  that  this  project 
is  not  lost  in  the  bureaucratic  shuffle. 

THE  ALLIANCE  FOR  PROGRESS 

As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
American  Republics  Affairs,  I  yield  to  no  one 
in  my  deep  interest  in  the  countries  of  Latin 
America  and  their  progress  with  economic 
and  social  reforms  in  the  context  of  demo¬ 
cratic  political  institutions  and  practices.  I 
would  certainly  subscribe  to  the  words  of  the 
committee  report  that  “*  *  *  dramatic 
breakthroughs  and  economic  ‘takeoffs’  are 
unlikely  in  the  absence  of  a  basic  social  and 
political  reorientation  in  most  of  Latin 
America.”  But  sadly  inadequate  emphasis 
has  been  given  to  the  fact  that  U.S.  policy, 
rather  than  American  public  money,  is  the 
instrument  through  which  we  can  best  help 
our  Latin  American  friends  to  help  them¬ 
selves. 

It  is  a  truism  that  a  change  in  the  price  of 
a  basic  Latin  American  export  commodity 
by  a  few  pennies,  or  a  reversal  of  capital 
flight  from  that  area,  would  have  many  times 
the  effect  of  all  the  financial  aid  which  the 


United  States  could  possibly  make  available. 
What  is  irreplaceable,  on  the  other  hand,  is 
a  U.S.  policy  which  actively  encourages 
democratic  constitutional  means  of  govern¬ 
ing  and  of  tackling  the  fearsome  social  and 
economic  problems  of  the  Latin  American 
countries.  Regretfully,  one  cannot  avoid 
the  conclusion  that  such  a  policy  still  is  not 
sufficiently  in  evidence. 

Time  and  again  we  have  reacted  to  the 
military  overthrow  of  a  constitutional  re¬ 
gime  by  temporarily  withholding  recogni¬ 
tion  and  foreign  aid  funds,  and  then  by 
granting  them  without  any  reliable  assur¬ 
ances  that  the  new  rulers  are  moving  to  re¬ 
establish  constitutional  and  popular  gov¬ 
ernment.  It  is  not  merely  that  such  prac¬ 
tices  evoke  justified  criticism  from  all  par¬ 
ties  involved;  they  serve  to  undermine  our 
entire  overall  policy  toward  Latin  America. 
Until  the  United  States  unequivocally  alines 
itself  with  those  democratic  elements  which 
are  trying  to  bring  about  peaceful  revolu¬ 
tion  in  the  social  and  economic  spheres,  the 
Alliance  for  Progress  will  be  a  pious  exhor¬ 
tation  rather  than  ap  instrument  for 
dramatic  change. 

Our  “aid  as  usual”  policy  toward  the  Dom¬ 
inican  Republic,  Guatemala,  Honduras,  and 
Ecuador  is  the  greatest  single  threat  today 
to  the  success  of  the  Alliance. 

Because  it  is  clear  that  money  alone  is 
not  the  key  to  the  Alliance  for  Progress, 
there  is  no  reason  why  foreign  aid  requests 
for  Latin  America  should  not  be  scruti¬ 
nized — and  reduced  when  necessary — on  the 
same  basis  as  AID  programs  in  other  world 
areas.  Last  year’s  appropriation  for  the  Al¬ 
liance  totaled  $455  million,  but  the  admin¬ 
istration  has  requested  $550  million  under 
that  heading  for  fiscal  year  1965.  Although 
the  overall  foreign  aid  appropriation  should 
be  gradually  reduced  each  year,  this  should 
not  involve  a  rigid  approach  which  would  in¬ 
evitably  cut  each  and  every  component  of  the 
act.  Therefore,  I  am  recommending  $465 
million  for  the  Alliance  in  the  1965  authori¬ 
zation,  or  an  increase  of  $10  million  over  last 
year.  Of  this  total,  $80  million  would  be  for 
grants  (the  same  figure  as  in  1964)  and  $385 
million  would  be  devoted  to  development 
lending. 

My  reasons  for  cutting  $5  million  from  the 
administration  request  for  Alliance  grants 
stem  from  a  painstaking  examination  of  the 
presentation  material.  On  the  same  basis 
of  listing  projects  which  seemed  inadequate¬ 
ly  justified,  unduly  extended  (often  for  15 
or  20  years),  or  otherwise  of  dubious  value, 
I  might  have  sought  a  precise  cut  of  $8,243,- 
000  had  I  not  again  preferred  to  err  on  the 
side  of  caution.  In  two  major  countries  we 
make  technical  assistance  grants  to  encour¬ 
age  the  production  of  export  items  which  are 
surplus  in  the  United  States.  In  a  number 
of  cases  there  are  projects  which  involve  the 
United  States  in  paying  local  expenses  which 
could  be  met  by  the  Latin  American  country 
concerned.  In  other  cases  the  United  States 
is  making  grants  of  both  heavy  and  light 
equipment  which  properly  should  be  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  local  government  with  the 
proceeds  of  a  development  loan.  The  ill-ad¬ 
visability  of  training  and  equipping  of  police 
forces  in  totalitarian  states  is  discussed  in 
the  section  on  technical  cooperation.  It  is 
for  these  reasons  that  it  seems  correct  to 
hold  grants  at  last  year’s  level  while  provid¬ 
ing  $10  million  more  for  lending. 

There  should  be  no  confusion  about  my 
position  regarding  technical  assistance  for 
Latin  America  and  other  regions  of  the  world. 
So  long  as  this  cooperation  is  extended  in 
terms  of  working  with  fellow  human  beings 
through  education  and  training  in  produc¬ 
tive  activities,  it  is  of  supreme  value  and  it 
is  self-justifying.  But  this  fine  program 
must  be  kept  separate  from  the  provision  of 
capital  equipment,  other  material,  and  com¬ 
modities.  Development  loans  obviously  are 
required  in  order  to  make  such  provision,  but 
we  must  also  make  it  as  certain  as  possible 
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that  loans  are  confined  to  those  purposes, 
and  not  devoted  to  budgetary  and  balance- 
of-payments  support.  The  comments  made 
elsewhere  in  these  individual  views  concern¬ 
ing  the  Development  Loan  Fund  are  equally 
valid  in  the  Latin  American  context. 

One  further  point  about  the  Alliance  for 
Progress.  There  is  no  activity  in  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  which  is  more  important  in  terms  of 
reaching  the  people  than  the  construction  of 
decent,  low-cost  housing.  Yet  all  indications 
are  that  there  has  been  too  little  movement 
in  this  sphere,  despite  the  special  authority 
in  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act.  I  strongly 
urge  far  greater  attention  to  this  subject  by 
AID  officials  on  an  immediate  basis. 

SUPPORTING  ASSISTANCE 

It  is  inexcusable  that  the  administration 
request  for  supporting  assistance  funds 
should  be  raised  over  the  amount  available 
last  year,  even  before  the  special  request  for 
additional  money  for  Vietnam  was  sent  to 
Congress.  The  Mansfield  amendment  of 
1959  called  for  'an  eventual  phasing  out  of 
these  financial  grants.  Yet  $335  million  was 
initially  requested,  compared  to  $330  million 
appropriated  last  year.  On  top  of  this,  $70 
million  more  was  later  requested  for  Viet¬ 
nam,  bringing  the  total  to  $405  million. 

Congress  has  suffered  in  the  past  from  the 
shifting  by  AID  of  supporting  aid  funds 
away  from  the  purposes  presented  in  the 
hearings  into  other  uses.  If  past  experience 
is  any  guide,  it  is  more  than  likely  that  much 
of  the  supporting  assistance  requested  for 
Vietnam  will  be  used  elsewhere. 

The  $30.3  million  reduction  in  this  cate¬ 
gory  by  the  full  committee  is  not  ■  enough. 
Three  countries  in  Latin  America,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  are  scheduled  to  receive  supporting  as¬ 
sistance.  One  of  them  is  Haiti.  Although 
the  program  being  supported  is  malaria 
eradication,  our  program  is  in  addition  to 
UNICEF  and  Pan  American  Health  Organi¬ 
zation  programs  in  Haiti  for  the  same  pur¬ 
pose,  to  which  we  also  contribute.  The 
brutality  of  the  Duvalier  dictatorship  in 
Haiti  is  not  exceeded  even  in  Castro’s 
Cuba.  There  is  no  more  reason  for  the 
United  States  to  maintain  a  unilateral 
health  program  in  Haiti  than  in  Cuba,  or  for 
that  matter,  in  Communist  China. 

Supporting  assistance  aid  to  Bolivia  simply 
undercuts  the  requirements  of  the  Alliance 
for  Progress  and  underwrites  the  incredible 
mismanagement  of  the  Government-owned 
tin  mines.  As  with  Turkey,  the  excuse  for 
this  aid  is  the  old  reliable  Communist  bogey¬ 
man,  and  the  result  is  the  subsidizing  by 
American  taxpayers  not  only  of  Socialist  en¬ 
terprises  but  of  outrageously  inefficient  So¬ 
cialist  enterprises.  In  the  case  of  Bolivia, 
we  have  been  supporting  these  tin  mines 
with  their  grossly  padded  payrolls  since  1954 
and  there  is  no  end  in  sight  so  long  as  the 
word  is  out  that  there  is  more  supporting  as¬ 
sistance  coming  from  the  United  States. 
Why  should  Bolivia  change  so  long  as  she 
can  scare  money  out  of  us? 

Jordan  and  Yemen  will  account  for  anoth¬ 
er  large  chunk  of  supporting  assistance. 
Despite  the  pretentious  and  glowing  refer¬ 
ences  to  Jordan’s  “progressive”  government 
in  the  presentation,  there  are  no  plans  for 
loan  aid  to  Jordan  in  this  year’s  budget,  and 
one  of  the  three  remaining  capital  projects 
under  technical  cooperation  is  also  in  Jor¬ 
dan.  Nothing  but  grant  money  is  planned 
for  Jordan  this  year  because  with  her  present 
policies  she  is  an  economic  impossibility. 
The  presentation  uses  the  phrase:  “Even¬ 
tual  viability  may  be  more  securely  rooted” 
in  Jordan.  That  is  the  best  outlook. 

Much  of  Jordan’s  poor  outlook  is  directly 
due  to  her  expenditure  of  $60  million  for 
defense.  Offense  is  probably  the  better 
word.  Jordan’s  army  is  concerned  with 
nothing  in  the  world  but  Israel  and  King 
Hussein  has  made  it  quite  clear  that  he  is 
ready  to  move  against  Israel  if  the  Jordan 
River  project  goes  through.  If  he  does,  it 
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will  be  only  because  the  United  States  has 
subsidized  his  military  establishment  since 
1947  through  supporting  assistance  grants. 

Jordan  is  not  of  interest  exclusively  to  the 
United  States.  If  she  needs  subsidization  to 
exist,  in  the  same  way  the  Congo  does,  she 
should  become  an  international  ward,  sup¬ 
ported  by  some  kind  of  consortium.  That 
might  also  reduce  the  military  threat  she 
poses  to  Israel.  But  so  long  as  the  United 
States  furnishes  her  this  wad  of  money  as  a 
military  subsidy,  this  will  never  happen.  The 
contributions  to  her  budget  from  Britain  are 
very  small,  compared  to  ours,  and  Jordan’s 
•  other  sources  of  aid  are  loans,  not  grants. 
At  the  rate  we  are  going  in  Jordan,  it  will 
be  the  American  taxpayers  who  will  repay 
these  loans.  The  budget  support  to  Jordan 
should  be  cut  by  several  million  this  year,  so 
a  start  can  be  made  toward  a  longrun  solu¬ 
tion  to  Jordan’s  problems. 

In  Yemen,  we  are  giving  supporting  as¬ 
sistance  to  a  government  that  is  little  more 
than  a  creature  of  Nasser’s  and  that  is  still 
fighting  against  a  royal  government  that  is  in 
turn  backed  by  Britain. 

Unilateral  American  aid' to  Yemen  is  in  the 
same  class  with  aid  to  Sukarno.  Worse  yet, 
a  good  half  of  it  is  for  highway  construction 
that  is  of  far  more  military  significance  to 
Yemen  now  than  commercial  significance. 
This  aid  is  nothing  but  an  attempt  at  poli¬ 
tical  intirgue.  It  should  be  stopped  until  the 
civil  war  there  is  over. 

In  the  Par  East,  South  Korea,  Laos,  Thai¬ 
land,  and  South  Vietnam  are  scheduled  to 
receive  large  amounts  of  supporting  assist¬ 
ance.  Although  much  is  claimed  in  the 
presentation  for  South  Korea’s  economic 
prospects,  no  reason  is  given  why  supporting 
assistance  to  her  is  being  increased  over 
least  year.  It  is  all  nonproject  aid,  and  al¬ 
though  the  presentation  indicates  that  it 
will  be  released  only  in  increments  as  the 
South  Korean  Government  makes  good  on 
its  promises  of  economic  reform,  I  see  no 
reason  why  more  should  be  provided  than 
was  provided  last  year. 

Moreover,  the  only  other  non -American 
aid  to  Korea  is  taking  the  form  of  loans. 
As  with  Jordan,  the  United  States  will  end 
up  repaying  these  loans  unless  we  develop  a 
more  effective  program  in  Korea. 

The  optimistic  note  in  the  presentation 
book  about  Korea’s  future  depends  heavily 
upon  its  renewing  aid  and  trade  ties  with 
Japan.  The  people  of  Korea,  including  the 
young  people  who  rioted  recently  against 
this  policy,  should  understand  that  the 
United  States  is  not  going  to  underwrite 
indefinitely  their  emotional  aversion  to 
Japan,  however  real  it  may  be.  We  do  un¬ 
derwrite  it  when  we  raise  their  budget  sup¬ 
port  considerably  over  last  year. 

This  large  sum  for  Korea  is  also  a  result  of 
the  600,000-man  Korean  Army  we  are  sup¬ 
porting,  in  addition  to  the  50,000  American 
troops  in  Korea.  This  compares  with  figures 
I  have  seen  that  the  North  Korean  Army  is 
about  400,000.  No  good  reason  has  ever  been 
offered  for  maintaining  this  vast  preponder¬ 
ance  of  military  force  in  South  Korea.  The 
latter’s  army  should  be  brought  down  at  least 
to  500,000  and  preferably  to  400,000. 

The  levels  of  supporting  assistance  to  Laos 
and  South  Vietnam  are  indicative  of  what  we 
face  in  every  other  underdeveloped  country 
where  we  are  maintaining  large  military 
aid  programs.  The  presentation  books  stress 
over  and  over  again  the  meager  economic 
resources  of  these  countries  and  the  high 
concentration  of  military  activity.  The  re¬ 
sult  is  that  the  United  States  finances  a 
Western-style  war  effort  in  feudal  countries. 
It  costs  us  a  yearly  average  of  about  $40  mil¬ 
lion  in  Laos,  a  country  of  2.5  million  people, 
exclusive  of  military  aid.  In  South  Vietnam, 
it  has  run  about  $130  million  for  economic 
aid,  with  this  year’s  level  much  higher,  in  a 
country  of  15  million.  In  both  countries, 
much  of  this  money  goes  for  the  enrichment 


of  ruling  classes  and  factions  that  we  “hire” 
to  fight  communism. 

Anyone  who  thinks  the  United  States 
gains  something  by  maintaining  these  indig¬ 
enous  armies  in  undeveloped  countries 
around  the  world  should  figure  out  first  how 
much  we  would  have  to  subsidize  any  one 
of  them  if  it  became  involved  in  any  kind  of 
a  war. 

The  figures  for  Korea,  Laos,  and  Vietnam 
should  be  a  lesson  to  us,  because  in  addition 
to  direct  action  by  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces,  it 
would  cost  us  billions  of  dollars  to  subsidize 
a  war  effort  in  such  countries  as  Turkey, 
Greece,  Iran,  Taiwan,  or  any  of  the  others 
whose  military  establishments  are  creatures 
of  the  United  States. 

CONTINGENCY  FUND 

Once  again,  the  uses  of  the  contingency 
fund  were  advertised  as  being  for  unforeseen 
emergencies.  But  one  of  the  largest  trans¬ 
fers  out  of  contingency  funds  was  $50  million 
into  development  loans  to  make  a  program 
loan  to  Brazil.  Other  uses  of  the  contingency 
fund  have  been  $38  million  for  Vietnam  (in 
addition  to  its  programed  funds  and  the  spe¬ 
cial  request  of  $125  million)  and  a  transfer 
of  $75  million  into  military  assistance.  All 
these  obligations  were  entered  into  only  in 
the  2  months  before  Congress  acted  on  the 
foreign-aid  bill. 

Use  of  the  contingency  fund  for  Brazil’s 
balance-of -payments  problem  continues  to 
typify  the  abuses  of  this  fund.  This  is  nei¬ 
ther-  an  unforeseen  nor  an  emergency  situa¬ 
tion.  The  contingency  fund  only  provides 
the  loophole  whereby  Brazil  evades  the  stipu¬ 
lations  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

This  use  of  the  fund  alone  justifies  a  $50 
million  cut. 

MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 

There  is  no  part  of  foreign  aid  on  which 
the  Congress  has  received  a  worse  flimflam 
from  the  executive  branch  than  on  military 
assistance. 

One  of  the  major  criticisms  leveled  by  both 
the  Clay  Committee  and  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  last  year  was  that  we 
had  too  many  token  military  aid  programs 
that  seemed  to  be  designed  merely  to  give 
the  American  military  a  “presence”  in  most 
countries  outside  the  Communist  bloc. 

Figures  prepared  for  the  hearings  at  my 
request  indicate  that  the  total  number  of 
countries  receiving  military  grant  aid  in  fis¬ 
cal  1965  will  be  55,  compared  to  63  in  fiscal 
1964.  However,  the  March  1964  publication 
from  the  Defense  Department  called  “Mili¬ 
tary  Assistance  Facts”  includes  an  estimate 
that  62  countries  will  receive  grant  military 
aid  in  fiscal  1965,  and  that  10  more  countries 
will  acquire  American  arms  through  direct 
or  credit  purchases. 

If  there  is,  in  fact,  any  reduction  planned 
in  the  total  number  of  countries  receiving 
grant  military  aid  next  year,  it  does  not  show 
up  in  the  request  for  $1,055  million.  There 
is  no  explanation  of  why  we  are  sending 
the  same  total  aid  to  fewer  countries,  if  that 
is  in  fact  what  we  are  doing. 

On  March  6  of  this  year,  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  issued  another  of  its  periodic 
reports  that  have  consistently  found  exten¬ 
sive  waste  in  military  aid.  This  one  reported 
that  the  Defense  Department  has  continued 
to  maintain  large  military  aid  staffs  in  the 
countries  of  Western  Europe  even  though 
military  aid  to  them  is  being  phased  out. 

The  report  also  stated  that  these  military 
aid  missions  continue  to  prepare  military 
aid  plans  even  though  no  more  grant  aid  is 
supposed  to  go  to  these  countries. 

To  quote  from  the  GAO  report: 

“We  found  that  in  1962,  when  the  value 
of  grant  aid  deliveries  to  8  of  the  countries 
covered  by  our  review  was  $190  million,  the 
Military  Assistance  Advisory  Groups  in  these 
countries  were  staffed  in  total  with  approxi¬ 
mately  345  U.S.  personnel  or  56  percent  of 
the  level  maintained  to  administer  programs 


during  the  peak  year  of  1953,  when  the 
value  of  grant  aid  deliveries  was  $2.3  billion. 
***** 

“The  failure  to  eliminate  or  reduce  the 
Military  Assistance  Advisory  Group’s  func¬ 
tions  and  to  make  appropriate  reduction  in 
the  number  of  personnel  assigned,  as  the 
military  assistance  programs  were  accom¬ 
plished  or  reduced,  has  resulted  in  the  un¬ 
necessary  expenditure  of  millions  of  dollars 
overseas;  the  ineffective  utilization  of  highly 
skilled,  highly  trained  personnel;  and  the 
continued  but  unnecessary  support  overseas 
of  the  dependents  of  many  Military  Assist¬ 
ance  Advisory  Group  personnel.  *  *  *  The 
Department  of  Defense  furnished  us  with 
comments  in  response  to  our  findings  and 
proposals  for  corrective  action  by  letter  dated 
July  25,  1963,  classified  secret.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  has  informed  us  that  a 
worldwide  review  is  now  being  made  of  the 
missions  and  functions  of  Military  Assistance 
Advisory  Groups  to  determine  the  feasibility 
of  reducing  U.S.  representation  abroad.  We 
believe  that  immediate  personnel  reductions 
can  be  made  by  eliminating  or  reducing  func¬ 
tions  now  being  performed  by  these  groups. 
We  intend  to  make  a  followup  review  at  a 
later  date,  and  at  that  time  we  will  examine 
into  the  adequacy  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense’s  action  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  staffs 
of  the  Military  Assistance  Advisory  Groups  in 
the  countries  involved. 

*  *  *  *  * 

“Although  virtually  no  additional  grant 
aid  is  to  be  provided  to  the  eight  Western 
European  countries,  we  were  advised  by  the 
MAAG’s  that  they  are  continuing  to  prepare 
military  assistance  plans.  In  France,  the 
plans  were  being  prepared  in  the  same  detail 
and  on  the  same  basis  as  though  grant  aid 
were  to  continue,  whereas  in  other  countries 
the  plans  were  being  updated  and  revisions 
were  being  made  as  necessary.” 

Secretary  McNamara,  in  his  testimony  to 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  pointed 
out  that  only  Denmark  and  Norway  in  West¬ 
ern  Europe  are  receiving  grant  military  aid 
in  fiscal  1965,  and  that  no  new  commitments 
are  being  made  in  Europe.  Yet  the  military 
aid  budget  does  not  reflect  any  curtailment 
anywhere  of  small  aid  programs  or  of  oversea 
missions. 

A  real  deception  of  Congress  took  place  in 
connection  with  Vietnam.  The  original  1965 
budget  reduced  military  aid  to  South  Viet¬ 
nam  considerably  below  the  level  of  fiscal 
1964,  and  parceled  it  out  to  other  countries. 
Then  the  President  sent  a  special  message  to 
Congress  claiming  that  conditions  in  Viet¬ 
nam  were  so  critical  that  an  additional  $55 
million  for  military  aid  was  needed  to  meet 
that  emergency.  The  addition  only  brings 
South  Vietnam’s  military  aid  back  to  last 
year’s  level. 

Those  who  have  been  through  15  years 
and  more  of  that  kind  of  shell  game  from 
various  administrators  can  no  longer  take 
at  face  value  anything  about  aid  that  is  told 
us  by  either  military  or  civilian  officials.  In 
the  case  of  this  “bare  bones”  request,  the 
funds  available  for  military  aid  this  year 
include  not  only  the  $1,055  million  in  new 
appropriations,  but  $25  million  which  was 
unspent  last  year  and  for  which  reappropri¬ 
ation  is  requested,  $135  million  which  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  recouped  from  cancellations, 
price  changes,  and  various  slippages,  plus  a 
continuing  standby  authority  to  use  $300 
million  in  Defense  Department  stocks  when 
the  President  finds  it  “vital  to  the  security 
of  the  United  States.”  In  recent  weeks,  $75 
million  in  contingency  funds  has  also  been 
used  for  military  assistance. 

This  means  there  is  really  available  not 
$1,055  million  but  $1,515  million  for  military 
assistance,  plus  the  contingency  funds.  It 
is  why  an  eventual  cut  of  $500  million  in 
military  aid  would  be  one  of  the  soundest 
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steps  that  could  be  taken  toward  a  sound 
and  useful  long-range  foreign  aid  program. 

It  Is  becoming  clear  from  the  testimony 
Congress  receives  year  In  and  year  out,  that 
the  Pentagon  has  come  to  consider  military 
aid  a  permanent  program.  Each  year,  the 
requests  are  justified  with  accounts  of  Greece 
or  Pakistan  or  some  other  country  using  ob¬ 
solete  equipment  that  must  be  replaced  by 
the  United  States  to  keep  it  current  with 
Bulgaria,  in  the  case  of  Greece,  and  to  keep 
current  with  India,  in  the  case  of  Pakistan. 

It  is  about  time  that  the  Pentagon  were 
required  to  produce  some  long-range  plans 
for  what  it  expects  of  military  aid  in  the 
future.  We  should  find  out  whether  these 
countries  are  going  to  have  their  obsolete 
equipment  replaced  by  us  forever,  and  by 
whose  standards  it  is  obsolete.  For  example, 
a  perennial  favorite  is  the  claim  that  coun¬ 
tries  in  the  Far  East  need  new  jetplanes. 
But  the  only  conceivable  enemy  against 
which  we  are  arming  them  is  Communist 
China,  whose  jet  aircraft  from  the  Soviet 
Union  was  cut  off  several  years  ago  and  who 
does  not  produce  its  own  jets.  Published 
estimates  put  the  Chinese  jets  at  the  period 
of  about  1956. 

There  is  no  reason  for  upgrading  the  level 
of  any  military  forces  in  the  Far  East  above 
that  of  Communist  China,  whose  air,  naval, 
and  mobile  capability  is  very  low. 

Future  Pentagon  estimates  for  military 
aid  should  also  include  an  estimate  of  how 
much  it  would  cost  the  United  States  to 
finance  a  war  effort  in  each  country  receiving 
military  assistance.  We  are  told,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  that  Taiwan  no  longer  receives  huge 
sums  of  economic  aid,  but  she  continues  to 
receive  large  quantities  of  military  aid.  All 
this  means  is  that  Taiwan  still  cannot  sup¬ 
port  a  large  peacetime  military  establish¬ 
ment.  How  much  would  it  cost  the  United 
States  to  underwrite  a  war  waged  by  Taiwan? 

It  continues  to  be  any  opinion  that  any 
military  aid  given  to  a  country  in  peacetime 
is  only  a  small  fraction  of  what  it  would  cost 
the  United  States  to  support  that  country 
in  time  of  war,  if  indeed,  we  decided  to  sup¬ 
port  it  at  all.  Such  nations  are  not  allies 
against  communism;  they  are  only  depend¬ 
encies.  It  is  worst  of  all  to  continue  giving 
large-scale.  Western-style  military  aid  to  na¬ 
tions  that  have  no  propect  of  being  able  to 
support  a  modern  war  out  of  their  own  econ¬ 
omies  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

It  is  not  these  indigenous  forces  that  deter 
China  or  the  Soviet  Union — it  is  the  likeli¬ 
hood  of  American  response  to  an  invasion  of 
any  one  of  them. 

We  are  having  a  hard  enough  time  trying 
to  advise  the  South  Vietnamese  how  to  fight, 
after  giving  them  the  most  modern  equip¬ 
ment,  without  committing  ourselves  to  the 
same  undertaking  with  the  several  million 
foreign  soldiers  we  keep  under  arms  under 
the  pretext  that  they  are  contributing  to 
free  world  defenses. 

The  most  astonishing  testimony  of  all  has 
been  that  this  amount  of  the  request  is 
needed  to  upgrade  the  armed  forces  of  Greece 
and  Turkey.  Why  we  should  advertise  that 
we  want  to  do  even  more  than  we  have  in 
the  past  to  prepare  them  to  fight  each  other, 
I  cannot  imagine. 

A  20-percent  reduction  in  the  military  aid 
for  both  Greece  and  Turkey,  and  for  Pakis¬ 
tan  and  India,  would  do  more  to  end  the 
quarrels  over  Cyprus  and  Kashmir  than  all 
the  high-level  conferences  held  to  date.  The 
spectacle  of  stoking  their  war  machines  while 
we  beg  them  to  be  peaceful  is  as  much  a 
reflection  upon  Congress  as  upon  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch. 

CRITICAL  REPORTS  FROM  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING 
OFFICE  CONTINUE 

Reports  by  the  U.S.  Comptroller  General 
criticizing  the  aid  program  in  Turkey  and 
the  size  of  military  aid  missions  in  Western 
Europe  have  already  been  cited.  But  there 
are  other  reports,  too.  They  continue  year 


in  and  year  out  to  cite  examples  of  wasted 
money  in  the  foreign  aid  program.  These 
reports  are  in  no  sense  a  comprehensive  re¬ 
view  of  aid;  they  are  only  reports  of  prac¬ 
tices  uncovered  in  spot  checks. 

On  March  5,  1964,  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  summarized  as  follows  a  report  on  “Cer¬ 
tain  Economic  Development  Projects  for  As¬ 
sistance  to  Central  Treaty  Organization”; 

“Because  the  availability  of  local  resources 
was  not  adequately  explored,  grant  and  loan 
funds  aggregating  more  than  $8  million  were 
used  for  purposes  other  than  those  for  which 
they  were  initially  obligated  and  for  financ¬ 
ing  imports  which  were  not  needed  or  could 
be  produced  in  the  recipient  country.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  the  economic  feasibility  of  the 
three  projects  for  which  the  funds  were  obli¬ 
gated  was  dubious  and,  as  conditions  existed 
at  the  time  of  our  review,  there  was  no  as¬ 
surance  that  two  of  the  three  projects  in¬ 
volved  would  ever  be  completed. 

“In  light  of  the  foregoing  findings,  we  sug¬ 
gested  certain  basic  policy  guides  for  consid¬ 
eration  by  the  Agency.  The  Agency  expressed 
agreement  with  the  principles  of  our  propos¬ 
als  but  claimed  that  the  origin  and  objectives 
of  the  projects  were  primarily  political  and 
that  its  decisions  and  actions  in  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  projects  were  concerned 
principally  with  the  achievement  of  political 
success. 

“The  annual  program  presentations  of  the 
Congress  on  three  of  the  projects  did  not 
fully  disclose  the  unusual  circumstances  and 
the  problems  which  have  attended  the  proj¬ 
ects.  Moreover  the  presentations  were  in¬ 
complete  and  inaccurate  and  indicated  that 
the  aid  provided  to  these  projects  was  more 
effective  than  was  actually  the  case.  We  are 
repeating  our  recommendation  made  in  pre¬ 
vious  similar  instances,  that  the  Agency 
make  more  informative,  clear,  and  accurate 
disclosure  of  significant  data  in  annual  pro¬ 
gram  presentations.” 

On  March  12,  1964,  a  report  was  sent  to 
Congress  on  “Unnecessary  or  Premature  Pro¬ 
curement  of  Sidewinder  Missile  Training 
Systems  and  Their  Delivery  to  Foreign  Coun¬ 
tries  Under  the  Military  Assistance  Program.” 
It  said  in  part : 

“Tow  target  systems  costing  in  excess  of 
$1  million,  designed  for  training  pilots  in  the 
use  of  Sidewinder  missiles,  were  unneces¬ 
sarily  or  prematurely  delivered  to  11  foreign 
countries  because  responsible  Department  of 
Defense  agencies  had  not  given  consideration 
to  the  countries’  inability  or  unwillingness  to 
use  the  systems.  Six  countries  were  unwill¬ 
ing  to  use  the  tow  target  systems  for  reasons 
of  safety  and  cost,  and  five  countries  did  not 
have  the  equipment,  missiles,  or  test  pro¬ 
grams  to  enable  them  to  use  the  tow  targets 
at  the  time  of  delivery.  An  additional  $240,- 
000  had  been  expended  by  the  Air  Force  for 
tow  targets  for  which  no  firm  requirement 
existed  and  which  were  never  delivered  under 
the  military  assistance  program.  These  tar¬ 
gets  were  still  in  storage  at  the  time  of  our 
review. 

“In  commenting  on  our  findings  and  pro¬ 
posals,  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  ad¬ 
vised  us  that  action  had  already  been  taken 
or  was  underway  to  recover  the  excess  equip¬ 
ment  in  six  countries  and  that  no  immediate 
action  was  proposed  in  five  countries  because 
utilization  had  been  planned. 

“With  regard  to  the  procurement  of  un¬ 
needed  tow  targets  that  were  never  delivered 
to  recipient  countries  and  are  now  in  storage, 
inasmuch  as  the  Department  of  the  Air 
Force  failed  to  comment  on  our  finding,  we 
are  recommending  that  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  require  that  an  appropriate  inquiry  be 
made  to  determine  the  reasons  for  the  over¬ 
procurement  and  which  persons  were  respon¬ 
sible  so  that  appropriate  corrective  and  dis¬ 
ciplinary  measures  may  be  taken. 

"Our  reports  on  the  military  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  over  the  past  7  years  have  shown  that 
a  basic  deficiency  in  the  administration  of 


the  program  has  been  the  failure  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  to  limit  materiel  deliv- ' 
eries  in  accordance  with  the  capability  of 
the  recipient  countries  to  maintain  and 
utilize  equipment  even  though  this  is  re- , 
quired  by  the  Department’s  own  regulations. 1 
Accordingly,  we  have  recommended  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  that  these  regulations 
be  strengthened  by  requiring  that  future 
deliveries  of  major  end  items  included  in 
approved  military  assistance  programs  be 
made  only  upon  a  written  certification  by  the 
chief  of  the  Military  Assistance  Advisory  j 
Group  based  on  a  specific  determination  that 
the  recipient  country  has  the  necessary 
capability  to  effectively  absorb,  maintain, 
and  utilize  the  item  to  be  delivered. 

“The  Department  of  Defense  has  disagreed 
with  our  recommendations  and  has  main- ' 
tained  that,  under  current  directives,  the 
Military  Assistance  Advisory  Group  chiefs 
have  the  continuing  responsibility  for  screen¬ 
ing  undelivered  military  assistance  program 
materiel  and  for  taking  timely  cancellation 
or  deferral  action  where  delivery  of  materiel 
is  not  consistent  with  host  country  capability 
to  absorb,  maintain,  and  utilize  the  equip¬ 
ment.  The  Department  of  Defense  main¬ 
tained  also  that  certification  by  the  Military 
Assistance  Group  chief  would  serve  no  signif¬ 
icant  useful  purpose. 

“We  believe  that  such  a  certification  re¬ 
quirement  would  encourage  a  current  reap¬ 
praisal  of  the  need  for  the  equipment  and 
the  country’s  capability  to  maintain  and  uti¬ 
lize  it  before  it  is  delivered  and  would  help 
to  prevent  future  deliveries  of  military  as¬ 
sistance  program  materiel  in  excess  of  the 
country’s  capability  to  effectively  absorb, 
maintain,  and  utilize  the  items  delivered. 
Military  assistance  program  materiel  has  con¬ 
tinued  to  be  delivered  for  a  number  of  years 
to  countries  which  cannot  effectively  absorb, 
maintain,  or  utilize  the  equipment  and  has 
been  the  subject  of  numerous  reports  to  the 
Congress  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  even 
though  during  that  time  the  Military  Assist¬ 
ance  Advisory  Groups  have  been  charged  with 
the  responsibility  of  preventing  this  from  oc¬ 
curring.  We  therefore  believe  that  affirma¬ 
tive  action  by  the  Military  Assistance  Ad¬ 
visory  Group  chief  before  delivery  should  be 
required. 

“In  view  of  the  position  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  with  respect  to  this  matter,  the 
Congress  may  wish  to  consider  the  enactment 
of  legislation  requiring  additional  safeguards 
before  delivery  of  military  assistance  program 
materiel.  We  shall  be  pleased  to  assist  in 
drafting  such  legislation  if  desired.” 

Certainly  the  inclusion  of  legislation  along 
this  line  must  be  considered  at  the  next 
drafting  of  foreign  aid  legislation. 

On  June  17,  1964,  a  report  was  received  on 
“Ineffective  Administration  of  U.S.  Assistance 
to  Children’s  Hospital  in  Poland.”  It  said  in 
summary: 

“Our  examination  into  U.S.  assistance  to  a 
children’s  hospital  in  Poland,  for  which 
about  $2.2  million  in  dollars  and  the  equiva¬ 
lent  of  $3.3  million  in  United  States-owned 
Polish  currency  has  been  appropriated,  dis¬ 
closed  an  almost  complete  lack  of  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  surveillance  of  project  activities. 
Consequently,  U.S.  officials  were  not  aware 
of  certain  unfavorable  financial  and  opera¬ 
tional  factors  attending  this  project. 

“We  found  that  cost  estimates  submitted 
to  the  Agency  for  International  Development 
did  not  include  supporting  details  and  that 
the  Agency  had  not  made  a  proper  review 
and  evaluation  of  the  estimates.  We  found 
also  that  (1)  the  Agency  disbursed  more 
funds  to  the  private  sponsor  of  the  hospital 
than  were  provided  for  in  the  original  grant 
agreement;  (2)  the  sponsor  had  incurred 
costs  in  excess  of  the  maximum  amount  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  original  grant  agreement  and 
in  excess  of  the  erroneous  amount  disbursed 
by  the  Agency;  and  (3)  the  sponsor  con¬ 
tinued  to  incur  costs  even  though  all  avail- 
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able  funds  were  exhausted.  We  found  fur¬ 
ther  that  the  hospital  may  not  be  adequately 
staffed  for  effective  operation  at  the  time  of 
Its  completion.  We  believe  that  this  loose 
administration  was  caused  in  good  part  by  a 
failure  to  define  Agency  responsibility. 

“The  Agency  made  a  commitment  in  Au¬ 
gust  1961  to  finance  the  local  currency  costs 
of  constructing  the  hospital  on  the  condition 
that  the  sponsor  would  attempt  to  raise  from 
private  contributions  in  the  United  States 
the  dollar  funds  required  for  certain  mate¬ 
rial  and  equipment  not  available  in  Poland. 
The  Agency  made  this  commitment  in  the 
face  of  overwhelming  evidence  at  the  time 
that  the  sponsor  would  not  be  able  to  raise 
the  dollar  funds  and  that  U.S.  Government 
dollar  financing  would  ultimately  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  complete  the  hospital.  As  far  as  we 
could  determine,  the  Agency  did  not  pre¬ 
sent  this  matter  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Congress  prior  to  making  the  commitment. 

“At  the  time  of  our  review,  construction 
was  well  underway  with  Polish  currency 
made  available  by  the  Agency  but  the  spon¬ 
sor  had  raised  only  a  fraction  of  the  dollar 
requirement  and  reported  that  no  prospect 
existed  for  raising  the  dollars.  Conse¬ 
quently,  in  order  to  complete  the  hospital, 
the  Agency  requested  $2.2  million  in  dollars 
for  the  hospital  in  its  fiscal  year  1964  budget 
presentation  to  the  Congress.  The  request 
was  made,  notwithstanding  the  then  exist¬ 
ing  prohibition  against  giving  dollar  aid  to 
Communist  countries.  The  funds  were  ap¬ 
propriated  in  the  Foreign  Aid  and  Related 
Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1964,  approved 
January  6,  1964. 

“In  requesting  funds  for  the  hospital  in  its 
budget  presentations  to  the  Congress  for  fis¬ 
cal  years  1963  and  1964,  the  Agency  did  not 
disclose  the  unusual  circumstances  and  prob¬ 
lems  which  have  attended  this  project,  as 
described  in  our  report,  and  furnished  in¬ 
complete  and  inaccurate  information  regard¬ 
ing  some  of  the  financial  and  operational  as¬ 
pects  of  the  project.  Also,  because  the  dol¬ 
lars  were  not  available  when  needed,  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  hospital  will  undoubtedly  be 
delayed  considerably  beyond  its  scheduled 
date. 

“The  comments  of  the  Agency  for  Interna¬ 
tional  Development,  concurred  in  by  the 
Department  of  State,  reflected  general  dis¬ 
agreement  with  our  findings  and  conclu¬ 
sions.  After  an  analysis  of  these  comments 
and  further  review  of  files  and  records,  how¬ 
ever,  we  concluded  that  the  Agency  had 
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presented  no  information  which  would  cause 
a  significant  change  in  our  basic  report  with 
respect  to  our  presentation  of  the  facts  or 
the  conclusions  drawn. 

“We  believe  that,  in  addition  to  the  cor¬ 
rective  actions  cited  in  the  report,  it  is  in¬ 
cumbent  on  the  Agency  for  International  De¬ 
velopment  to  take  steps  to  assure  that  ar¬ 
rangements  have  been  worked  out  for  ade¬ 
quate  staffing  of  the  hospital.  Also,  we  are 
again  recommending  that  future  annual 
foreign  aid  budget  presentations  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  describe  projects  and  other  significant 
activities  in  such  clarity  and  specifics  as  will 
facilitate  a  full  and  correct  understanding  by 
the  Congress  of  their  scope,  status,  and  ad¬ 
ministration.” 

On  June  29,  Congress  received  a  report  on 
“Deficiencies  in  Administration  of  the  Earth¬ 
quake  Reconstruction  and  Rehabilitation 
Program  for  Chile.”  It  said  in  summary: 

“On  the  basis  of  our  review  of  projects  fin¬ 
anced  under  the  reconstruction  and  reha¬ 
bilitation  program  in  Chile  following  the 
earthquakes  in  May  1960,  we  believe  that 
serious  problems  were  encountered  because 
the  Agency  for  International  Development 
did  not  adhere  to  accepted  standards  of  pro¬ 
graming  and  project  planning  for  the  large 
number  of  projects  included  in  such  a  vast 
program. 

"For  the  most  part,  no  meaningful  review 
was  made  of  the  Government  of  Chile’s  plans, 
specifications,  and  cost  estimates  for  the 
projects  undertaken.  The  Agency  did  not 
adjust  the  size  and  makeup  of  its  mission 
staff  to  meet  the  tremendous  expansion  of 
assistance  to  Chile  under  the  earthquake 
program.  Also,  appropriate  consideration 
was  not  given  to  the  abilities  of  the  various 
agencies  of  the  Government  of  Chile  to  carry 
out  their  part  of  the  program.  As  a  result, 
serious  cost  overruns  and  delays  occurred 
in  many  projects  and  a  number  of  projects 
had  not  been  completed,  or  in  some  cases 
had  not  been  started,  some  3  years  after  the 
earthquakes  and  substantially  after  their 
estimated  completion  dates. 

“For  a  substantial  part  of  calendar  year 
1962,  the  maximum  rate  of  exchange  was  not 
obtained  for  dollars  disbursed  under  the 
earthquake  reconstruction  program.  The 
resulting  loss  to  the  earthquake  program  was 
estimated  to  be  in  excess  of  26  million 
Chilean  escudos,  the  equivalent  of  $13.8  mil¬ 
lion  on  a  most  conservative  basis.  As  a  prac¬ 
tical  matter,  it  can  be  said  that  earthquake 
reconstruction  funds  were  used  for  a  period 
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of  time  to  subsidize  and  help  maintain  the 
Chilean  escudo  at  a  rate  that  was  known  to 
be  overvalued  in  relation  to  the  dollar. 

“Despite  the  disbursement  of  large  sums 
in  calendar  years  1961  and  1962  under  this 
program,  Chile  imports  from  the  United 
States  declined  in  those  years,  both  in  dollar 
value  and  in  relation  to  total  imports.  Also, 
we  noted  that  several  earthquake  reconstruc¬ 
tion  projects  were  adversely  affected  because 
of  Chile’s  shortage  of  foreign  exchange, 
despite  the  fact  that  $120  million  was  being 
supplied  under  the  earthquake  program,  and 
the  amount  of  foreign  exchange  required  for 
earthquake  projects  was  relatively  minor. 
We  are  recommending  that,  in  future  agree¬ 
ments  providing  dollar  financing  for  projects 
or  programs  consisting  principally  of  local 
currency  costs,  adequate  provision  be  made 
requiring  the  utilization  of  the  dollars  so 
provided  for  any  direct  foreign  exchange 
costs  of  the  specific  projects  or  programs 
being  financed. 

“To  the  extent  deemed  appropriate,  the 
comments  of  the  Agency  on  our  findings  have 
been  included  in  this  report.  The  Agency’s 
comments  on  the  exchange  rate  matter,  to¬ 
gether  with  our  evaluation  of  such  com¬ 
ments,  are  contained  in  a  supplementary 
report  which  has  been  classified  as  ‘confiden¬ 
tial’.” 

In  May,  two  more  reports  were  received. 
They  concerned  waste  in  the  military  aid 
programs  to  Indonesia  and  Ethiopia,  and 
both  were  marked  “classified.” 

This  year’s  reports  on  foreign  aid  are  only 
typical  of  those  Congress  receives  every  year. 
The  answer  always  comes  back :  “Some  waste 
must  be  expected  in  a  program  of  this  size.’’ 
But  I  do  not  know  of  any  Federal  program 
of  any  size  where  so  much  known  waste  of 
money  continues  with  so  little  action  being 
taken  to  stop  it.  So  long  as  these  critical 
reports  on  foreign  aid  come  in  from  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office,  I  shall  continue  seek¬ 
ing  to  reduce  and  tighten  the  program. 

CONCLUSION 

On  the  basis  of  the  foregoing  discussion 
and  other  information  which  cannot  be  made 
public,  I  am  recommending  cuts  totaling 
$466,700,000  less  than  the  figures  approved 
by  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 
This  would  bring  the  overall  foreign  aid 
authorization  to  the  $3  billion  level  of  new 
money  which  was  appropriated  last  year. 
The  following  table  gives  the  statistical  de¬ 
tails  of  my  proposal : 


Appropriation, 
fiscal  year  1964 


Administration 
appropriation 
request,  1965 


House. 

appropriation 

bill 


Senate  Foreign 
Relations 
Committee 


Reduction  by 
Senate  com¬ 
mittee  from 
administration 
request 


Recommended 
further  cuts 


Recommended 

Senate 

authorization 


$687,  300,  000 

155, 000.  000 
19,  000,  000 
0) 

375,  000,  000 
80,  000,  000 
116,000,000 
330,  000,000 
50, 000,000 
1,  000,  000,  000 

50, 000,  000 
2,  700,  000 
135,  000, 000 


$922,  200,  000 

224,  600, 000 
18, 000, 000 
2, 100,  000 

465,  000,  000 
85,  000,  000 
134,  400,  000 
405,  000,  000 
150,  000,  000 
1,  055,  000,  000 

52,  500,  000 
2,  900,  000 


$782,  200, 000 

204,  600, 000 
18,000,000 
2, 100,  000 

425,  000,  000 
85, 000,  000 
134,  272,  400 
405, 000, 000 
150,  000,  000 
1,  055,  000,  000 

52,  500,  000 
2, 900,  000 


0) 

$215,  000,  000 
18, 000,  000 
2,  000,  000 

(■) 

85,  000,  000 
134  400,  000 
374,  700,  000 
150,  000,  000 
1,  045, 000,  000 

52,  500, 000 
(0 


$140,000,000 


$9,  600,  000 


100,  000 


80,  000,  000 
5,  000,  000 


30,  300,  000 

io'ooo'ooo" 


11,700,000 
50,  000,  000 
180,  000,  000 


3, 000,  000,  000 


3,  516,  700,  000 


3,  316,  572,  400 


2,  076,  600,  000 


50,  000,  000 


466,  700,  000 


$782,  200,  000 

215,  000, 000 
18,  000, 000 
2, 000,  000 

385,  000,  000 
80, 000,  000 
134,  400,  000 
363,  000,  000 
100, 000,  000 
865,  000,  000 

52,  500, 000 
2,  900,  000 


3,  000,  000,  000 


1  Previously  authorized. 
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It  will  be  noted  that  in  virtually  every 
category  but  military  assistance  my  recom¬ 
mended  figures  exceed  the  amounts  appro¬ 
priated  for  fiscal  year  1964.  The  fact  of  this 
excess  should  counter  the  tortuous  argu¬ 
ment  for  increases  based  on  carryovers,  de¬ 
obligations,  and  so  forth — an  argument 
which  plagues  and  distorts  our  debates  on 
the  subject  of  foreign  aid  each  and  every 
year. 

Needless  to  say,  I  am  convinced  that  any 
authorization  for  a  foreign  aid  program  of 
more  than  $3  billion  is  not  in  the  national 
interest,  and  is  actually  inimical  to  the  in¬ 
dividual  American  taxpayer. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  not  take  the  time 
to  discuss  the  report.  It  speaks  for  it¬ 
self.  I  set  out  some  of  my  major  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  foreign  aid  program  in  1964. 
The  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  in  filing  the  report  for  the 
majority,  admitted  my  case  and  pointed 
out  that  the  objections  should  be  faced 
up  to  by  the  administration;  that  if 
something  was  not  done  to  correct  them, 
the  administration  would  be  in  trouble 
in  connection  with  future  foreign  aid 
bills.  The  administration  did  nothing 
about  correcting  the  deficiency  which 
the  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  admitted  should  be  correct¬ 
ed,  and  so  we  have  him  back  again  this 
year,  speaking  for  the  majority,  again 
saying  to  the  administration,  in  effect, 
“You  ought  to  do  something  about  it. 
If  you  do  not  do  something  about  it,  you 
will  be  in  trouble  in  the  future.”  That 
is  passing  the  buck  to  the  administra¬ 
tion. 

The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  of 
the  Senate  has  the  responsibility  of  doing 
its  own  investigating  of  foreign  aid  in  be¬ 
half  of  the  Senate.  Its  conference  report 
should  be  repudiated.  The  committee 
should  be  told  to  go  back  to  conference, 
try  to  get  an  extension  of  foreign  aid  by 
way  of  a  continuing  resolution,  set  up  its 
own  investigating  body,  and  proceed  to 
get  this  job  of  investigating  foreign  aid 
done  before  the  administration  comes  in 
with  another  bill. 

I  close  by  saying  that  once  again  I 
find  myself  in  the  very  unhappy  position 
of  standing  with  a  small  minority  in  the 
Senate,  pleading  for  the  Senate  to  as¬ 
sume  what  I  think  is  its  clear  responsi¬ 
bility  of  checking  the  administration  in 
conection  with  the  wasteful  and  in¬ 
efficient  foreign  aid  program  with  which 
it  continues  to  shackle  the  American  tax¬ 
payers.  I  would  much  rather  find  my¬ 
self  with  the  majority.  Some  day  I  hope 
to  be  with  the  majority  on  this  issue. 
But  I  shall  never  be  with  the  majority 
until  the  majority  of  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceeds  to  perform  the  responsibility  which 
is  clearly  its  job,  and  that  is  to  stop  trans¬ 
ferring  to  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  the  responsibility  of  clean¬ 
ing  up  foreign  aid  by  conducting  our  own 
Senate  investigation  if  we  cannot  per¬ 
suade  the  House  to  join  us  in  a  joint 
investigation,  and  bringing  in  next  year  a 
revised  and  reformed  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram  that  all  of  us  can  support  with 
enthusiasm.  That  is  my  hope,  and  to 
that  end  I  intend,  so  long  as  it  is  neces¬ 
sary,  to  raise  my  voice  in  opposition  to 
the  present  format  of  foreign  aid. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DODD  obtained  the  floor. 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  DODD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  the  distinguished  Senator 
has  a  statement  which  will  take  approxi¬ 
mately  10  minutes. 

Mr.  DODD.  Fifteen  minutes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
statement  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Connecticut,  the  Senate  vote  on  the 
conference  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered.  The  Senator  from 
Connecticut  is  recognized. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  shall  re¬ 
fer  briefly  to  the  conference  report.  I 
have  looked  it  over,  and  do  not  find  the 
language  which  we  adopted  in  this 
Chamber  by  a  vote  of  73  to  13.  As  I 
remember,  this  language  reads  some¬ 
thing  like  this:  “That  so  long  as  Egypt 
and  Indonesia  continued  their  aggression 
against  other  countries,  subject  to  the 
discretion  of  the  President,  no  money 
under  the  program  would  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  them.” 

I  do  not  find  that  language  in  the 
conference  report. 

In  more  than  10  years  in  Congress,  I 
have  voted  for  every  foreign  aid  bill.  I 
shall  not  vote  for  this  one,  since  this 
language  has  been  taken  out.  I  have 
seen  what  has  happened  over  the  years. 
I  remember  when  we  offered  restrictive 
amendments  about  Communist  aggres¬ 
sion,  and  the  argument  was  made  in 
reply,  “We  will  leave  that  up  to  the 
President.” 

We  have  now  evidently  reached  the 
point  where  even  the  President  will  not 
be  able  to  decide.  Unless  the  language 
which  was  stricken  is  put  back  in  the 
conference  report,  I  shall  not  vote  for  it, 
and  I  do  not  believe  the  American  people 
would  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  President,  with  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  I  would  like  to  continue  my  remarks 
on  the  Dominican  Republic. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Connecticut  is  further 
recognized. 

A  REPLY  TO  SENATOR  FULBRIGHT  ON  THE 
DOMINICAN  REPUBLIC 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  yesterday 
I  took  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to  point  out 
that  a  recent  publication  of  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  entitled 
“Background  Information  Relating  to 
the  Dominican  Republic,”  had  been 
heavily  slanted  against  the  administra¬ 
tion  through  a  one-sided  selection  of 
press  quotations  and  documentation. 

Among  other  things,  I  pointed  out  that 
the  chronology  had  quoted  exclusively 
from  press  sources  that  were  critical  of 
administration  policy  and  had  com¬ 
pletely  ignored  the  hundreds  of  news¬ 
paper  articles  by  veteran  correspondents 
and  by  columnists  of  national  reputation 
which  in  general  vindicated  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  decision  to  intervene  in  the 
Dominican  Republic;  that  it  had  ignored 
the  statement  supporting  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  action  issued  by  the  AFL-CIO 
and  by  Conatrol,  the  major  Dominican 
Labor  Federation,  as  well  as  by  the  inter- 
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American  Regional  Organization  of 
Workers;  and  that  it  had  completely 
ignored  the  report  of  the  OAS  Special 
Committee  on  the  Dominican  Crisis  and 
the  minutes  of  the  OAS  meeting  at  which 
the  committee  had  submitted  its  report. 

I  think  that  anyone  who  takes  the 
trouble  to  read  my  statement  will  agree 
that  my  remarks  were  carefully  docu¬ 
mented  and  that  they  in  no  sense  consti¬ 
tuted  an  ad  hominem  attack. 

I  did  not  at  any  point  refer  to  any 
Senator  directly  or  indirectly,  nor  did  I 
attempt  to  assign  any  blame  for  the  un¬ 
fortunate  one-sidedness  of  the  presenta¬ 
tion. 

I  did  ask  that  the  staff  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  be  instructed,  in 
preparing  such  future  studies  “to  bring 
together  all  pertinent  documents  and 
not  merely  selected  documents,  and  to 
select  their  press  quotations  in  a  manner 
that  presents  both  viewpoints,  or  all 
viewpoints,  rather  than  just  one  view¬ 
point.” 

I  do  not  think  that  anyone  can  con¬ 
strue  this  very  modest  recommendation 
as  a  blanket  condemnation  or  blanket 
criticism  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  staff.  I  believe  that  this  staff  is 
competent  and  dedicated  and  I  have  the 
highest  regard  for  its  members.  But  this 
in  no  way  mitigates  the  fact  that  a 
serious  mistake  was  made. 

I  avoided  all  personal  references  for 
the  simple  reason  that  I  did  not  in  any 
way  consider  this  a  personal  issue. 

A  document  had  gone  out  to  Members 
of  Congress  and  to  newspapermen  and 
reference  libraries  across  the  country 
which  was  bound  to  become  part  of  the 
historical  record  of  our  time. 

This  document  was  demonstrably  and 
grievously  one-sided. 

I  considered  it  my  duty  as  a  Senator 
to  attempt  to  redress  the  balance  of  the 
historical  record  by  presenting  to  Con¬ 
gress  a  brief  review  of  some  of  the  most 
important  press  items  that  had  been  ig¬ 
nored  by  the  report  and  of  some  of  the 
critical  documents  that  had  been 
omitted. 

I,  therefore,  regret  that  my  colleague, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas, 
saw  fit  to  respond  to  my  presentation 
yesterday  afternoon  by  completely  ig¬ 
noring  the  substance  of  my  speech  and  by 
launching  into  a  personal  criticism  of 
me  in  an  effort  to  undercut  my 
credibility. 

I  intend  to  reply  to  the  charges  of  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  in  the  course  of 
my  further  remarks.  But  let  me  say  at 
this  juncture  that,  even  if  every  one  of 
them  were  true  and  valid,  which  they 
are  not,  they  would  still  constitute  no 
reply  to  the  points  I  made  in  my  state¬ 
ment  of  yesterday  morning. 

The  Senator  did  not  challenge  my 
statement  that  the  report  had  quoted 
exclusively  from  newspaper  sources  that 
were  bitterly  critical  of  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  actions — the  New  York  Times,  and 
New  York  Herald  Tribune,  and  Washing¬ 
ton  Post,  and  several  European  publica¬ 
tions  which  I  named. 

I  read  this  over  this  morning  and,  to 
be  exact,  of  102  quotations  from  the 
press  covering  the  period  from  April  24, 
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1965,  until  the  end  of  the  chronology, 
90  quotations  came  from  the  Times, 
Tribune,  and  Post,  while  12  others  were 
culled  from  papers  like  the  London 
Times,  and  LeMonde  of  Paris. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  did  not 
challenge  my  statement  that  the  study 
completely  ignored  the  hundreds  of  arti¬ 
cles  by  newspapermen  and  columnists  of 
national  reputation  which  in  general 
substantiated  the  administration’s  ver¬ 
sion  of  events. 

He  did  not  challenge  my  statement 
that  the  report  had  completely  omitted 
mentioning  the  two  single  most  impor¬ 
tant  documents  put  out  by  he  OAS  in 
connection  with  the  Dominican  upris¬ 
ing — the  report  of  the  OAS  Special  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  minutes  of  the  meeting 
at  which  this  report  was  presented. 

He  did  not  challenge  my  statement 
that  the  report  had  ignored  the  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  by  the  AFL-CIO,  Conatrol, 
and  the  Inter-American  Regional  Or¬ 
ganization  of  Workers. 

To  give  Senators  an  idea  of  just  how 
badly  the  entire  report  was  slanted 
through  the  simple  mechanism  of  selec¬ 
tive  quotations,  I  want  to  take  just  one 
example  of  the  press  quotations  in  the 
report  and  contrast  it  with  reality. 

The  report  quoted  the  London  Ob¬ 
server  for  May  2, 1965  as  follows: 

What  is  *  *  *  unprecendented  is  the 
unanimous  condemnation  of  TT.S.  interven¬ 
tion  by  the  Governments  of  Latin  America, 
whatever  their  political  complexion,  with 
Mexico  and  Chile  in  the  lead.  Notable  among 
the  complainants  is  Venezuela,  whose  For¬ 
eign  Minister  summoned  the  U.S.  Ambassador 
to  receive  an  official  protest.  (Observer,  Lon¬ 
don,  May  2,  1965.) 

The  charge  that  the  Latin  American 
Governments  were  virtually  unanimously 
opposed  to  our  intervention  in  the  Do¬ 
minican  Republic,  is  made  nonsense  of 
by  the  fact  that  the  five-man  OAS  Com¬ 
mittee,  which  investigated  the  situation, 
agreed  unanimously  that  law  and  order 
had  broken  down  completely  at  the  point 
where  we  intervened  and  that  there  was 
a  serious  danger  of  a  Castro  Communist 
takeover.  They  also  reported  that  this 
was  the  view  of  the  many  Latin  Ameri¬ 
can  diplomats  in  Santo  Domingo  with 
whom  they  discussed  the  situation. 

On  this  point  I  would  again  urge  Sen¬ 
ators  to  read  the  minutes  of  the  OAS 
meeting  of  May  5,  which  I  inserted  into 
the  Record  and  from  which  I  quoted  ex¬ 
tensively  in  my  remarks  of  yesterday. 

Incidentally,  I  think  it  worthy  of  note 
that  thet  New  York  Times  and  other 
newspapers  which  were  so  bitterly  criti¬ 
cal  of  our  intervention  in  the  Dominican 
Republic  also  saw  fit  to  ignore  the  report 
of  the  OAS  Special  Committee. 

In  replying  to  my  remarks,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
made  the  point  that  I  had  attended  only 
1  of  the  13  meetings  of  the  committee 
which  took  executive  testimony  on  the 
situation  in  the  Dominican  Republic. 

I  consider  this  reply  to  be  both  irrele¬ 
vant  and  evasive. 

Even  if  I  were  not  a  member  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee,  or  if,  as  a 
member  of  the  committee  I  have  failed 


to  attend  a  single  meeting,  it  would  in  no 
way  affect  the  validity  or  invalidity  of 
my  criticism  of  what  the  study  says. 

However,  since  the  Senator  raised  this 
matter,  I  would  like  to  comment  briefly 
on  it. 

I  am  a  member  of  three  major  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate — the  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee,  the  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  the  Space  Committee.  Iri 
addition,  I  am  the  chairman  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Subcommittee  on  Juvenile  Delin¬ 
quency,  the  vice  chairman  and  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Internal  Security,  and  a  member  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Antitrust  and  Monop¬ 
oly,  the  Subcommittee  on  Constitutional 
Amendments,  and  the  Trading  with  the 
Enemy  Subcommittee. 

I  believe  that  the  record  will  show  that 
I  have  presided  over  as  many  committee 
hearings,  or  almost  as  many  committee 
hearings,  as  any  other  Member  of  the 
Senate.  I  try  hard  to  be  diligent  about 
my  committee  duties,  but  there  are  so 
many  committee  meetings  that  it  is 
humanly  impossible  to  attend  all  of 
them. 

I  am  sure  that  many  Senators  feel  the 
same  way  about  it  as  I  do.  And  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  Committee  on  Reorgani¬ 
zation,  under  the  chairmanship  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Monroney],  might  do  well  to  look 
into  this  situation  with  a  view  to  seeing 
whether  some  better  system  cannot  be 
devised. 

As  for  the  charge  that  I  have  not 
troubled  to  examine  the  transcript  of  the 
committee’s  hearings  on  the  Dominican 
Republic,  I  believe  that  this,  too,  is 
irrelevant  and  evasive. 

The  charge,  however,  gives  me  an 
opportunity  to  discuss  an  aspect  of  the 
committee’s  functions  which  has  trou¬ 
bled  me  and  other  members. 

Under  the  committee’s  regulations,  a 
Senator  who  wishes  to  read  the  record 
of  any  executive  session  at  which  any  top 
secret  matter  has  been  discussed  cannot 
have  this  record  sent  to  his  office,  but 
must  instead  go  to  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  Room  during  office  hours,  sit 
himself  down  at  a  table,  cut  off  from  all 
contact  with  his  own  office,  and  there  go 
through  a  record  that  may  require  as 
much  as  several  hours  reading. 

Like  most  Members  of  the  Senate,  I 
am  obliged  to  do  my  serious  reading  after 
the  day’s  session  adjourns.  To  deny 
members  of  any  committee  access  to  doc¬ 
uments  is  a  serious  matter.  And  it  is 
my  contention  that  the  present  rules  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  have 
the  effect  of  denying  us  access,  or 
seriously  limiting  our  access  to  those 
documents  which  the  committee  con¬ 
siders  confidential. 

Actually,  I  belive  that  the  business  of 
classification  is  greatly  overdone.  It  has 
been  my  experience  that  90  to  95  percent 
of  the  information  at  our  executive 
sessions  has  already  appeared  in  the 
press  and  what  has  not  appeared  in  the 
press  at  the  time  of  the  meeting  gen¬ 
erally  turns  up  in  print  a  few  days  or  a 
week  later. 

As  my  final  point,  I  want  to  comment 
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on  the  Senator’s  statement  that  the  ma¬ 
terial  in  the  study  on  the  Dominican 
Republic  crisis  was  collected  by  the  Leg¬ 
islative  Reference  Service  and  by  the 
State  Department  as  well  as  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  staff. 

I,  too,  use  the  Legislative  Reference 
Service  in  compiling  information  that  I 
may  need  for  statements.  But  since  I 
must  assume  final  responsibility  for  any 
statement  or  document  that  originates 
in  my  own  office,  I  try  to  have  my  own 
staff  do  an  independent  job  of  research 
so  that  they  can  check  their  findings 
against  those  of  the  Library  of  Congress. 

If  the  criticisms  I  have  made  of  the 
Dominican  study  are  valid,  then  it  is 
completely  irrelevant  whether  the  Legis¬ 
lative  Reference  Service  or  any  other 
Government  agency  was  involved  in 
gathering  the  material  for  it. 

The  only  fact  that  matters  is  that, 
somehow,  a  report  was  issued  under  the 
auspices  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  which  turned  out  to  be  prejudiced 
and  one  sided  in  content. 

For  this  the  committee  cannot  escape 
responsibility. 

All  I  ask  is  that  the  study  be  read.  I 
shall  leave  the  decision  as  to  who  is  right 
up  to  any  fairminded  man  who  takes 
the  time  to  read  that  study. 

I  did  not  charge  anything  willful  or 
sinister.  I  think  that  a  mistake  has 
been  made  here,  but  it  is  a  kind  of  his¬ 
torical  mistake  when  this  study  goes  out 
across  the  country,  into  the  libraries  and 
reference  files. 

I  felt  that  it  was  my  duty  to  make  a 
record  on  it,  and  point  out  that  this 
study  was  slanted  and  one  sided,  and 
that  it  left  out  all  columnists  and  jour¬ 
nalists  and  commentators  who  wrote  in 
an  entirely  different  vein. 

If  a  report  of  this  kind  is  to  be  given 
to  the  Senate,  we  ought  to  get  all  views 
and  not  merely  one  side. 

Out  of  102  press  comments,  we  get  90 
from  the  newspapers  that  have  been 
notoriously  against  the  administration 
policy.  The  other  12  are  from  European 
newspapers  which  were  also  opposed  to 
our  policy. 

We  do  not  get  any  quotations  from 
American  newspapers  which  have  re¬ 
ported  in  a  manner  which  supported  the 
administration. 

I  ask  any  Senator  how  we  can  consider 
that  that  is  a  fair  study  of  accurate  re¬ 
porting  or  editorializing  on  the  Domini¬ 
can  Republic  situation. 

That  is  why  I  have  made  this  state¬ 
ment  today. 

I  shall  not  withdraw  my  statement. 

I  stand  by  it. 

I  am  glad  that  I  made  it. 

I  shall  make  a  statement  on  every 
occasion  when  I  believe  that  the  public 
interest  requires  me  to  do  so,  and  when 
my  conscience  requires  me  to  do  so. 

All  I  ask  is  that  I  receive  fair  treat¬ 
ment. 

I  do  not  believe  that  it  is  fair  to  make 
a  personal  attack  on  me  because  I  dare 
to  say  what  I  think  is  right  about  a  com¬ 
mittee  study. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  In  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  previous  order,  the 
vote  must  now  be  taken  on  the  pending 
question. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  be  given  an  opportunity 
to  reply. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  has  no  discretion  in  the  matter. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  may  have  whatever  time  he 
needs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
previous  order  was  to  the  effect  that  the 
vote  would  be  taken  upon  the  conclusion 
of  the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  previous 
order  be  extended  for  5  minutes  so  that 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  may  reply, 
and  that  then  a  vote  be  taken. 

Mr.  DODD.  If  that  is  acceptable  to 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  it  is  agree¬ 
able  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  been  listening  for  a  considerable 
time,  or  at  least,  some  have,  to  talk  about 
this  report. 

I  do  not  wish  to  argue  with  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut.  My  statement  was 
not  a  personal  attack.  It  was  an  obser¬ 
vation  on  the  validity  of  his  charges 
against  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations. 

It  is  most  unusual  that  Senators  who 
seldom  attend  the  committee  meetings 
are  so  free  with  their  criticism  of  the 
committee. 

The  Senator  talks  about  the  report  of 
the  committee.  It  was  not  a  report. 
What  he  referred  to  is  a  committee  print 
entitled  “Background  Information  Re¬ 
lating  to  the  Dominican  Republic.”  It 
is  not  a  report  but  is  an  informational 
document.  It  expresses  no  opinions  and 
reaches  no  conclusions. 

Among  other  statements  it  contains 
several  made  by  President  Johnson. 
Such  statements  are  normally  taken 
from  various  newspapers. 

There  was  a  meeting  of  the  committee 
which  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  did 
not  attend.  At  this  meeting  we  dis¬ 
cussed  whether  or  not  we  should  cull  re¬ 
ports  from  various  newspapers.  We  also 
asked  the  Ambassador  to  the  Dominican 
Republic  whether  he  thought  any  of  the 
reporters  were  impartial  and  objective 
in  their  reporting.  He  said  that  there 
were  those  which  he  considered,  at  least, 
very  much  inclined  to  bias  toward  one 
side  or  the  other  side. 

I  believe  that  he  mentioned  two  or 
three  that  he  would  possibly  consider  as 
being  impartial. 

Later  the  committee  considered 
whether  or  not  we  should  call  these  re¬ 
porters  as  witnesses.  We  concluded  that 
we  should  not  call  any,  because  if  we 
started  to  call  any  of  them,  there  would 
be  no  end  to  it.  It  would  have  put  this 
committee  in  this  position  of  having  to 
pick  and  choose  which  were  to  testify. 
So  we  did  not  call  any  of  the  reporters. 
As  I  said  before,  all  the  witnesses  whom 
we  called  with  one  exception,  were  ad¬ 


ministration  witnesses.  The  exception 
was  Luis  Munoz  Marin,  former  Governor 
of  Puerto  Rico,  who  is  quite  friendly  to 
the  administration.  His  testimony  cer¬ 
tainly  was  not  inimical  to  the  position 
of  the  administration.  There  are  760 
pages  of  testimony  in  all. 

There  was  nothing  personal  meant  by 
my  statement.  It  was  only  a  rejoinder 
to  the  Senator’s  statement.  I  did  not 
initiate  the  matter.  I  did  not  say  any¬ 
thing  about  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  never  attending  a  meeting.  I  know 
that  he  has  many  other  meetings  and 
I  regret  that  we  do  not  have  the  benefit 
of  his  attendance  at  more  of  our  meet¬ 
ings. 

The  fact  is  that  he  does  not  attend  our 
meetings  often,  because  he  is  burdened 
with  other  committee  meetings,  as  are 
other  Senators. 

My  statement  does  not  pertain  only 
to  the  Senator  from  Connecticut.  About 
half  the  Senators  are  unable  to  attend 
the  meetings,  as  a  rule.  I  doubt  if  half 
of  them  attend  50  percent  of  the  meet¬ 
ings.  They  have  too  many  other  meet¬ 
ings  that  they  must  attend.  I  have  been 
unable  to  understand  why  Senators  ask 
me  and  the  leadership  to  get  appointed 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
and  then  they  seldom  put  in  an  appear¬ 
ance.  It  is  well  known  that  we  have 
trouble  obtaining  a  physical  .quorum  at 
the  committee  meetings. 

The  committee  work  does  not  deal  with 
the  immediate  affairs  of  constituents.  I 
support,  but  for  reasons  unknown  to  me, 
some  Senators  must  view  this  committee 
assignment  as  carrying  a  certain  amount 
of  prestige  with  it.  Otherwise,  I  do  not 
know  why  they  would  want  to  be  on  the 
committee.  Many  do  not  attend  the 
meetings  regularly.  That  is,  of  course, 
no  reflection  on  any  Senator.  The  de¬ 
mands  on  a  Senator’s  time  today  are  a 
fact  of  life  which  we  all  recognize. 

I  believe  that  if  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  had  been  present  at  the  commit¬ 
tee  meetings  he  would  have  been  in  a 
better  position  to  determine  whether  the 
committee  approached  this  whole  subject 
from  a  biased  or  antiadministration 
viewpoint. 

The  document  which  has  been  dis¬ 
cussed  is  a  compilation  of  background 
information  collected,  as  has  already 
been  stated,  by  the  Legislative  Reference 
Service  of  the  Library  of  Congress,  the 
Department  of  State,  and  the  committee 
staff. 

The  Senator  says  that  the  committee 
staff  is  all  right  on  the  one  hand,  that  it 
is  a  good  staff;  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
he  says  that  the  staff  exercised  no  judg¬ 
ment  in  the  selection  of  the  materials. 

I  do  not  believe  that  is  true.  I  doubt 
that  anyone  who  read  the  study  would 
agree  with  that  statement. 

The  Senator  made  reference  to  an  OAS 
report.  There  have  been  several  reports 
by  OAS  groups.  I  do  not  know  which 
one  the  Senator  had  in  mind.  I  do  know 
of  the  report  issued  by  the  Special  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  OAS  which  was  printed  by 
the  Internal  Security  Subcommittee. 
The  introduction  to  the  publication  con¬ 
taining  this  report  stated  that  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  report  supported  the  conclusion 
that  the  United  States  had  to  intervene 
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to  prevent  the  spread  of  communism  in 
Latin  America. 

I  read  that  OAS  report,  which  was  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Internal  Security  Subcom¬ 
mittee  publication.  The  report  cited 
said  no  such  thing.  It  made  no  refer¬ 
ence  to  communism  or  subversion.  The 
OAS  Committee  did  not  comment  on  the 
matter  at  all  or  say  that  they  agreed  or 
disagreed  with  any  view  as  to  Commu¬ 
nist  domination  of  the  revolution. 

The  report  did  state  that  law  and  order 
had  broken  down.  We  all  knew  that. 
There  has  been  no  dispute  concerning 
that.  But  the  OAS  Committee  did  not 
comment  on  the  justification  for  our 
intervention  as  the  introduction  states. 

In  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 
there  have  been  some  questions  as  to  the 
extent  which  the  Communists  dominated 
the  revolution  in  the  early  days — April 
24,  25,  and  26.  There  was  a  difference  of 
opinion  among  the  members,  but  there 
has  been  no  report  issued  on  the  ques¬ 
tion.  I  doubt  that  there  will  be  any  re¬ 
port,  because  of  the  difference  of  opinion. 

This  is  a  difficult  committee  to  manage. 
The  legislation  it  handles  is  often  very 
unpopular.  For  example,  there  is  a  con-  | 
vention  on  the  Executive  Calendar,  which 
the  leadership  feels  must  be  laid  aside. 
We  must  handle  the  foreign  aid  bill — 
usually  the  most  criticized  bill  of  all 
measures  coming  before  the  Senate  each 
year. 

It  has  held  this  Congress  back  from 
adjourning  year  after  year.  This  is  the 
first  time  in  many  years  that  it  has 
reached  the  point  it  has  today  so  early 
in  the  session. 

Serving  on  the  committee  is  not  the 
kind  of  work  one  takes  great  pleasure  in, 
and  I  do  not  like  to  hear  the  committee 
being  judged  by  critics  who  do  not  at¬ 
tend  meetings,  except  on  rare  occasions. 

I  have  to  attend  as  chairman.  Perhaps 
I  do  not  have  to;  I  could  resign.  I  have 
thought  of  resigning.  It  may  be  a  good 
idea.  I  shall  give  further  thought  to  it. 
But  I  do  not  feel  very  good  about  the 
criticism  of  the  work  of  the  committee 
by  Senators  who  rarely  attend  meetings. 

If  the  Senator  does  not  like  my  saying  | 
that,  that  is  his  privilege.  The  fact  is 
that  those  who  do  not  attend  its  meet¬ 
ings  should  not  criticize  the  committee’s 
impartiality. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  a 
member  of  the  committee - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Just  a 
moment.  Under  the  order - 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered.  The  Senator  from  Ohio  is 
recognized  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
a  member  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee.  I  attended  substantially  all  the 
meetings  that  were  held  with  regard  to 
the  Dominican  Republic.  In  my  judg¬ 
ment,  the  proof  before  that  committee 
was  clear  that  within  3  days  after  the 
violence  -  broke  out,  groups  connected 
with  Peiping,  Moscow,  and  Castro  took 
over. 

In  the  Dominican  Republic  the  people 
of  the  United  States  were  definitely 
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faced,  unless  we  intervened,  with  the 
establishment  of  another  Cuba  on  our 
shores. 

In  the  hearings  I  took  violent  excep¬ 
tion  to  efforts  to  develop  a  situation  to 
show  that  this  country  was  erroneously 
and  wrongly  in  the  Dominican  Republic. 

My  conclusion,  based  upon  what  took 
place  there,  was  that  a  methodical  effort 
was  made  to  prove  that  the  United  States 
improperly  entered  into  the  Dominican 
Republic. 

A  reading  of  the  transcript  will  show 
that  I  violently  opposed  those  efforts. 
Documents  were  prepared  containing  in¬ 
formation  in  favor  of  those  who  said  the 
United  States  was  wrongly  within  that 
Republic.  Arguments  were  made,  quot¬ 
ing  newspapers  especially,  to  the  effect 
that  the  United  States  was  improperly  in 
that  country. 

I  recall  asking  if  it  was  not  a  fact  that 
one  newspaper  had  labeled  Castro  as  a 
Robin  Hood,  as  a  Lincoln.  The  same 
type  of  argument  was  made  in  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Then  the  question  was  raised,  “Do  you 
challenge  the  truth  of  the  quotations  in 
the  newspapers?  Are  not  the  writers 
honorable?  Are  they  not  honest  and  of 
good  reputation?” 

My  answer  was  that  the  man  who  said 
Castro  was  a  Robin  Hood  and  a  Lincoln 
also  had  a  good  reputation  and  charac¬ 
ter,  but  the  fact  that  he  was  a  news¬ 
paperman  did  not  make  him  infallible. 
Subsequent  events  proved  that  the  writer 
who  said  Castro  was  a  Lincoln  and  a 
Robin  Hood  was  grossly  in  error,  in  error 
to  the  point  that  the  damage  done  to  the 
United  States  is  beyond  repair. 

Whether  or  not  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  was  present,  he  has  put  his 
finger  absolutely  on  the  essence  of  what 
occurred. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
modify  my  previous  unanimous-consent 
request,  and  ask  that  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  statements  of  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell]  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  the 
Senate  vote  on  the  conference  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PELL.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make,  as  part  of  the  record  of  our 
consideration  of  the  conference  report  on 
foreign  aid,  some  observations  relating  to 
sections  214(b)  and  214(c),  which  apply 
to  schools  and  hospitals  abroad. 

On  June  10,  the  Senate  approved  my 
amendment  to  the  Senate  version  of  the 
foreign  aid  bill,  which  would  have  in¬ 
creased  the  amount  of  assistance  to  such 
institutions  by  $2  million,  from  $7  mil¬ 
lion  to  $9  million,  in  each  of  the  next 
2  fiscal  years.  Although  I  did  not  pre¬ 
sume  to  earmark  specific  beneficiaries 
for  the  increased  assistance,  I  did  sug¬ 
gest  two  candidate  applicants  which 
seemed  to  me  most  worthy  applicants. 
They  were  the  Polish  Children’s  Hospital 
at  Krakow,  Poland,  and  the  Hadassah 
Hebrew  University  Medical  Center  in 
Jerusalem. 

Regretably,  the  House  conferees  did 
not  accept  my  amendment  and  the  total 
amount  of  assistance  provided  under  the 
act  remains  at  $7  million  for  the  next 
2  fiscal  years.  While  there  is  therefore 


no  increased  authorization  that  might 
allow  the  AID  agency  a  little  more  lati¬ 
tude  in  considering  new  projects.  I  do 
hope  the  Agency  will  give  full  and  fail- 
consideration  to  the  two  worthy  prospec¬ 
tive  applicants  which  I  have  noted. 

In  particular,  I  am  informed  by  AID 
that  they  should  be  able  to  provide 
$175,000  desired  for  a  feasibility  study  of 
an  expansion  of  the  Krakow  hospital — 
either  from  the  $7  million  authorized  by 
section  214(c)  or  from  some  other  source. 
In  view  of  this  assurance,  I  do  hope  that 
the  Agency  now  will  make  an  adminis¬ 
trative  determination  to  proceed  with 
this  feasibility  study. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the 
foreign  aid  program  of  the  United  States 
continues  to  be  of  great  concern  to  many 
Americans.  As  a  U.S.  Senator  I  share 
their  concern.  I  am  convinced  that  some 
kind  of  foreign  aid  program  is  in  the 
national  interest,  but  I  feel  disturbed 
with  some  of  the  program  as  conducted 
under  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended.  Furthermore,  I  believe  that 
Congress  has  a  clear  duty  to  aid  in  the 
development  of  our  Nation’s  foreign 
policy,  including  foreign  aid.  I  support 
the  proposals  made  by  Congress  this 
year  because  I  believed  very  strongly 
that  there  is  reflected  in  the  current  leg¬ 
islation  a  remedy  for  some  of  the  more 
frustrating  aspects  of  previous  legisla¬ 
tion. 

The  administration  sought  $3,457,670,- 
000  for  fiscal  year  1965-66.  The  actual 
amount  now  agreed  to  by  the  House- 
Senate  conferees  would  authorize  $2,- 
094,195,000,  but  a  limitation  of  $3,360 
million  was  placed  on  the  foreign  aid 
authorization  for  fiscal  year  1966  which 
means  the  administration  has  received 
$97,670,000  less  than  it  requested  in 
March.  Foreign  aid  still  has  to  survive 
the  actual  appropriations  process. 

When  the  authorizing  legislation  was 
before  the  Senate,  I  supported  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  Foreign  Air  Planning 
Committee.  This  Committee  was  to  have 
reported  to  the  President  its  findings 
and  recommendations  no  later  than  July 
1,  1966,  for  a  fresh  new  and  more  effec¬ 
tive  approach  to  foreign  aid.  The  make¬ 
up  of  this  Committee  was  to  reflect  the 
responsibility  the  Congress  feels  for  in¬ 
volvement  in  foreign  policy,  hence,  two- 
thirds  of  the  Committee  membership 
were  to  be  from  the  Congress.  I  regret 
that  the  conferees  did  not  see  fit  to 
approve  this  provision. 

Frustration  over  some  well-publicized 
failures  should  not  cause  us  to  overlook 
the  many  successes  of  the  program  such 
as  the  Marshall  plan  which  kept  Western 
Europe  out  of  the  clutches  of  the  Com¬ 
munists.  Gur  aid  to  India  and  Latin 
American  nations  have  enabled  people 
to  develop  their  resources,  to  progress, 
and  to  withstand  communism  whether 
it  be  of  the  Soviet,  Chinese,  or  Castro 
type. 

None  should  forget  that  approximately 
one-third  of  our  foreign  aid  is  of  a  mili¬ 
tary  nature.  Gen.  Earle  G.  Wheeler, 
Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
testifying  before  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations  said: 

I  consider  this  program  (foreign  aid)  an 
integral  part  of  our  national  military 


strategy  and  feel  a  personal  responsibility  to 
support  this  program  as  an  essential  com¬ 
plement  to  our  own  national  military 
programs. 

I  associate  myself  fully  with  General 
Wheeler’s  view. 

This  year  Congress  urged  the  United 
States  to  encourage  other  free  world  na¬ 
tions  to  increase  their  assistance  pro¬ 
grams,  and  that  the  United  States  con¬ 
tinue  its  efforts  to  improve  coordination 
among  programs  of  assistance  carried  out 
on  a  bilateral  basis  by  free  world  nations. 

I  am  in  total  agreement  with  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  foreign  aid  bill  which  ex¬ 
presses  the  sense  of  Congress  that  assist¬ 
ance  to  any  country  should  be  ended  if 
appropriate  measures  are  not  taken  by 
that  country  to  prevent  mob  action 
against  U.S.  property  in  that  country 
and  that  aid  should  not  be  resumed  un¬ 
less  the  foreign  government  concerned 
has  taken,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  appropriate  measures  to  prevent  a 
recurrence. 

As  you  perhaps  know,  I  have  opposed 
all  administration  attempts  to  amend  the 
Battle  Act  to  permit  economic  assistance 
to  Communist  satellites.  I  helped  draft 
the  section  imposing  economic  sanctions 
on  Cuba  and  providing  American  assist¬ 
ance  only  to  “free,  friendly  nations.”  I 
have  coauthored  legislation  designed  to 
withhold  aid  from  any  aggressor  nation. 
An  amendment  I  successfully  offered  to  a 
previous  year’s  foreign  aid  bill  provides 
that  American  nationals  will  be  given 
preference  to  those  from  a  third  country 
in  securing  jobs  on  AID  projects  over¬ 
seas.  In  addition,  I  have  worked  in  the 
Senate  to  prevent  various  nations  from 
harassing  American  fishing  vessels  who 
ply  their  trade  on  the  high  seas. 

Thus,  it  was  that  I  studied  most  care¬ 
fully  and  cast  my  vote  on  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1965  which  passed  the 
Senate  on  June  14.  I  respect  very  much 
the  nonpartisan  tradition  of  foreign  aid 
discussion.  The  spirit  which  character¬ 
izes  such  discussion  imparts  added 
strength  to  this  vital  program.  Largely 
because  of  it,  the  world  has  made  great 
strides  against  the  forces  of  political  and 
economic  tyranny.  This  spirit  prevails 
as  Congress  endeavors  to  root  out  the  in¬ 
efficiencies  and  failures  which  have  oc¬ 
curred  in  our  AID  program  in  the  past. 
This  year,  conscious  of  the  acute  crisis 
over  the  U.S.  gold  reserves,  the  tax  bur¬ 
den  upon  citizens  caused  in  great  part  by 
the  darkening  clouds  which  hang  over 
the  world,  the  Senate  took,  I  feel,  signifi¬ 
cant  steps  to  improve  our  foreign  aid 
program.  I  supported  these  measures, 
as  did  most  of  my  fellow  Republicans. 

Thanks  to  the  established  success  of 
the  Marshall  plan  in  western  Europe, 
these  nations  can — and  should — gradu¬ 
ally  move  toward  assuming  more  of  the 
aid  burden  from  the  United  States.  This 
must  occur.  We  can  move  forward  in 
this  direction  within  the  realm  of  eco¬ 
nomic  development  aid.  Organizations 
such  as  the  International  Development 
Association,  the  International  Finance 
Corporation  and  the  International  Bank 
for  Reconstruction  and  Development 
provide  the  structure  through  which  a 
sharing  of  the  aid  burden  may  come 
about. 
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This  year  of  the  total  aid  recommended 
by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations,  almost  one-third  will  go  toward 
economic  development  assistance.  Of 
this  one-third,  I  have  supported  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  limitation  from  10  to  15  per¬ 
cent  of  the  development  loan  funds  which 
might  be  made  available  to  these  interna¬ 
tional  development  organizations.  I 
voted  against  amendments  offered  by 
Senator  Gruening  and  Senator  Lausche 
which  would  have  cut  the  proposed  allo¬ 
cation  by  10  percent  and  by  5  percent  re¬ 
spectively.  Both  amendments  were  de¬ 
feated.  I  am  delighted  the  conferees 
agreed  with  the  position  which  I  and  a 
majority  of  the  Senate  took  on  this  issue. 

I  voted  to  increase  the  allocation  to 
these  organizations  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  assistance  section  of  the  bill  for  a 
number  of  reasons.  In  the  long  run,  by 
sharing  the  foreign  aid  burden  which  can 
effectively  be  done  through  these  agen¬ 
cies,  American  citizens  will  bear  less  of 
the  tax  burden  for  foreign  aid  in  the 
world.  The  allocations  would  go  to  orga¬ 
nizations  where  our  country  retains  au¬ 
thority  and  influence,  and  is  in  a  position 
to  influence  the  expenditures  of  these 
funds.  Given  the  degree  of  patriotic  na¬ 
tionalism  of  the  peoples  of  underdevel¬ 
oped  nations,  multilateral  aid  projects 
can  perhaps  go  further  toward  softening 
the  suspicions  of  imperialism  among 
these  people  thus  making  foreign  aid  dol¬ 
lars  more  effective  and  successful.  In  the 
past,  loans  advanced  by  the  agencies  have 
been  repayable  and  have  in  fact  been  re¬ 
paid.  Formosa  is  an  example.  The 
standards  of  financial  integrity  of  these 
organizations  are  even  higher  than  Con- 
gx-ess  has  stipulated. 

In  particular,  these  funds  would  be  di¬ 
rected  for  African  and  Asian  economic 
development  and  for  creating  political 
stability  and  freedom  in  these  troubled 
areas.  The  agencies’  goals  are  virtually 
our  own.  The  United  States  should  make 
this  move  toward  sharing  the  burden  of 
economic  development  with  other  major 
world  powers.  The  results,  as  this  multi¬ 
lateralization  grows,  would  be  a  dimin¬ 
ishing  of  the  American  taxpayer’s  heavy 
burden. 

I  wholeheartedly  supported  an  amend¬ 
ment  sponsored  by  Senator  Fulbright 
which  would  allocate  of  the  $55  million 
available,  $25  million  to  the  assistance 
of  an  inter- American  military  force,  a 
force  to  be  maintained  on  a  cost-sharing 
basis.  The  amendment  encourages  joint 
military  planning  within  the  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  American  States — OAS — on  all  se¬ 
curity  problems.  The  effect  would  be, 
ultimately,  to  reduce  the  burden  carried 
by  the  United  States  in  maintaining  the 
unstable  peace  in  Latin  America  while  at 
the  same  time  substitute  an  effective  de¬ 
terrent  to  those  who  challenge  the  demo¬ 
cratic  freedoms  of  this  area.  I  am  glad 
the  conferees  have  agreed  to  this  pro¬ 
vision. 

We  cannot  underestimate  nor  under¬ 
mine  the  precarious  balance  of  freedoms 
which  struggle  to  survive  in  Latin 
America.  I  voted  against  two  amend¬ 
ments  authored  by  Senator  Morse,  as 
did  the  majority  of  my  colleagues.  I 
think  their  adoption  would  have  damaged 
the  cause  of  freedom  in  our  own 


hemisphere.  One  amendment  would 
have  reduced  military  aid  to  Latin 
America  from  $55  million  to  $40.  Such 
a  reduction  would  have  seriously  crippled 
our  defense  efforts  in  this  hemisphere.  It 
would  have  meant  less  funds  for  20  Latin 
American  countries,  where  internaly 
security  is  an  acute  and  continuing 
problem.  The  other  Morse  amendment 
would  have  reduced  the  Alliance  for 
Progress  authorization  from  $600  to  $500 
million.  That  was  defeated  78  to  8.  I 
think  there  is  reason  to  be  encouraged 
with  the  response  to  our  foreign  aid 
projects  in  the  Southern  Hemisphere,  a 
response  which  justifies  its  continuance. 
But,  I  would  be  the  first  to  say  that  much 
more  must  be  done.  Brazil,  for  example, 
is  struggling,  almost  at  the  cost  of  poltical 
collapse,  to  achieve  economic  reforms 
through  Alliance  for  Progress  funds.  In 
addition,  of  the  $600  million  authorized 
in  this  bill,  only  $75  million,  as  a  result 
of  the  conference  is  in  the  form  of  grants. 
The  rest  would  be  issued  in  repayable 
loans. 

When  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1965  was  before  the  Senate,  Senators 
Morse  and  Church  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  to  reduce  military  assistance 
spending.  The  Church  amendment 
would  have  reduced  spending  to  last 
year’s  level  which  was  the  lowest  level  of 
military  assistance  spending  in  the  his¬ 
tory  of  our  aid  projects.  I  think  it 
significant  to  note  that  one-half  of  U.S. 
military  assistance  goes  to  key  coun¬ 
tries  such  as  South  Vietnam,  Korea, 
Turkey,  Free  China  on  Formosa,  and 
Greece.  To  cut  aid  to  these  countries 
now  would,  in  reality,  only  mean  the 
necessity  for  a  much  greater  American 
effort  later.  Witness,  for  example  South 
Vietnam.  The  threat  to  these  key  coun¬ 
tries  is  greater  now  than  ever  before. 
Amendments  were  proposed  which  would 
have  limited  assistance  to  90  percent  of 
the  sum  submitted  in  the  briefing  pres¬ 
entation  for  Pakistan,  India,  Jordan, 
Iran,  and  Ethiopia,  Greece,  and  Turkey. 
The  Senate  overwhelmingly  rejected 
these  amendments.  It  was  argued  by 
some  that  in  light  of  the  war-like  situa¬ 
tion  which  existed  between  India  and 
Pakistan  and  between  Greece  and 
Trukey,  since  our  aid  is  used  to  abet  these 
disputes,  it  should  be  reduced.  I  feel, 
however,  that  to  reduce  aid  to  these  na¬ 
tions  which  border  Commnist  countries 
is  not  in  any  way  a  method  of  solving  dis¬ 
putes  which  might  have  arisen  between 
allies.  Such  resolution  and  peaceful  set¬ 
tlement  must  be  sought  through  diplo¬ 
matic  channels.  India  and  Pakistan 
represent  the  forefront  of  our  defense  in 
Asia.  Greece  and  Turkey  occupy  equally 
key  positions  in  the  NATO  Alliance  in 
the  Mediterranean  area.  Turkey’s 
leadership  will  be  decided  in  elections 
this  fall,  and  troubled  relations  have 
made  their  outcome  tenuous.  It  would 
be,  in  my  judgment,  very  poor  timing  to 
announce  a  reduction  in  American  assist¬ 
ance  for  these  countries.  In  addition,  in¬ 
ternal  instability  plagues  Greece.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  it  is  wrong,  I  might  add,  to 
establish  the  precedent  of  singling  out  by 
name  countries  who  receive  aid  in  this 
manner. 
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I  am,  however,  anxious  to  assure  that 
the  aid  is  given  where  the  rights  and 
dignity  of  Americans  and  American 
property  are  respected.  To  further  this 
end,  I  introduced  an  amendment  to  the 
effect  that  no  assistance  would  be  fur¬ 
nished  to  any  country  which  extended 
its  jurisdiction  for  fishing  purposes  be¬ 
yond  that  recognized  by  the  United 
States,  and  which  imposed  any  penalty, 
or  sanction  against  any  U.S.  fishing 
vessel  on  account  of  its  fishing  activities 
in  such  an  area.  I  feel  that  such  a 
stipulation  is  long  overdue.  Over  87  un¬ 
provoked  incidents  involving  U.S.  vessels 
off  the  coasts  of  South  America  had  come 
to  my  attention.  Unless  these  incidents 
of  piracy  and  harassment  are  ended, 
foreign  aid  should  not  be  extended  to 
these  unfriendly  nations.  The  Senate, 
I  am  happy  to  say,  approved  my  amend¬ 
ment  by  a  roll  call  vote  of  59  to  24.  The 
Senate-House  conferees  agreed,  I  regret 
to  say,  to  eliminate  the  rigid  prohibition 
of  my  amendment  and  require,  instead, 
that  consideration  be  given  to  the  be¬ 
havior  of  recipients  of  our  aid  with  re¬ 
spect  to  these  problems  in  determining 
the  nature  and  amount  of  aid  to  be  pro¬ 
vided.  I  hope  this  warning  will  be  suf¬ 
ficient  to  prevent  future  incidents  similar 
to  the  outrageous  conduct  of  the  past. 
The  legislation  which  passed  the  Senate 
on  June  14  authorized  expenditures  to 
extend  over  a  period  of  2  years,  rather 
than  on  an  annual  review  basis.  The 
conferees  have  rejected  this;  however, 
they  have  expressed  an  interest  in  con¬ 
sidering  longer  term  authorizations, 
“taking  into  account  the  demands  on  the 
U.S.  budget  and  the  nature  of  the  world 
situation  next  year.” 

I  supported  an  amendment  sponsored 
by  Senators  Kennedy  of  New  York  and 
Clark  to  include  within  the  bill  a  stipu¬ 
lation  that  in  this  reevaluation,  signifi¬ 
cant  emphasis  be  given  to  an  increased 
attempt  at  sharing  with  other  nations 
economic  development  programs.  The 
final  bill  further  asserts  that  aid  be  with¬ 
held  if  American  property  damages  have 
not  been  granted  full  restitution.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  this  year’s  bill,  as  passed  by 
the  Senate  took  significant  strides  to¬ 
ward  making  U.S.  aid  more  effective,  in 
our  goal  of  assisting  in  the  creation  of 
stablility  among  those  free  nations  who 
reject  communism,  and  intend  to  keep 
their  freedom. 

As  a  member  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Appropriations  I  intend  to  continue 
to  work  to  eliminate  inefficiencies  in  our 
AID  program  and  for  a  forward-looking 
program.  The  Senate  has  recognized 
the  need  for  change  in  the  content  of 
our  aid  effort.  I  hope  that  in  the  time 
we  have  between  now  and  consideration 
of  next  year’s  authorizing  legislation 
that  study  by  the  administration,  by  in¬ 
terested  Americans,  and  by  the  Congress 
will  occur  in  depth  so  that  a  comprehen¬ 
sive,  effective  program  can  be  devised 
which  will  meet  America’s  foreign  policy 
needs  in  the  latter  half  of  the  1960’s. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report  on  H.R.  7750. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
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The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy], 
and  the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Sparkman]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee]  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  is  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Miller]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Murphy].  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  67, 


nays  27,  as  follows: 

Aiken 

[No.  235  Leg.] 
YEAS— 67 

Hayden 

Moss 

Allott 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Anderson 

Hill 

Muskie 

Bartlett 

Holland 

Nelson 

Bass 

Inouye 

Neuberger 

Bayh 

Jackson 

Pastore 

Boggs 

Javits 

Pearson 

Brewster 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Pell 

Burdick 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Prouty 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kuchel 

Proxmire 

Cannon 

Lausche 

Randolph 

Carlson 

Long,  Mo. 

Ribicoff 

Case 

Long,  La. 

Saltonstall 

Church 

Magnuson 

Scott 

Cooper 

Mansfield 

Smathers 

Dirksen 

McGovern 

Smith 

Dominick 

McIntyre 

Symington 

Douglas 

McNamara 

Tydings 

Pong 

Metcalf 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fulbright 

Mondale 

Yarborough 

Gore 

Monroney 

Young,  Ohio 

Hart 

Montoya 

Hartke 

Morton 

Bennett 

NAYS— 27 

Fannin 

Russell,  S.C. 

Bible 

Gruening 

Russell,  Ga. 

Byrd,  Va. 

Harris 

Simpson 

Cotton 

Hruska 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Talmadge 

Dodd 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

McClellan 

Tower 

Ellender 

Morse 

Williams,  Del. 

Ervin 

Robertson 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

NOT  VOTING— 6 

Clark 

McGee  « 

Murphy 

McCarthy 

Miller 

Sparkman 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
Objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia  with  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered ;  and,  without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  amendments  are  agreed  to 
en  bloc. 

The  amendments  agreed  to  en  bloc 
are  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  in  the  material  after  line  2,  after 
“11-1203.  Sessions.",  to  strike  out: 

“11-1204.  Clerk  and  .other  personnel. 

“11-1205.  Duties  of  the  clerk  regarding 
docket. 

11-1206.  Jurisdiction;  powers.” 

And,  in  lieu  thereof,  to  insert: 

\  “11-1204.  Jurisdiction;  powers.” 

leginning  at  the  beginning  of  line  11,  to 
strike  out  the  “The  chief  judge  of  the  court 
mayNassign  any  other  judge  of  the  court  to 
serve  temporarily  in  the  Traffic  Branch  if 
finds  the  work  of  the  Traffic  Branch  requires 
the  assignment.”  and  insert  “The  Chief 
judge  of  the  court  may,  if  he  finds  th/- work 
of  the  Traffic  Branch  will  not  be  a/aversely 
affected  thereby,  assign  any  of  the  /fudges  of 
the  Traffic  Branch  to  temporarily  perform 
the  duties  of  anv  of  the  other  fudges  of  the 
court.  The  chiel.  judge  of  the  court  shall 
also  have  the  authority  to  assign  any  of  the 
other  judges  of  the  cWt  to/erve  temporarily 
in  the  Traffic  Branch  rf ,  i  n't  he  opinion  of  the 
chief  judge,  the  work  (xt  the  Traffic  Branch 
requires  such  assignment”;  on  page  3,  after 
line  7,  to  strike  out/ 


“§  1/-1205.  Duties  of  the  clerk  regarding 
doofeet 


So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 


ESTABLISHMENT  OF  A  TRAFFIC 
BRANCH  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  CO¬ 
LUMBIA  COURT  /OF  GENERAL 
SESSIONS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  cdnsent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  607,  Senate  bill  2263. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Seriate. 

The  /Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
2263  Lao  establish  a  Traffic  Branch  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Court  of  General 
Ssions. 


by  established  as  a  branch  in  the  criminal 
division  of  the  court. 


■/ 


“  ‘§  11-1202.  Judges;  assignments 

“  ‘The  Traffic  Branch  of  the  District  .-of 
Columbia  Court  of  General  Sessions  shall 
consist  of  two  judges  of  the  court,  who  Shall 
serve  in  that  branch  during  their  tenure  of 
office.  The  chief  judge  of  the  court/ may,  if 
he  finds  the  work  of  the  Traffic  Branch  will 
not  be  adversely  affected  thereby/ assign  any 
of  the  judges  of  the  Traffic  Branfch  to  tempo¬ 
rarily  perform  the  duties  of  ariy  of  the  other 
judges  of  the  court.  The  chief  judge  of  the 
court  shall  also  have  the  authority  to  assign 
any  of  the  other  judges  or  the  court  to  serve 
temporarily  in  the  Traffic  Branch  if,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  chief  judge,  the  work  of  the 
Traffic  Branch  requires  such  assignment. 


“  '§  11-1203.  Sessic 

“  ‘The  Traffic/Branch,  with  at  least  one 
judge  in  attendance,  shall  be  open  for  the 
transaction  of  business  every  day  of  the 
year  (including  night  sessions) ,  except  Sat¬ 
urday  afternoons,  Sundays,  and  legal  holi¬ 
days. 


‘§  11-1204.  Clerk  atfid  other\personnel 
“The  judges  of/the  Traffic  Branch,  with  the 
approval  of  the  chief  judge  of\the  District 
of  Columbia  ffiourt  of  General  Sessions,  may 
appoint  and/ remove  a  clerk  and  such  other 
personnel  its  may  be  necessary  for  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  /he  Branch.” 

Afte/line  13,  to  strike  out: 


‘The  clerk  serving  in  the  Traffic  Branch' 
hall  keep  a  separate  docket  for  the  Branch, 
in  which  he  shall  record  the  steps  taken  at 
stage  of  actions  or  proceedings  instituted  or 
conducted  in  the  Branch.” 

At  the  beginning  of  line  19,  to  strike  out 
“11-1206”  and  insert  “11-1204”;  on  page  4, 
line  11,  after  the  word  “section”,  to  strike  out 
“11-1206”  and  insert  “11-1204”;  and  in  line 
13,  after  the  word  “section”,  to  strike  out 
“11-1206”  and  insert  “11-1204”;  so  as  to 
make  the  bill  read: 

“Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  title 
11  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Code  is 
amended  by  adding  immediately  after  chap¬ 
ter  11  of  such  title  the  following  new 
chapter : 

"  ‘CHAPTER  1 2 - TRAFFIC  BRANCH  OF  COURT  OF 

GENERAL  SESSIONS 

“  ‘Sec. 

“  ‘11-1201.  Establishment  of  branch. 

“ ‘11-1202.  Judges;  assignments. 

“  ‘11-1203.  Sessions. 

“  ‘11-1204.  Jurisdiction;  powers. 

“ ‘§  11-1201.  Establishment  of  branch 

“  ‘The  Traffic  Branch  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Court  of  General  Sessions  is  here- 


“  ‘§  11/1204.  Jurisdiction;  powers 

le  Traffic  Branch  and  each  judge  sit¬ 
ting  therein  shall  have  the  same  jurisdiction 
ver,  and  exercise  the  same  powers  in  con- 
lection  with,  offenses  arising  out  of  viola¬ 
tions  of  laws  or  regulations  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  relating  to  the  operation,  li¬ 
censing,  registration,  inspection,  or  parking 
of  motor  vehicles;  the  regulation  and  control 
of  motor  vehicle  traffic;  the  issuance,  suspen¬ 
sion,  or  revocation  of  motor  vehicle  operat¬ 
ing  permits;  and  motor  vehicle  safety  re¬ 
sponsibility,  as  that  lawfully  had  or  exer¬ 
cised  by  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of 
General  Sessions  on  the  date  immediately 
preceding  the  effective  date  of  this  section.’ 

“Sec.  2.  The  Traffic  Branch  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Court  of  General  Sessions  shall 
have  jurisdiction  over  all  offenses  arising  out 
of  any  such  violations  referred  to  in  sec¬ 
tion  11-1204  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
Code  pending  in  the  Court  of  General  Ses¬ 
sions  on  the  effective  date  of  section  11-1204 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  Code. 

“Sec.  3.  Section  11-904  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out 
‘sections  11-1103’  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  ‘sections  11-1103,  11—1203,’. 

“Sec.  4.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  11- 
902  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Code  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ‘fifteen  associate 
judges’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘twenty 
associate  judges’. 

“(b)  Two  of  the  judges  appointed  to  the 
additional  positions  authorized  by  the 
amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  to  section  11-902  of  the  District  of 
ColimdMa.  Code  shall,  during  their  tenures 
of  office,  serve  as  judges  of  the  Traffic  Branch 
of  the  (Sourt  of  General  Sessions. 

“Sec.  s.  The  table  of  contents  of  part  II 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  Code,  ‘Judiciary 
and  Judicial  Procedure’,  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  immediately  after 


‘11.  Domestic,  Relations  Branch 
of  Court  of  General  Ses¬ 
sions _ _V _  11-1101’ 


the  following: 


“  ‘12.  Traffic  Branch  'of  Court  of 

General  Sessions _  11-1201’. 


“Sec.  6.  The  amendment  made  by  the  first 
section  of  this  Act  shall\become  effective 
sixty  days  after  the  date  o\the  enactment 
of  this  Act.” 


The  bill  was  ordered  to  b<k  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  was  read\he  third 
time,  and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  toXread: 
“A  bill  to  establish  a  traffic  branch  of 
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tfte  District  of  Columbia  court  of  gen- 
eraksessions  and  to  provide  for  the  ap¬ 
pointment  to  such  court  of  five  addi¬ 
tional^ 'judges.” 

Mr.  StANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  an  excerpt  from  the  re¬ 
port  (No.  62^),  explaining  the  purposes 
of  the  bill.  \ 

There  being  ho  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  oridered  to  b\printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


PURPOSE  OFVTHE  BILL 


BACKGROUND  OF  THE  LEGISLATION 


vote  a  major  portion  of  its  time  and  man¬ 
power  in  functions  which  it  was  not  designed 
to  perform. 


NEED  FOR  LEGISLATION 


The  purpose  of  S.  2263-  is  to  authorize  the 
expansion  of  the  District  Columbia  court 
of  general  sessions  from  1  Dissociate  judges 
to  20  associate  judges  and\to  establish  a 
traffic  branch  in  that  court,  fee  bill  is  de¬ 
signed  to  expedite  the  administration  of 
criminal  justice  (thereby  lendingviid  to  the 
war  on  crime),  to  provide  the  citizens  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  with  swift  civilSiustice, 
and  to  insure  the  prompt,  adequate,  and  fair 
administration  of  traffic  laws  and  regulations. 


The  District  of  Columbia  court  of  genera 
sessions  is  a  unique  judicial  institution,  per-' 
forming  functions  which  would  normally  be 
handled  by  both  municipal  and  State  courts. 
It  Is  charged  with  the  dispensation  of  jus¬ 
tice  in  criminal  matters  in  the  nature  of 
misdemeanors  and  is  authorized  to  hear  most 
civil  matters  in  which  damages  of  up  to 
$10,000  are  sought.  It  operates  in  two  divi¬ 
sions,  civil  and  criminal  and  is  further  or¬ 
ganized  into  the  landlord  and  tenant  court, 
traffic  court,  the  domestic  relations  branch, 
and  the  small  claims  and  conciliation 
branch. 

At  the  present  time  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  court  of  general  sessions  is  laboring 
under  serious  and  substantial  criminal  and 
civil  caseloads  and  docket  delays.  The  best 
efforts  of  the  chief  judge  and  the  members 
of  the  bench  of  that  court  have  not  dimin¬ 
ished  this  problem,  although  short-term  re¬ 
ductions  of  docket  time  have  resulted  from 
crash  programs.  The  problems  are  systemic 
and  result  from  the  coincidence  of  a  number 
of  factors. 

Since  1957,  criminal  activity  in  the  District 
has  developed  from  an  alltime  low  to  an  all- 
time  high  in  1965.  Each  month  reflects  a 
new  record  in  the  number  of  criminal  acts 
committed  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  A 
fair  proportion  of  these  are  misdemeanors 
and  find  their  way  to  the  court  of  general 
sessions. 

In  the  88th  Congress,  legislation  was  eny 
acted  which  increased  the  civil  jursidictic 
of  the  court  of  general  sessions  from  ca^es 
seeking  damages  of  up  to  $3,000  to  cases 
seeking  damages  up  to  $10,000.  Previously, 
jurisdiction  in  civil  matters  in  excess  of  $3,000 
was  vested  in  the  U.S.  District  Gouyt  for  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

At  the  time  the  jurisdiction  yf  the  court 
of  general  sessions  was  increased  the  court 
was  staffed  with  16  judges,  a  ohief  judge,  and 
15  associate  judges.  This  number  had  been 
set  in  1956  and  was  unchfeged  by  the  1963 
amendments,  even  thodgh  extensive  new 
jurisdiction  was  veted/n  the  court  and  its 
business  had  increased  substantially.  Like¬ 
wise,  S.  1611,  ordered'by  this  committee  to  be 
favorably  reported  to  the  Senate,  adds  new 
duties  to  the  functions  of  the  court  of  gen¬ 
eral  sessions. 

Finally,  as  /(ur  downtown  streets  and  ar¬ 
teries  have  become  clogged  with  automobiles 
and  a  record  number  of  drivers  have  been 
licensed  tt>  drive  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
the  busjhess  of  traffic  court  has  reached  such 
proportions  that  parties  who  would  otherwise 
'before  that  court  have  either  elected 
to  fbrfelt  collateral  or  have  sought  out  the 
Bee  of  the  Corporation  Counsel  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  relief,  causing  that  office  to  de¬ 


Hearings  were  held  by  the  committee  on 
August  3,  1965,  on  two  bills,  S.  2255,  which 
provided  for  three  additional  judges  for  the 
court  of  general  sessions  but  made  no  pro¬ 
vision  for  the  establishment  of  a  traffic 
branch,  and  which  was  introduced  by  Sen¬ 
ator  Bible  at  the  request  of  the  Bar  Associa¬ 
tion  of  the  District  of  Columbia;  and  S.  2263, 
introduced  by  Senator  Morse.  Testimony 
was  received  from  the  chief  judge  of  the 
court  of  general  sessions,  the  President  of 
the  Board  of  Commissioners,  the  District  of 
Columbia  Bar  Association,  the  Traffic  and  En¬ 
forcement  Committee,  District  of  Columbia 
Advisory  Board  of  the  American  Automobile 
Association,  the  Citizens’  Traffic  Board  and 
the  Washington  Bar  Association.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice,  in  a  report  filed  with  the 
committee  on  August  5,  1965,  supported  an 
increase  in  the  number  of  judges  “because 
of  the  heavy  workload  in  the  court  of  gen¬ 
eral  sessions.’’ 

All  witnesses  either  supported  S.  2263  or 
agreed  with  it  in  principle.  On  August  5, 
1965,  the  committee  unanimously  ordered 
5.  2263  reported.  To  demonstrate  the  una-/ 
lity  of  the  committee’s  full  support 
ne>sd  for  this  bill,  sponsored  by  Senaji6r 
Mom,  all  other  members  of  the  committ 
Senators  Alan  Bible,  Thomas  McIntyre, 
RobertV  F.  Kennedy,  Joseph  D.  Tf dings, 
Winstonv.  L.  Prottty,  and  Peter  EL/Domin- 
ick — requited  to  join  on  the  pill  as  co¬ 
sponsors. 

There  wasNa  very  substantial  increase  in 
the  business  of  the  court  during  the  fiscal 
year  1965;  235,335  new  caaefs  were  filed  in 
the  Criminal  and'Civil  Divisions — an  increase 
of  9,403  cases  oveXfiscaV' 1964.  Fees,  fines, 
and  forfeitures  totaleci/$4,720,010.80-— $550,- 
523.01  more  than  was  received  in  the  previous 
year.  During  the  rnsKlO  years  there  has 
been  an  increase  of/6l,169yor  35.08  percent  in 
the  number  of  ca^es  filed  Yh  the  court,  and 
an  increase  of  $^(546,434.74  af  117.15  percent 
in  fees,  fines,  a^fd  forfeitures. 

In  the  Civi/Division,  23,472  (Hass  GS  ($150 
to  $10,000)  /Sases  were  filed  during  the  fiscal 
year  as  compared  with  22,599  in  the  preced¬ 
ing  year^-an  increase  of  873  cases.  \This  in¬ 
crease  ys  due  largely  to  the  passage  cm.  Public 
Law  88-60,  88th  Congress,  effective  January 
1,  1)163,  increasing  the  civil  jurisdiction  of 
th^ court  from  $3,000  to  $10,000.  The  ELS. 

(strict  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbi 
Certified  329  cases  to  the  Court  of  General' 
Sessions  for  trial — 67  more  than  in  the  fiscal 
year  1964. 

There  was  a  marked  increase  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  jury  cases  pending  in  the  Civil  Division 
June  30,  1965 — 3,333  as  compared  with  2,430 
at  the  end  of  the  previous  fiscal  year,  or  an 
increase  of  903  cases.  Many  of  these  cases 
involve  larger  amounts  of  money  and  com¬ 
plex  issues,  requiring  more  trial  time  than 
those  filed  under  the  former  jurisdictional 
limit.  The  time  within  which  civil  jury 
cases  were  being  scheduled  for  pretrial  con¬ 
ference  and  trial  had  increased  to  6  months. 
In  view  of  the  large  number  of  jury  cases 
pending  on  the  ready  calendar,  it  is  antici¬ 
pated  that  the  delay  between  joinder  of  issue, 
pretrial  conference  and  trial  will  continue 
to  increase,  civil  nonjury  cases  were  being 
scheduled  for  trial  within  2  months  after 
joinder  of  issue. 


CRIMINAL  CASE  BACKLOG 

In  the  Criminal  Division  there  were  signifi¬ 
cant  increases  in  all  categories  of  cases,  81,- 
307  new  criminal  cases  were  filed  in  fiscal 
year  1965,  as  compared  with  78,925  in  fiscal 
year  1964 — an  increase  of  2,382  cases.  Non- 
Jury  cases  were  being  scheduled  for  im¬ 
mediate  hearing,  unless  continuances  were 
requested  by  counsel.  Criminal  jury  cases 
were  being  scheduled  for  hearing  within  1 


month  after  request  for  jury  trial.  Howevej 
due  to  the  necessity  of  giving  priority  to 
carcerated  defendants,  some  cases  in  which 
the  defendants  were  on  bond  could  n^t  be 
reached  on  the  daily  assignment,  resulting  in 
a  record  backlog  of  pending  criminal  jury 
cases.  Beginning  in  February  1965,  addi¬ 
tional  judges  were  assigned  to  the  Criminal 
Division  to  alleviate  this  situation  and  the 
criminal  Jury  backlog  was  reduced  to  normal 
limits.  However,  this  was  accomplished  at 
the  expense  of  the  civil  jujy  calendar,  which 
is  now  at  an  alltime  high. , 

In  the  domestic  relations  branch  the 
cumulative  nature  of  One  litigation  continues 
to  increase  the  daily/workload.  There  were 
296  more  cases  pejsding  on  June  30,  1965, 
than  at  the  end y6f  the  last  fiscal  year,  al¬ 
though  the  coudi  had  disposed  of  247  more 
cases  than  in  the  previous  year.  As  of  June 
30,  1965,  contested  cases  were  being  scheduled 
for  trial  whfcnin  1  month  after  pretrial  and 
uncon  tested  cases  within  3  weeks  after 
joinder  ax  issue.  Collection  and  disburse¬ 
ments  m  support,  maintenance,  and  alimony 
payments  in  both  local  and  reciprocal  en- 
forc/frnent  of  support  cases  totaled  $2,409,- 
16)1(93 — an  increase  of  $23,920.84  over  the 
revious  fiscal  year. 


TRAFFIC  CASES  INCREASE 


The  need  for  a  separate  traffic  branch  of 
the  court,  with  two  of  the  judges  for  such 
additional  positions  to  be  appointed  to  that 
branch  was  supported  unanimously  by  all 
witnesses  at  the  committee  hearings.  The 
witness  for  the  Citizens’  Traffic  Board  as¬ 
serted  that  two  traffic  judges  would  be  re¬ 
quired — one  for  jury  and  one  for  nonjury 
cases  in  order  to  bring  about  swifter  justice 
with  a  consistency  of  penalties.  The  District 
of  Columbia  Bar  Association  stated: 

“Material  benefits  are  to  be  secured  by  a 
continuity  of  service  on  the  part  of  the  judge 
assigned  to  traffic  court.  It  would,  therefore, 
be  definitely  in  the  interest  of  improving 
the  administration  of  justice  if  »  ♦  *  the 
judges  selected  for  these  additional  vacancies 
would  be  selected  for  his  interest  in,  his 
knowledge  of,  and  his  willingness  to  serve  in 
the  traffic  branch  of  the  court.  Such  serv¬ 
ice  would  achieve  not  only  a  degree  of  con¬ 
tinuity,  but  also  a  degree  of  equality  of 
justice  which  is  not  always  available  when 
judicial  personnel  are  shifted  from  month  to 
month  in  this  branch  of  the  court.” 

Support  was  also  voiced  for  night  sessions 
of  the  traffic  court  by  the  Citizens’  Traffic 
Board  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Statistics  provided  the  committee  show 
the  great  increase,  not  only  in  the  number  of 
\drivers  on  District  of  Columbia  streets  but 
h>o  an  increase  in  the  number  of  accidents 
add  traffic  deaths.  Presently,  it  is  estimated 
that.  1  y2  million  drivers  are  on  the  streets 
of  Washington  during  peak  hours  every  day 
with  400,000  of  this  number  being  District  of 
Columbia  residents. 

Testimony  urged  that  a  traffic  court  with 
expert  traffic  court  judges,  trained  in  effec¬ 
tive  enforcement  of  traffic  laws,  could  assist 
in  curtailing  highway  accidents  and  deaths. 

During  1964,  \15  persons  were  auto  traffic 
fatalities  in  th^.  District — the  highest  in 
modern  history — while  traffic  accidents  to¬ 
taled  29,252— the  highest  number  since  rec¬ 
ords  have  been  maintained,  since  1940. 
Estimates  place  per  capita  economic  costs  of 
traffic  accidents  to  District  residents,  at 
$35.07  or  a  total  of  $26,300)000,  in  1964. 

Nationally,  in  1964,  the  economic  cost  of 
motor  vehicle  accidents  totaled  $8,100  mil¬ 
lion. 


The  number  of  court  trials  lor  moving 
traffic  violations  increased  more  than  10,000 
in  the  past  5  years  with  22,257  cases  before 
the  court  of  general  sessions  in  196(k  com¬ 
pared  to  32,972  in  1964. 

Traffic  tickets  issued  for  nonmoving  vie. 
tions  in  the  District  increased  from  365, 
in  1960  to  511,208  in  1964;  while  the  number 
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Public  Law  89-171 
89th  Congress ,  H.  R.  7750 
September  6,  1965 

3tn  act 


To  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and  for  other 

purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  this  Act  may 
be  cited  as  the  “Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965”. 

PART  I 

CHAPTER  1— POLICY 

Sec.  101.  Section  102  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 

tended,  which  relates  to  the  statement  of  policy,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

(a)  Strike  out  the  last  sentence  in  the  seventh  paragraph  and  sub¬ 
stitute  the  following :  “It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  in  furnish¬ 
ing  assistance  under  this  part  excess  personal  property  shall  be  uti¬ 
lized  wherever  practicable  in  lieu  of  the  procurement  of  new  items  for 
United  States-assisted  projects  and  programs.  It  is  the  further  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  assistance  under  this  part  shall  be  complemented 
by  the  furnishing  under  any  other  Act  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  by  disposal  of  excess  property  under  this  and  other  Acts.” 

lb)  Add  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

“It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  assistance  under  this  or  any 
other  Act  to  any  foreign  country  which  hereafter  permits,  or  fails 
to  take  adequate  measures  to  prevent,  the  damage  or  destruction  by 
mob  action  of  United  States  property  within  such  country,  should  be 
terminated  and  should  not  be  resumed  until  the  President  determines 
that  appropriate  measures  have  been  taken  by  such  country  to  prevent 
a  recurrence  thereof.” 

CHAPTER  2— DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 

Title  I — Development  Loan  Fund 

ec.  102.  Title  I  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  Development  Loan  F und, 
is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  205,  which  relates  to  the  use  of  the  facilities  of  the 
International  Development  Association,  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  205.  Use  of  International  Lending  Organizations. — In 
order  to  serve  the  purposes  of  this  title  and  the  policy  contained  in 
section  619,  the  President,  after  consideration  of  the  extent  of  addi¬ 
tional  participation  by  other  countries,  may  make  available,  in  addition 
to  any  other  funds  available  for  such  purposes,  on  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  determines,  not  to  exceed  15  per  centum  of  the  funds 
made  available  for  this  title  to  the  International  Development  Asso¬ 
ciation,  the  International  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development, 
or  the  International  Finance  Corporation  for  use  pursuant  to  the  laws 
governing  United  States  participation  in  such  institutions,  if  any, 
and  the  governing  statutes  thereof  and  without  regard  to  section  201  or 
any  other  requirements  of  this  or  any  other  Act.” 

(b)  Add  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  206.  Regional  Development  in  Africa. — The  President  is 
requested  to  seek  and  to  take  appropriate  action,  in  cooperation  and 
consultation  with  African  and  other  interested  nations  and  with  inter¬ 
national  development  organizations,  to  further  and  assist  in  the 
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advancement  of  African  regional  development  institutions,  including 
the  African  Development  Bank,  with  the  view  toward  promoting 
African  economic  development.” 

Title  II — Technical  Cooperation  and  Development  Grants 


75  Stat.  428j 
78  Stat.  1009. 
22  USC  2172. 

22  USC  2174. 


Sec.  103.  Title  II  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  technical  cooperation  and 
development  grants,  is  amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Amend  section  212,  which  relates  to  authorization,  by  striking 
out  “1965”  and  “$215,000,000”  and  substituting  “1966”  and 
“$210,000,000”,  respectively. 

(b)  Amend  section  214,  which  relates  to  American  schools  and  hos¬ 
pitals  abroad,  as  follows : 

(1)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  “treatment,  educa¬ 
tion,”  and  substituting  “education”. 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (c)  by  striking  out  “1965,  $18,000,000” 
and  substituting  “1966,  $7,000,000”. 

Title  III — Investment  Guaranties 


22  USC  2181. 
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22  USC  2183. 


"Eligible  U.  S. 
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Sec.  104.  Title  III  of  chapter  2  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  investment  guaranties,  is 
amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Amend  section  221(b),  which  relates  to  general  authority,  as 
follows : 

( 1 )  Amend  the  introductory  clause  to  read  as  follows : 

“(b)  The  President  may  issue  guaranties  to  eligible  United  States 
investors — ”. 

(2)  In  paragraph  (1),  strike  out  “$2,500,000,000”  and  substi¬ 
tute  “$5,000,000,000”. 

(3)  Amend  paragraph  (2)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  proviso,  strike  out  “,  and  no  such  guaranty 
in  the  case  of  a  loan  shall  exceed  $25,000,000  and  no  other 
such  guaranty  shall  exceed  $10,000,000”. 

(B)  In  the  third  proviso,  immediately  after  “$300,000,000” 
insert  the  following :  “,  and  guaranties  issued  under  this  para¬ 
graph  (2)  for  other  than  housing  projects  similar  to  those  in¬ 
sured  by  the  Federal  Housing  Administration,  shall  not 
exceed  $175,000,000”. 

(C)  In  the  fourth  proviso,  strike  out  “1966”  and  substitu.  J 
“1967”. 

(b)  Amend  section  221(c),  which  relates  to  general  authority,  as 
follows : 

(1)  Strike  out  “actual  earnings  or  profits”  and  substitute 
“earnings  or  profits  actually  accrued”. 

(2)  Immediately  after  “guaranty”  the  third  time  it  appears, 
insert  “of  an  equity  investment”. 

(c)  Amend  section  222(b),  which  relates  to  general  provisions,  by 
inserting  after  “(exclusive  of  informational  media  guaranties),”  the 
words  “and  to  pay  the  costs  of  investigating  and  adjusting  (including 
costs  of  arbitration)  claims  under  such  guaranties,”. 

(d)  Amend  section  223,  which  relates  to  definitions,  as  follows : 

( 1 )  In  subsection  (a) ,  strike  out  “and”  at  the  end  thereof  and  in 
subsection  (b)  strike  out  the  period  and  substitute  “;  and”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection  (c)  : 

“(c)  the  term  ‘eligible  United  States  investors’  means  United 
States  citizens,  or  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associa¬ 
tions  created  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  any  State  or 
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territory  and  substantially  beneficially  owned  by  United  States 
citizens,  as  well  as  foreign  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other 
associations  wholly  owned  by  one  or  more  such  United  States 
citizens,  corporations,  partnerships,  or  other  associations:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  eligibility  of  a  foreign  corporation  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  without  regard  to  any  shares,  in  aggregate  less  than  5  per 
centum  of  the  total  of  issued  and  subscribed  share  capital,  required 
by  law  to  be  held  by  persons  other  than  the  United  States  owners.'’ 

(e)  Amend  section  224,  which  relates  to  housing  projects  in  Latin  75  stat.  432. 
American  countries,  to  read  as  follows :  22  usc  2184, 

“Sec.  224.  Housing  Projects  in  Latin  American  Countries. — 

(a)  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  order  to  stimulate  private  home 
ownership  and  assist  in  the  development  of  stable  economies  in  Latin 
America,  the  authority  conferred  by  this  section  should  be  utilized 
for  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  the  development  in  the  American 
Republics  of  self-liquidating  pilot  housing  projects,  the  development 
of  institutions  engaged  in  Alliance  for  Progress  programs,  including 
>peratives,  free  labor  unions,  savings  and  loan  type  institutions,  and 
.ler  private  enterprise  programs  in  Latin  America  engaged  directly 
or  indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages,  the  construction  of 
homes  for  lower  income  persons  and  families,  the  increased  mobiliza¬ 
tion  of  savings  and  the  improvement  of  housing  conditions  in  Latin 
America. 

“(b)  To  carry  out  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a),  the  President  is 
authorized  to  issue  guaranties,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  shall 
determine,  to  eligible  United  States  investors  as  defined  in  section  223  Ante,  p.  654. 
assuring  against  loss  of  loan  investments  made  by  such  investors  in — 

“(1)  pilot  or  demonstration  private  housing  projects  in  Latin 
America  of  types  similar  to  those  insured  by  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration  and  suitable  for  conditions  in  Latin  America; 

“(2)  credit  institutions  in  Latin  America  engaged  directly  or 
indirectly  in  the  financing  of  home  mortgages,  such  as  savings  and 
loan  institutions  and  other  qualified  investment  enterprises; 

“(3)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  for  lower  income  fam¬ 
ilies  and  persons,  which  projects  shall  be  constructed  in  accordance 
with  maximum  unit  costs  established  by  the  President  for  families 
and  persons  Avhose  incomes  meet  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the 
President ; 

“(4)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  which  will  promote  the 
)  development  of  institutions  important  to  the  success  of  the  Al- 
'  liance  for  Progress,  such  as  free  labor  unions,  cooperatives,  and 
other  private  enterprise  programs ;  or 

“(5)  housing  projects  in  Latin  America  25  per  centum  or  more 
of  the  aggregate  of  the  mortgage  financing  for  which  is  made 
available  from  sources  within  Latin  America  and  is  not  derived 
from  sources  outside  Latin  America,  which  projects  shall,  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable,  have  a  unit  cost  of  not  more  than 
$6,500. 

“(c)  The  total  face  amount  of  guaranties  issued  under  this  section 
outstanding  at  any  one  time  shall  not  exceed  $400,000,000 :  Provided , 

That  no  payment  may  be  made  under  this  section  for  any  loss  arising 
out  of  fraud  or  misconduct  for  which  the  investor  is  responsible :  Pro¬ 
vided ’  further ,  That  this  authority  shall  continue  until  June  30,  1967.’’ 

Title  VI — Alliance  for  Progress 


Sec.  105.  Section  252  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  which  relates  to  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  is  amended  by  76  stat.  258; 
inserting  immediately  after  “fiscal  year  1965”  the  following :  “and  78  s'fca'fc*  1010» 
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$75,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1966”. 


22  USC  2212. 


79  STAT.  656 


Pub.  Law  89-171  -  4  -  September  6,  1965 


75  Stat.  433. 
22  USC  2221. 


78  Stat.  1010. 
22  USC  2222. 


75  Stat.  434; 
78  Stat.  1010. 
22  USC  2242. 


22  USC  2261. 


Southeast  Asia. 


22  USC  2151- 
2321. 


75  Stat.  435. 
22  USC  2311. 

78  Stat.  1011. 
22  USC  2312. 


75  Stat.  436; 
77  Stat.  384. 
22  USC  2313. 


CHAPTER  3— INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS  AND 

PROGRAMS 

Sec.  106.  Chapter  3  of  part  I  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended,  which  relates  to  international  organizations  and  programs, 
is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  301(c),  which  relates  to  assistance  for  Palestine 
refugees  in  the  Near  East,  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
“Contributions  by  the  United  States  to  the  United  Nations  Relief  and 
Works  Agency  for  Palestine  Refugees  in  the  Near  East  for  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  1966  shall  not  exceed  $15,200,000." 

(b)  Amend  section  302,  which  relates  to  authorization,  by  striking 
out  “1965”  and  “$134,272,400”  and  substituting  “1966”  and 
“$144,755,000”,  respectively. 

CHAPTER  4— SUPPORTING  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  107.  Section  402  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,/  i 
amended,  which  relates  to  supporting  assistance,  is  amended  by  sm 
ing  out  in  the  first  sentence  “1965”  and  “$405,000,000"  and  substituting 
“1966”  and  “$369,200,000”,  respectively. 

CHAPTER  5— CONTINGENCY  FUND 

Sec.  108.  Section  451  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  which  relates  to  the  contingency  fund,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  subsection  (a)  as  follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  “1965”  and  “$150,000,000"  and  substitute  “1966" 
and  “$50,000,000”,  respectively. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  sentence:  "In  addition,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  President  for  use  in 
Southeast  Asia  such  sums,  not  to  exceed  $89,000,000,  as  may  lie 
necessary  in  the  fiscal  year  1966  for  programs  authorized  by  parts 
I  and  II  of  this  Act.” 

(b)  Amend  subsection  (b)  by  striking  out  “this  section"  and  substi¬ 
tuting  “the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (a)”. 

PART  II 

CHAPTER  2— MILITARY  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  201.  Chapter  2  of  part  II  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961, 
as  amended,  which  relates  to  military  assistance,  is  amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Amend  section  503(b),  which  relates  to  general  authority,  by 
striking  out  the  words  “in  foreign  countries”. 

(b)  Amend  section  504,  which  relates  to  authorization,  by  striking 
out  “1965”  and  “$1,055,000,000”  in  the  first  sentence  and  substituting 
“1966”  and  “$1,170,000,000”,  respectively. 

(c)  Amend  section  505,  which  relates  to  utilization  of  assistance,  as 
follows : 

( 1 )  In  subsection  ( a),  strike  out  the  colon  and  add  the  following : 
“,  or  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  foreign  military  forces  in  less 
developed  friendly  countries  (or  the  voluntary  efforts  of  personnel 
of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States  in  such  countries)  to 
construct  public  works  and  to  engage  in  other  activities  helpful  to 
the  economic  and  social  development  of  such  friendly  countries. 
It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that  such  foreign  military  forces 
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should  not  be  maintained  or  established  solely  for  civic  action 
activities  and  that  such  civic  action  activities  not  significantly 
detract  from  the  capability  of  the  military  forces  to  perform  their 
military  missions  and  be  coordinated  with  and  form  part  of  the 
total  economic  and  social  development  effort." 

(2)  Strike  out  subsection  (b)  and  redesignate  the  proviso  of 
subsection  (a)  as  subsection  (b). 

(3)  In  redesignated  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “ Provided .  That 
except”  and  substitute  “Except”;  strike  out  “or  (2)  ”  and  substitute 
“,  or  (2)  for  civic  action  assistance,  or  (3)”. 

(d)  Amend  section  507,  which  relates  to  sales,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  insert  the  following  new  sentence 
between  the  second  and  third  sentences:  “Notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  section  644  (m)  (2),  nonexcess  defense  articles  may 
be  sold  under  this  subsection  at  the  standard  price  in  effect  at  the 
time  such  articles  are  offered  for  sale  to  the  purchasing  country  or 
international  organization.” 

\  (2)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  the  period  at  the  eud  of  the 

first  proviso,  substitute  a  colon  and  add  the  following:  “ Prodded 
further ,  That  the  President  may,  when  he  determines  it  to  be  in 
the  national  interest,  enter  into  sales  agreements  with  purchasing 
countries  or  international  organizations  which  fix  prices  to  be  paid 
by  the  purchasing  countries  or  international  organ’zations  for  the 
defense  articles  or  defense  services  ordered.  Funds  available 
under  this  part  for  financing  sales  shall  be  used  to  reimburse  the 
applicable  appropriations  in  the  amounts  required  by  the  con¬ 
tracts  which  exceed  the  price  so  fixed,  except  that  such  reimburse¬ 
ment  shall  not  be  required  upon  determination  by  the  President 
that  the  continued  production  of  the  defense  article  being  sold  is 
advantageous  to  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States.  Pay¬ 
ments  by  purchasing  countries  or  international  organizations 
which  exceed  the  amounts  required  by  such  contracts  shall  be 
credited  to  the  account  established  under  section  508.  To  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  prices  fixed  under  any  such  sales  agree¬ 
ment  shall  be  sufficient  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  the  cost 
of  the  defense  articles  or  defense  services  ordered.  The  President 
shall  submit  to  the  Congress  promptly  a  detailed  report  concerning 
any  fixed-price  sales  agreement  under  which  the  aggregate  cost 
to  the  United  States  exceeds  the  aggregate  amount  required  to  be 
\  paid  by  the  purchasing  country  or  international  organization.” 
<e)  Amend  section  508,  which  relates  to  reimbursement  as  follows: 

(1)  After  “this  part”  the  first  time  it  appears,  insert  “have  been 
or”. 

(2)  After  “United  States  Government,”  the  first  time  it  appears 
insert  “receipts  received  from  the  disposition  of  evidences  of  in¬ 
debtedness  and  charges  (including  fees  and  premiums)  or  interest 
collected”. 

(3)  Strike  out  “the  current  applicable  appropriation”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  “a  separate  fund  account”. 

(4)  Strike  out  “furnishing  further  military  assistance  on  cash 
or  credit  terms”  and  substitute  “financing  sales  and  guaranties, 
including  the  overhead  costs  thereof”. 

(f)  Amend  section  509(b),  which  relates  to  exchanges  and  guar¬ 
anties,  by  inserting  “(excluding  contracts  with  any  agency  of  the 
United  States  Government)”  in  the  second  sentence  between  the  last 
word  thereof  and  the  period. 
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(g)  Amend  section  510(a),  which  relates  to  special  authority,  as 
follows : 

(1)  In  the  first  sentence  strike  out  “1965”  and  substitute  “1966”. 

(2)  In  the  second  sentence,  strike  out  “1965”  and  substitute  “1966”. 

(h)  Amend  section  511,  -which  relates  to  restrictions  on  military  aid 
to  Latin  America,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (a),  strike  out  “a  part  may  be  used  during  each 
fiscal  year  for  assistance  in  implementing  a  feasible  plan  for  regional 
defense”,  and  insert  “$25,000,000  may  be  used  for  assistance  on  a  cost¬ 
sharing  basis  to  an  inter- American  military  force  under  the  control  of 
the  Organization  of  American  States” ;  and  amend  the  proviso  to  read 
as  follows :  “ :  Provided ,  That  the  cost  of  defense  articles  supplied  for 
use  by  elements  of  the  Inter- Ajneri can  Peace  Force  in  the  Dominican 
Republic  shall  not  be  charged  against  the  $55,000,000  limitation  pro¬ 
vided  by  this  subsection”. 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (b)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  To  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  military  assistance  shall  he 
furnished  to  American  Republics  in  accordance  with  joint  pls( 
(including  joint  plans  relating  to  internal  security  problems)  approve^, 
by  the  Organization  of  American  States.  The  President  shall  submit 
semiannual  reports  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  on  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  this  subsection.” 

(i)  Amend  section  512,  which  relates  to  restrictions  on  military  aid 
to  Africa,  as  follows : 

(1)  Strike  out  “programs  described  in  section  505(b)  of  this 
chapter”  and  substitute  “civic  action  requirements”. 

(2)  Strike  out  “1965”  and  substitute  “1966”. 

PART  III 

CHAPTER  1— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  301.  Chapter  1  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  general  provisions,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

(a)  Amend  section  605,  which  relates  to  retention  and  use  of  items, 
as  follows : 

(1)  In  the  section  heading  strike  out  “Items”  and  substitu* 
“Certain  Items  and  Funds”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsections : 

“(c)  Funds  realized  as  a  result  of  any  failure  of  a  transaction 
financed  under  authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act  to  conform  to  the  require¬ 
ments  of  this  Act,  or  to  applicable  rules  and  regulations  of  the  United 
States  Government,  or  to  the  terms  of  any  agreement  or  contract 
entered  into  under  authority  of  part  I  of  this  Act,  shall  revert  to  the 
respective  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  finance  such  trans¬ 
action  or  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently  available 
tor  the  same  general  purpose. 

“(d)  Funds  realized  by  the  United  States  Government  from  the  sale, 
transfer,  or  disposal  of  defense  articles  returned  to  the  United  States 
Government  by  a  recipient  country  or  international  organization  as  no 
longer  needed  for  the  purpose  for  which  furnished  shall  be  credited  to 
the  respective  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  used  to  procure  such 
defense  articles  or  to  the  appropriation,  fund,  or  account  currently 
nvailable  for  the  same  general  purpose.” 
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(b)  Amend  section  612,  which  relates  to  use  of  foreign  currencies, 
by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsection  (b),  and  by  striking  out 
the  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  of  such  subsection  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“The  President  shall  take  all  appropriate  steps  to  assure  that,  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  United  States-owned  foreign  currencies  are 
utilized  in  lieu  of  dollars.  Dollar  funds  made  available  pursuant  to 
this  Act  shall  not  be  expended  for  goods  and  services  when  United 
States-owned  foreign  currencies  are  available  for  such  purposes  unless 
the  administrative  official  approving  the  voucher  certifies  as  to  the 
reason  for  the  use  of  dollars  in  each  case.’’ 

(c)  Amend  section  613,  which  relates  to  foreign  currencies,  as 
follows: 

(1)  Strike  out  the  section  heading  and  substitute  the  following: 
“Accounting,  Valuation,  Retorting,  and  Administration  of  For¬ 
eign  Currencies”. 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subsection : 

“(d)  In  cases  where  assistance  is  to  be  furnished  to  any  recipient 
iuntry  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  or  any  other  Act  on  a 
basis  which  will  result  in  the  accrual  of  foreign  currency  proceeds  to 
Ihe  United  States,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  issue  regulations 
requiring  that  agreements,  in  respect  of  such  assistance,  include  pro¬ 
visions  for  the  receipt  of  interest  income  on  the  foreign  currency  pro¬ 
ceeds  deposited  in  authorized  depositaries :  Provided,  That  whenever 
the  Secretary  of  State  determines  it  not  to  be  in  the  national  interest 
to  conclude  arrangements  for  the  receipt  of  interest  income  he  may 
waive  the  requirement  thereof :  Provided  further ,  That  the  Secretary  of 
State,  or  his  delegate,  shall  promptly  make  a  complete  report  to  the 
Congress  on  each  such  determination  and  the  reasons  therefor.” 

(d)  Amend  section  620,  which  relates  to  prohibitions  against  fur¬ 
nishing  assistance  to  Cuba  and  certain  other  countries,  as  follows : 

( 1 )  Amend  the  section  heading  to  read  as  follows : 

“Prohibitions  Against  Furnishing  Assistance. — ”. 

(2)  Amend  subsection  (e)  (2),  which  relates  to  the  act  of  state 
doctrine,  by  inserting  after  the  words  “other  right”  each  time  they 
appear  the  words  “to  property”,  and  by  striking  out  “,  or  (3)  in 
any  case  in  which  the  proceedings  are  commenced  after  January 
1,  1966”. 

(3)  In  section  620(1),  which  relates  to  the  prohibition  against 
furnishing  assistance  to  countries  which  fail  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  to  institute  the  investment  guaranty  program  and  providing 
protection  against  certain  risks,  strike  out  “December  31,  1965” 
and  substitute  “December  31,  1966”. 

(4)  At  the  end  of  such  section  620,  add  the  following  new  sub¬ 
sections  : 

“(n)  In  view  of  the  aggression  of  North  Vietnam,  the  President 
shall  consider  denying  assistance  under  this  Act  to  any  country  which 
has  failed  to  take  appropriate  steps,  not  later  than  sixty  days  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965 — 

“  (A)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  from  trans¬ 
porting  to  North  Vietnam — 

“(i)  any  items  of  economic  assistance, 

“(ii)  any  items  which  are,  for  the  purposes  of  title  I  of 
the  Mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act  of  1951,  as 
amended,  arms,  ammunition  and  implements  of  war,  atomic 
energy  materials,  petroleum,  transportation  materials  of 
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strategic  value,  or  items  of  primary  strategic  significance 
used  in  the  production  of  arms,  ammunition,  and  implements 
of  war,  or 

“(iii)  any  other  equipment,  materials,  or  commodities;  and 

“(B)  to  prevent  ships  or  aircraft  under  its  registry  from  trans¬ 
porting  any  equipment,  materials,  or  commodities  from  North 
Vietnam. 

“(o)  In  determining  whether  or  not  to  furnish  assistance  under  this 
Act,  consideration  shall  be  given  to  excluding  from  such  assistance 
any  country  which  hereafter  seizes,  or  imposes  any  penalty  or  sanc¬ 
tion  against,  any  United  States  fishing  vessel  on  account  of  its  fishing 
activities  in  international  waters.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  not  be  applicable  in  any  case  governed  by  international  agree¬ 
ment  to  which  the  United  States  is  a  party.” 

CHAPTER  2— ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  302.  Chapter  2  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  administrative  provisions, 
amended  as  follows : 

(a)  Amend  section  622,  which  relates  to  coordination  with  foreign 
policy,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (b),  immediately  after  “military  assistance” 
insert  “(including  any  civic  action  and  sales  program)”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (c),  immediately  after  “military  assistance 
program”  insert  “  (including  any  civic  action  and  sales  program)  ”. 

(b)  Amend  section  624,  which  relates  to  statutory  officers,  as  follows : 

(1)  In  subsection  (b),  strike  out  “paragraph  (3)  of”  and  “of 
the  officers  provided  for  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  that  sub¬ 
section”,  and  substitute  for  the  latter  “of  one  or  more  of  said 
officers”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (d) ,  strike  out  “Public  Law  86-735”  wherever 
it  appears  and  substitute  “the  Latin  American  Development  Act, 
as  amended”. 

(c)  Amend  section  625(d),  which  relates  to  the  employment  of  per¬ 
sonnel,  by  striking  out  “twenty”  in  paragraph  (2)  and  substituting 
“forty”. 

(d)  Amend  section  626,  which  relates  to  experts,  consultants,  and 
retired  officers,  by  redesignating  subsection  (d)  as  subsection  (c). 

(e)  Amend  section  630,  which  relates  to  terms  of  detail  or  assigi/"' 
ment,  by  inserting  “benefits”  after  “travel  expenses,”  in  paragraphs  (2y 
and  (4). 

(f )  Amend  section  631,  which  relates  to  missions  and  staffs  abroad, 
by  adding  the  following  new  subsection : 

“(d)  Wherever  practicable,  especially  in  the  case  of  the  smaller  pro¬ 
grams,  assistance  under  this  Act  shall  be  administered  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Chief  of  the  United  States  Diplomatic  Mission  by  the  prin¬ 
cipal  economic  officer  of  the  mission  in  the  case  of  assistance  under  part 
I,  and  by  the  senior  military  officer  of  the  mission  in  the  case  of  assist¬ 
ance  under  part  II.” 

(g)  Amend  section  635(g),  which  relates  to  general  authorities,  by 
inserting  “and  sales”  after  “loans”  in  the  introductory  clause. 

(h)  Amend  section  636,  which  relates  to  provisions  on  uses  of  funds, 
as  follows : 

(1 )  In  subsection  (e) ,  strike  out  “section  2  of  the  Act  of  July  31, 
1894,  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  62)”  and  substitute  “section  301  of  the 
Dual  Compensation  Act  (5  U.S.C.  3105)”. 
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(2)  In  subsection  (f),  strike  out  “Act  to  provide  for  assistance 
in  the  development  of  Latin  America  and  in  the  reconstruction  of 
Chile,  and  for  other  purposes”  and  substitute  “Latin  American 
Development  Act,  as  amended”. 

(i)  Amend  section  637 (a),  which  relates  to  administrative  expenses, 
by  striking  out  “1965”  and  “$52,500,000”  and  substituting  “1966”  and 
“$54,240,000”,  respectively. 

(j)  Amend  section  638,  which  relates  to  Peace  Corps  assistance,  by 
striking  out  all  beginning  with  “ ;  or  famine”  and  substituting  a  period. 

(k)  Add  the  following  new  sections: 

“Sec.  639.  Famine  and  Disaster  Relief. — No  provision  of  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  assistance  to  any  country  for  famine  or 
disaster  relief. 
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77  Stat.  390. 
22  USC  1942 
note. 
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78  Stat.  1014. 
22  USC  2397. 

77  Stat.  389. 
22  USC  2398. 


“Sec.  640.  Military  Sales. — Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  part 
II  of  this  Act,  no  provision  of  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  22  use  2301- 
the  sale,  exchange,  or  the  guaranty  of  a  sale,  of  defense  articles  or  2321. 
defense  services  to  any  friendly  country  or  international  organization 
j  the  President  shall  have  found,  pursuant  to  section  503,  that  the  22  use  2311. 
assisting  of  such  country  or  organization  will  strengthen  the  security 
of  the  United  States  and  promote  world  peace." 


CHAPTER  3 — MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 


Sec.  303.  Chapter  3  of  part  III  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  miscellaneous  provisions,  is  amended 
as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  section  642(a)  (2),  which  relates  to  statutes  repealed,  by 
striking  out  “143,”  and  all  beginning  with  “:  Provided ,”  up  to  the 
semicolon. 

(b)  Amend  section  644,  which  relates  to  definitions,  as  follows: 

(1)  In  subsection  (g),  insert  “,  and  not  procured  in  anticipa¬ 
tion  of  military  assistance  or  sales  requirements,  or  pursuant  to  a 
military  assistance  or  sales  order,"  after  “United  States  Govern¬ 
ment”  and  strike  out  “as  grant  assistance”. 

(2)  In  subsection  (m)  (2),  strike  out  “Such  price  shall  be  the 
same  standard  price”  and  substitute  “Such  standard  price  shall  be 
the  same  price  (including  authorized  reduced  prices)”. 

(3)  Amend  the  paragraph  following  the  numbered  paragraph 
i  (3)  in  subsection  (m)  as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  first  sentence,  insert  “and  sales”  after  “Military 
assistance”. 

(B)  In  the  second  proviso,  strike  out  “by  the  military 
assistance  program”. 

(c)  Amend  section  645,  which  relates  to  unexpended  balances,  by 
•  striking  out  “Public  Law  86-735”  and  substituting  “the  Latin  Amer¬ 
ican  Development  Act,  as  amended,”. 

(d)  At  the  end  thereof  add  the  following  new  section : 

“Sec.  649.  Limitation  on  Aggregate  Authorization  for  Use  in 
Fiscal  Year  1966. — Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act, 
the  aggregate  of  the  total  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
use  during  the  fiscal  year  1966  for  furnishing  assistance  and  for  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  under  this  Act  shall  not  exceed  $3,360,000,000.” 
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CHAPTER  4— AMENDMENT  TO  THE  AGRICULTURAL 
TRADE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1954 


68  Stat.  457 j 
78  Stat.  1036. 

7  USC  1707. 

Sales  to  United 
Arab  Republic, 
restriction. 

7  USC  1701-1709. 
Report  to 
Congress. 


Sec.  401.  Section  107  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph : 

“No  sale  under  title  I  of  this  Act  shall  be  made  to  the  United  Arab 
Republic  unless  the  President  determines  that  such  sale  is  essential  to 
the  national  interest  of  the  United  States.  No  such  sale  shall  be  based 
on  the  requirements  of  the  United  Arab  Republic  for  more  than  one 
fiscal  year.  The  President  shall  keep  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  fully  and  currently  informed 
with  respect  to  sales  made  to  the  United  Arab  Republic  under  title 
I  of  this  Act.” 

Approved  September  6,  1965. 


LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY: 

HOUSE  REPORTS:  No.  321  (Comm.  on  Foreign  Affairs) 
and  No.  811  (Comm,  of  Conference). 

SENATE  REPORT  No.  170  accompanying  S.  1837  (Comm,  on 
Foreign  Relations). 

CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD,  Vol.  Ill  (1965): 

May  24:  Considered  in  House. 

May  25:  Considered  and  passed  House. 

June  4,  7-11:  Considered  in  Senate. 

June  14:  Considered  and  passed  Senate,  amended,  in 
lieu  of  S.  1837. 

Aug.  19:  House  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Aug,  24:  Senate  agreed  to  conference  report. 
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F\st  International  Symposium  on 
Wai^r  Desalination 

Presidential  Statement  and  Announcement  Concerning 
Forthcoming\Meeting  in  Washington. 

September  6,  1365 

The  President  today  announced  the  selection  of  19  lead¬ 
ing  scientists  and  engineers  from  1 1  nations,  the  United 
Nations,  UNESCO,  and  the  United  States  to  act  as  session 
panel  chairmen  of  the 'First  International  Symposium  on 
Water  Desalination  to  be'held  in  Washington,  D.C.,  from 
October  3  to  October  9, 1965\ 

The  President  also  announced  that  five  additional  coun¬ 
tries — Senegal,  Dahomey,  Pakistan,  Malta,  and  Nicaragua — 
will  send  delegations  to  the  meeting,  bringing  the  total  to  63 
nations.  \ 

In  announcing  the  names  of  the  Symposium  chairmen, 
President  Johnson  said:  “A  dependable  supply  of  fresh 
water  is  an  absolute  requirement  for  a  world  seeking  peace 
and  prosperity.  Water  is  needed  to  grow\ood,  to  permit 
basic  development  in  emerging  nations,  to  allow  industrial 
expansion  in  others,  and  to  increase  living  standards  for  an 
increasing  world  population.  The  SymposiumNchairmen 
can  lead  the  way  toward  new  paths  of  achieving  thi\goal. 

“The  developing  technology  of  water  desalting  has  re¬ 
ceived  enthusiastic  and  universal  support  by  nations,  large 
and  small,  again  demonstrating  that  international  coopera¬ 
tion  is  the  key  to  humanity’s  advancement.”  \ 

The  session  panel  chairmen  and  the  days  on  which  they 
will  serve: 

Chairmen  of  Basic  Research  Sessions — Dr.  D.  Weiss, 
Commonwealth  Scientific  and  Industrial  Research  Orga-, 
nization,  Melbourne,  Australia,  October  4;  Prof.  K.  S.  Spieg- 
ler,  University  of  California,  Berkeley,  Calif.,  and  Dr.  Claude 
Frejacques,  Commissariat  a  l’Energie  Atomique  of  France, 
October  5;  Prof.  Thomas  K.  Sherwood,  Massachusetts  In¬ 
stitute  of  Technology,  Cambridge,  Mass.,  Octobei/6;  Prof. 
V.  A.  Klyachko,  Head,  USSR  Delegation,  October  7. 

Chairmen  of  Engineering  Development  Sessions — Dr. 
Nabor  Carrillo,  National  Nuclear  Energy  (Commission  of 
Mexico,  October  4;  Prof.  Gino  Bozza,  Poutecnico  di  Mi¬ 
lano,  Milan,  Italy,  and  Mr.  George  O.  Of.  Lof,  Consulting 
Chemical  Engineer,  Denver,  Colo.,  CVtober  5;  Mr.  J.  A. 
MacDonald,  Department  of  Northernr  Affairs  and  National 
Resources,  Ottawa,  Canada,  Prof.  A.  A.  Delyannis,  Tech¬ 
nical  University,  Athens,  GreeceVand  Dr.  Koichi  Tawara, 
Government  Chemical  Research  Institute,  Tokyo,  Japan, 
October  6 ;  Prof.  Gennady  A.  Vagodin,  International  Atomic 
Energy  Agency,  Vienna,  Austria,  and  Mr.  Joseph  Barnea, 
United  Nations,  New  York/October  7. 

Chairmen  of  Conversion  Plant  Operation  Sessions — Mr. 
Julio  Urbina,  National/Institute  of  Sanitary  Works  of  Vene¬ 
zuela,  and  Mr.  Samuel  S.  Baxter,  American  Water  Works 
Association,  New  York,  October  8. 

Chairman,  Engineering  Design  Studies  Session — Dr. 
Michel  Batisse/Senior  Member,  UNESCO  Observer  Dele¬ 
gation,  ParisyF ranee,  October  7. 

Chairman,  Conversion  Plant  Economics  Session — Dr. 
Moustahy  Hafez,  Ministry  of  Scientific  Research,  Cairo, 
United  Arab  Republic,  October  8. 


Chairman,  Energy  Sources  Session — Mr.  Morgan  D.  T)\7 
brow,  Chief  Engineering  Research  Adviser,  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  Washington,  D.C.,  October  8.  / 

Chairman,  Economics  and  Optimum  Design  of  Systems 
Session — Mr.  Philip  Spom,  American  Electric  Power  Co., 
New  York,  N.Y.,  October  9.  7 

Delegations  from  the  63  accepting  nationsVscientists  of 
world  renown,  and  representatives  of  industrial  concerns 
from  many  countries  will  hear  approximately  100  papers  at 
the  First  International  Symposium  on  Water  Desalination. 

The  Symposium,  a  major  observance^  the  International 
Cooperation  Year,  is  sponsored  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  all  of  its  sessions  will  beheld  at  the  Department 
of  State.  / 

note:  The  announcement  was  released  at  Austin,  Tex. 

Native  Birds  am  Mammals 
Threatened  With  Extinction 

Announcemern  of  Establishment  of  Experiment  Station 
at  PatuxentAVildlife  Research  Center  in  Laurel,  Md. 
Septembe / 5,  1965 

President  Johnson  today  approved  the  setting  aside  of 
300  acres  at  the  Patuxent  Wildlife  Research  Center  in 
Laurel,  Md.,  as  part  of  an  intensive  effort  to  rebuild  native 
stefeks  of  birds  and  mammals  threatened  with  extinction 
Jn  the  United  States.  In  all,  78  kinds  of  birds,  mammals, 
reptiles,  fishes,  and  amphibians  are  on  the  endangered  list. 

In  less  than  150  years,  the  United  States  has  lost  forever 
nearly  40  species  of  birds  and  mammals.  Half  these  have 
vanished  since  1900. 

MainVjbjective  of  the  experiment  station  at  Patuxent 
will  be  to\aise  rare  specimens,  train  the  young  to  contend 
with  conditions  of  the  wild,  and  release  them  to  the  wild 
for  hoped-for\urvival  and  propagation. 

First  arrivals  >at  the  special  haven  at  Patuxent  will  be 
specimens  of  wilcnffe  now  housed  at  the  Monte  Vista  Na¬ 
tional  Wildlife  Refuse  in  Colorado.  These  include  greater 
sandhill  cranes,  a  whonping  crane  that  was  injured  in  Can¬ 
ada  and  was  saved  through  the  joint  efforts  of  Canadian 
and  United  States  wildlifa.  experts,  Aleutian  Canada  geese, 
and  other  species  of  geese.  \ 

Next  spring  the  propagation,  studies  program  at  the  sanc¬ 
tuary  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  snail  hawk  and  the 
tule  white-front  goose.  Specimensrof  the  black-footed  ferret 
will  be  requested  from  the  State  of  South  Dakota. 

In  keeping  with  the  international  rheme  of  the  research, 
the  Department  of  Interior  plans  to  cooperate  with  Cana¬ 
dian  officials  to  obtain  wild  whooping  crane  eggs  for  hatch¬ 
ing-  \ 

In  the  near  future  the  Department’s  FisnVand  Wildlife 
Service  will  dispatch  a  team  of  experts  to  the  field  to  conduct 
special  studies  on  survival  problems.  One  will  concentrate 
on  Hawaii,  since  half  its  bird  species  are  on  the  endangered 
list.  'V 

Another  biologist  will  be  sent  to  Los  Padres  National 
Forest  in  southern  California  to  study  the  condor,  the  N^- 
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tion’s  largest-soaring  bird,  of  which  only  about  40  remain. 

A  third  expertwiirbe-baged  in  South  Dakota,  home  of 
the  remaining  black-footed  ferret 

A  fourth  biologist  will  study  problems  oFThe-Sfiutl, 
States’  rare  species,  including  the  i vory-b illcd_-wcrOcIpeckerr- 
the  Florida  everglades  kite,  and  the^eastem  brown  pelican. 

A  total  of  12  experts^ukirfiafdy  will  be  assigned  to  spe¬ 
cial  field  stuc 


By  1969  or  1970,  a  large4eb6ratory  will  be  ready  at  Patux¬ 
ent  to  supporJ^reseSfch  there  and  in  the  field.  It  will  con- 
cenJraterTonall  phases  of  propagation  and  also  will  permit 
"public  viewing  of  those  rare  specimens  that  are  overaged 
or  otherwise  unsuited  to  be  returned  to  the  wild. 

^ork  at  the  sanctuary  has  been  made  possible  by 
a  $350,000  congTesskmalappropriation. 

note:  The  announcement  was  reTe35r«Ua£Austin,  Tex. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1965 

Statement  by  the  President  U pon  Signing  the  Bill  Into  Law.  September  6, 1965 

Today  I  am  signing  into  law  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1965,  which 
provides  authority  to  carry  forward  our  programs  of  economic  and  military 
assistance  in  fiscal  year  1966. 

These  programs  have  been  a  vital  part  of  U.S.  foreign  policy  in  four  ad¬ 
ministrations  of  both  parties  since  the  end  of  World  War  II. 

We  have  had  great  successes.  We  have  made  some  mistakes.  Foreign 
assistance  is  always  and  everywhere  a  limited  instrument  and  no  cure-all.  But,  I 
am  convinced  that  without  the  American  foreign  aid  program,  without  this  ex¬ 
pression  of  our  humanity  and  our  highest  goals,  hundreds  of  millions  of  people 
would  have  had  no  escape  from  the  chaos,  frustration,  and  despair  on  which 
tyranny  grows  and  wars  ignite. 

Instead,  these  people  look  to  the  future  with  hope.  Much  remains  to  be 
done  to  make  the  hope  a  reality.  The  work  of  building  modern  economies  and 
new  societies  is  difficult.  It  requires  patience,  strength,  and  knowledge.  We 
cannot  eradicate  the  injustice  and  deprivation  of  centuries  in  a  matter  of  a 
few  years. 

It  also  requires  a  sense  of  adventure,  of  challenge,  and  of  dedication  on  the 
part  of  all  Americans,  not  just  those  who  serve  us  so  valiantly — normally  without 
recognition — in  the  quiet  battle  against  poverty,  ignorance,  and  disease  that 
goes  on  everyday  around  the  world. 

The  hope  can  become  reality  only  if  the  people  and  governments  of  the 
developing  nations  do  their  part — make  the  hard  choices,  carry  forward  with  new 
legislation,  push  for  internal  reform.  We  will  continue  to  base  our  assistance  on 
the  sound  principle  that  self-help  and  reform  on  the  part  of  recipients  is  the 
key  to  success. 

We  will  also  continue  to  base  our  program  on  the  principle  that  other  de¬ 
veloped  nations  should  provide  more  aid,  on  softer  terms.  The  resolutions 
adopted  at  the  recent  meeting  of  the  Development  Assistance  Committee  of  the 
OECD  in  Paris  marked  an  important  step  in  this  direction.  I  urge  all  free  world 
nations  to  continue  in  these  efforts,  particularly  in  bringing  the  terms  on  which  aid 
is  given  within  the  targets  established  by  the  Development  Assistance  Committee. 

I  should  like  to  express  my  appreciation  to  Chairman  Fulbright  and  Chair¬ 
man  Morgan  and  the  Members  of  the  House-Senate  Conference  on  the  Foreign 
Aid  Authorization  for  the  hard  work  devoted  to  reaching  agreement  on  the 
legislation.  The  matters  at  issue  in  the  Conference  involved  the  future  content 
and  direction  of  the  foreign  aid  program.  This  is  also  a  matter  of  major  concern 
tome. 
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The  Conference  report  and  the  two  chairmen  have  urged  “A  review  of  the 
aid  program  as  presently  constituted,  seeking  to  direct  it  more  effectively  toward 
the  solution  of  the  problems  of  the  developing  countries.”  The  executive  branch 
will,  this  fall,  undertake  appropriate  studies  of  the  program.  It  is  my  expectation 
that  these  studies  will  provide  the  basis  for  recommendations  as  to  the  future 
course  of  U.S.  assistance  policy. 

I  also  expect  to  request  that  the  multiyear  principle  approved  by  the  Congress 
in  1961  and  1962  for  development  loans  be  extended  to  the  other  categories 
of  assistance. 

I  am  confident  that  next  year’s  legislation  will  mark  a  renewal  of  our  long¬ 
term  commitment  to  assist  those  people  who  want  to  live  in  peace  and  inde¬ 
pendence;  a  renewal  of  the  program  which  has  been  vital  to  U.S.  interests  around 
the  world;  and  a  renewal  of  the  cooperative  relationship  between  the  executive 
and  the  Congress  which  has  shaped  the  great  foreign  policy  decisions  of  the 
postwar  world. 

note  :  The  statement  was  released  at  Austin,  Tex. 


Retroactive  Increases  in  Social 
Security  Benefits 

Announcement  of  theQelivery  of  a  Message  From  the 
President  and  a  Chech  fobRetroactive  Benefits  to 
the  Recipient  of  the  Nation’ sKjrst  Social 
Security  Check.  September  6,  *965 

President  Johnson  today  sent  a  birthday  message  to  Miss 
Ida  Fuller  of  Ludlow,  Vt.,  who  in  Januabv  1940  received 
social  security  check  number  00-000-001.  Tqday  is  Miss 
Fuller’s  91st  birthday.  Along  with  the  birthday\greeting, 
Raymond  E.  Bender,  Social  Security  District  Manager  in 
Rutland,  Vt.,  delivered  to  Miss  Fuller  at  10  a.m.  today  a 
check  for  the  retroactive  increase  in  her  social  securit 
benefits,  authorized  by  the  Social  Security  Amendments/of 
1965,  signed  into  law  by  President  Johnson  on  July 

Retroactive  benefit  checks  will  be  mailed  to  20  million 
other  social  security  beneficiaries  beginning  September  15. 
The  President  asked  that  Miss  Fuller’s  chebK  be  delivered 
to  her  on  her  birthday  to  give  her  another  “first”  in  social 
security  annals. 

Miss  Fuller  retired  from  her  46b  as  a  legal  secretary 
shortly  after  her  65th  birthdayAn  September  1939.  Ear¬ 
lier  that  year,  Congress  haa  enacted  amendments  to  the 
4-year-old  social  securitvjdw,  including  a  provision  advanc¬ 
ing  the  date  for  the  beginning  of  monthly  payments  from 
January  1942  to  Lulu  ary  1940. 

Miss  Fuller’ s/fnst  monthly  check  was  for  $22.54.  In¬ 
creases  enacted  by  Congress  over  the  years  raised  it  to  $55. 
The  latesfr'/  percent  increase  brings  her  monthly  check  up 
to  $6(T 

troactive  benefit  checks  for  over  20  million  men, 
mien,  and  children  on  the  social  security  benefit  rolls 


will  begin  to  move  in  the  mails  September  15  and 
reach  most  beneficiaries  within  the  following  5  to  6/d  ays. 
The  amount  paid  out  in  these  retroactive  checks  ydll  total 
$885  million. 

note:  The  announcement  was  released  at  Austin,  Tex.  The 
President’s  birthday  message  is  printed  below. 


Retroactive  Increases  in  Social 
Securitv  Benefits 

J  / 

The  Presidents  Fetter  to  Miss  Ida  Fuller  of  Ludlow,  Vt. 
Septembej/0, 1965 

Dear/Miss  Fuller: 

Iy  best  wishes  to  you  on  your  91st  birthday. 

Since  you  became  the  first  social  security  beneficiary  in 
January  1940,  the  size  of  the  program — and  of  the  more  than 
300  monthly  checks  you  have  received — has  grown  steadily, 
[hat  growth  means  increased  well-being  for  older  people, 
widows  and  orphans  everywhere  in  the  Nation. 

OiNTuly  30,  I  had  the  pleasure  of  signing  an  act  which 
increastxkrnonthly  benefits  by  seven  percent.  As  a  major 
new  advaiKx^  it  added  health  insurance  protection  for  the 
aging  to  the  social  security  law. 

This  increase  isvcetro  active  to  January — and  so  this  month 
you  are  receiving  as  extra  social  security  check  for  the 
amount  of  the  increasexjue  you  for  the  months  of  January 
through  August. 

I  am  happy  that  you  canNt^ceive  this  “bonus”  check  on 
your  birthday ;  I  hope  that  you  rebciye  it — and  many  others — - 
in  good  health. 

With  kindest  regards, 

Sincerely, 

LyndonnS.  Johnson 
[Miss  Ida  Fuller,  33  Pleasant  St.,  Ludlow,  Vt.] 
note:  The  letter  was  released  at  Austin,  Tex. 
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Property  Utilization  Economies  in  the 
PosrQffice  Department 

Report  to  the  President  From  Postmaster  General 
John  Gronohfki  on  Savings  Effected  by  Control  of 
Excess  Personal'Property.  September  7,1965 

Tight  control  ofVxcess  personal  property  has  put  to  work 
thousands  of  items  fdymerly  gathering  dust  in  post  offices  and 
saved  millions  of  dollars  in  -new  equipment  purchases  as  a 
result  of  your  economy  program. 

Efficient  planning  undeKthe  Department’s  property  utili¬ 
zation  program  and  systematic  searching  for  users  of  surplus 
items  has  returned  more  than  pi  9  million  of  the  excess  to  use 
since  1962. 

By  keeping  a  close  watch  on  orders  for  new  equipment  and 
using  excess  property  as  a  first  source  of  supply,  new  items 
have  not  been  purchased  in  one  postal  region  when  similar 
equipment  is  gathering  dust  in  another.  \ 

As  you  instructed  last  year,  the  Post  Office  Department  has 
kept  a  tight  rein  on  the  property.  At  the  chyse  of  fiscal  year 
1965,  the  value  of  excess  property  on  hand  had  dropped  to 
$  1  million  from  a  high  of  $5. 1  million  3  years  ago\ 

The  Government  sells  most  unserviceable  or  obsolete  items 
and  donates  or  discards  equipment  for  which  therr:  is  no 
market.  Precious  floor  space  formerly  used  for  storage  has 
been  freed.  Mail  volume  is  rising  at  an  annual  rate  oD2  to 
3  billion  pieces  a  year,  so  every  square  foot  of  existing  postal 
space  takes  on  new  importance.  \ 

As  of  June  30  usable  excess  personal  property  on  hand  had 
been  cut  by  67  percent  since  the  beginning  of  the  property 
utilization  program.  Total  Post  Office  Department  excess 
personal  property  inventories  are  currently  less  than  ona- 
third  of  1  percent  of  the  $500  million  worth  of  equipment 
now  in  use.  / 

Personal  property  is  anything  that  is  portable  an/  has  a 
lasting  value,  such  as  a  sorting  case,  a  desk,  or  a/machine 
that  several  men  could  carry.  It  does  not  include  real  prop¬ 
erty,  such  as  buildings  and  land.  / 

Obsolete,  unserviceable  equipment  that  cannot  be  sold  is 
donated  to  educational,  public  health,  ancr  civil  defense  in¬ 
stitutions.  Military  postal  systems  receive  a  portion  of  the 
property.  On  occasion,  items  have  been  funneled  to  foreign 
governments  through  the  Agency  for/lntemational  Develop¬ 
ment,  foreign  aid  arm  of  the  State  Department. 

Forty  to  sixty-year-old  lock  boxes  from  lobbies  of  post 
offices  being  remodeled  or  abandoned  are  most  popular. 
The  Post  Office  Department/emoves  the  locks  which  can  be 
reused.  Schools  pick  up  tne  boxes  and  use  them  for  mail 
delivery  to  students.  / 
note:  The  report  was  released  at  Austin,  Tex. 

Youth  Opportunity  Campaign 

Announcement  of  Report  to  the  President  From  the 
Vice  President  and  of  New  Back-to-School  Campaign. 
September  7,  1965 

President  Johnson  has  received  a  complete  report  from 
the /Vice  President  on  the  success  of  the  youth  opportunity 
campaign  this  summer. 


As  the  result  of  the  successful  program  to  find  summei/ 
jobs  for  the  Nation’s  youth,  the  President  requested  that 
the  youth  opportunity  program  direct  its  efforts  to  a  mas¬ 
sive  back-to-school  campaign.  / 

The  purpose  of  the  campaign  is  to  provide  part-time  jobs 
for  students  who  could  not  otherwise  continue  /ith  their 
studies,  and  to  underline  the  importance  of /educational 
opportunities  for  all  young  Americans.  / 

The  President  is  particularly  pleased  wirfi  the  youth  un¬ 
employment  statistics  resulting  from  this  summer’s  youth 
opportunity  campaign.  There  has  been  a  substantial  in¬ 
crease  in  jobs  and  a  significant  reduction  in  youth  unem¬ 
ployment  since  the  President  initiated  the  campaign  at  the 
beginning  of  the  summer.  / 

Teen-age  unemployment  ( 14^—19)  in  August  fell  to  12.4 
percent,  its  lowest  point  in  3/years.  And  in  the  face  of  an 
800,000  increase  in  the  mtmber  of  teen-age  workers,  the 
number  of  teen-age  jobyincreased  by  900,000,  thereby  re¬ 
ducing  unemployment/m  the  14-  through  19-year-old  age 
group  by  100,000.  / 

The  number  of  io-  to  21 -year-olds  available  to  the  labor 
market  increased/by  500,000  between  August  1964  and  Au¬ 
gust  1965,  but/me  number  of  jobs  for  these  young  people 
rose  by  700J3TO.  As  a  result,  unemployment  among  16- 
to  21-year//ds  declined  by  200,000  from  11.4  percent  a  year 
ago  to  9. ^percent  in  1965. 

Increases  in  job  opportunities  for  young  people  were 
brought  about,  as  the  result  of  a  nationwide  campaign,  at  the 
rate  of  10,000  per  day  during  the  summer  months. 

/Within  the  Federal  Government  over  26,000  young  men 
(and  women  were  employed.  Secretary  of  Defense  Robert 
&  McNamara  reported  to  the  President  that  his  department 
employed  15,000  young  people  as  part  of  the  Youth  Op¬ 
portunity  program.  In  accordance  with  the  President’s 
instructions,  the  Secretary  directed  in  June  that  summer  jobs 
for  younk  men  and  women  should  be  established  at  the  ratio 
of  one  fomeach  100  regular  employees.  In  fact,  the  ratio 
was  one  summer  youth  employee  for  each  65  regular  em¬ 
ployees.  \ 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  enrolled  4,287  youths  at 
29  Forest  Service ''Centers  in  answer  to  the  President’s  re¬ 
quest.  Additionally^  1 1 8  REA  electric  and  telephone  bor¬ 
rowers  have  reported  employing  495  young  people  for  sum¬ 
mer  work  at  the  requestW  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
These  totals  are  in  additiorx  to  the  more  than  800  youngsters 
employed  in  regular  National  Youth  Corps  projects  spon¬ 
sored  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  1200  youths 
in  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  projects  connected  with  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  programs.  \ 

But  the  large  majority  of  jobs  camesfrom  private  industry, 
labor,  service,  and  religious  organizations  and  State  and 
local  governments.  Almost  300,000  jobs\were  reported  in 
7,000  letters  from  American  businessmen  to\he  Secretary  of 
Commerce.  \ 

The  new  back-to-school  campaign  will  utilize  the  same  ap¬ 
proach  taken  with  this  summer’s  job  opportunity  campaign. 
The  President  has  put  a  high  priority  on  finding  the  jobs 
necessary  to  allow  students  to  continue  with  their  educations, 
who  without  part-time  employment  would  not  be  able \to 
do  so.  ' 
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S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  1, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Geuening  to  S.  1837,  a  bill 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  3,  strike  out  lines  3  to  12,  inclusive. 

2  On  page  3,  line  13,  strike  out  “(b)  Amend  section  205” 

3  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “Sec.  102.  Section 

4  205  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended”. 

5  On  page  3,  line  14,  after  the  comma  insert  “is  amended”. 

6  On  page  4,  strike  out  lines  12  to  17,  inclusive,  and  insert 

7  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “by  striking  out  ‘1965’  and 

8  ‘$215,000,000’  and  substituting  ‘1966’  and  ‘$210,000,000’, 

9  respectively.” 

10  On  page  4,  strike  out  lines  22  to  25,  inclusive,  and  insert 

11  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
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“(2)  Amend  subsection  (c)  by  striking  out  ‘1965, 

$18,000,000’  and  substituting  '1906,  $7,000,000’.” 

On  page  5,  line  19,  strike  out  “1908”  arid  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “1967”. 

On  page  8,  line  19,  strike  out  “1968”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “1967”. 

On  page  8,  beginning  with  line  20,  strike  out  through 
line  2  on  page  9. 

On  page  9,  line  4,  strike  out  “Sec.  106”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “Sec.  105”. 

On  page  9,  strike  out  lines  6  to  13,  inclusive,  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “is  amended  by  striking  out 
‘and  $85,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1965’  and  substituting 
‘,  $85,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1965,  and  $70,000,000  in  fiscal 
year  1966’.” 

On  page  9,  line  16,  strike  out  “Sec.  107”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “Sec.  106”. 

On  page  10,  lines  6  and  7,  strike  out  “each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1966  and  1967”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “the  fiscal 
year  1966”. 

On  page  10,  line  11,  strike  out  “Sec.  108”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “Sec.  107”. 

On  page  10,  strike  out  lines  13  to  19,  inclusive,  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “amended  by  striking 


3 


1  out  ‘1965’  and  ‘$405,000,000'  and  substituting  ‘1966’  and 

2  ‘$350,000,000’,  respectively.” 

3  On  page  10,  line  21,  strike  out  “Sec.  109”  and  insert 

4  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  108”. 

5  On  page  10,  line  24,  beginning  with  the  word  “each” 

6  strike  out  through  line  2  on  page  1 1  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 

7  the  following:  “the  fiscal  year  1966,  not  to  exceed  $50,000,- 

8  000’.” 

9  On  page  11,  line  12,  strike  out  “each  of  the  fiscal  years 

10  1966  and  1967”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “fiscal  year  1966”. 

11  On  page  11,  line  13,  strike  out  “,  which”. 

12  On  page  11,  line  14,  strike  out  “in  each  such  fiscal  year, 

13  which  sums”. 

14  On  page  14,  line  10,  strike  out  “years  1966  and  1967” 

15  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “year  1966”. 

16  On  page  14,  lines  12  and  13,  strike  out  “each  of  the 

17  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “the 
16  fiscal  year  1966”. 

19  On  page  14,  line  19,  strike  out  “years  1966  and  1967” 

20  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “year  1966”. 

21  On  page  14,  strike  out  lines  20  and  21. 

22  On  page  18,  line  22,  strike  out  “June  30,  1967”  and 

23  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “December  31,  1966”. 

24  On  page  21,  line  1,  beginning  with  the  word  “inserting” 
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1  strike  out  through  “  1967”  in  line  2  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 

2  the  following:  “ substituting  ‘for  the  fiscal  year  1966  not  to 

3  exceed  $55,240,000’”. 
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Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  1,1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Gruening  to  S.  1887,  a  bill 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  2,  lines  11-18,  delete  the  following  words: 

2  “United  States  and  other  free  world  nations  place  an  increas- 

3  ing  portion  of  their  assistance  programs  on  a  multilateral  basis 

4  and  the”. 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 


S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  1, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Grtjening  to  S.  1837,  a  bill 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  18,  between  lines  18  and  19,  insert  the  follow- 

2  ing: 

3  “(2)  Amend  subsection  (j)  to  read  as  fohows: 

4  “  ‘(j)  No  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act, 

5  and  no  sales  shall  be  made  under  title  I  of  the  Agricultural 

6  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 

7  to  Indonesia.  No  other  provision  of  this  Act  shall  be  con- 

8  strued  to  authorize  the  President  to  waive  the  provisions  of 

9  this  subsection.’  ” 

10  On  page  18,  line  19,  strike  out  “(2)”  and  substitute 

11  “  (3) 
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Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  1, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Gruening  to  S.  1837,  a  bill 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  18,  after 
line  22,  insert  the  following: 

1  (3)  Add  the  following  new  subsection: 

2  “  (n)  FsTo  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  this  Act, 

3  and  no  sales  shall  be  made  under  title  I  of  the  Agricultural 

4  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 

5  to  the  United  Arab  Republic.  No  other  provision  of  this 

6  Act  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  the  President  to  waive 

7  the  provisions  of  this  subsection.” 

Arndt.  No.  223 
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Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  1, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Grtjening  to  S.  1837,  a  bill 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  pages  3  and  4,  delete  subsection  (b) . 


Arndt.  No.  224 


o 

a 


O 

o 

P 

rf  3 
&  2 
O  H 


^  M 

2  M 
<T>  O 
»,  O 

p  o\ 

p 

Pi 

c+ 

O 

8* 

w 

S' 

rt- 

s. 


O  [>  (/)  £ 

fT  ^  •  Lj 


J  CO 
£  CO  ►— 1 

rj  co  £0 
r+  CO 
^  P  S 

P  5 

i-1  O  fo 

P3  ® 


£  !> 

a>  o 

C/3  rt- 


P- 

CD 

Pt 

ct- 

O 

g" 

CD 


o  o 

H»  p 

^  5 
o  » 
cs  2 

Pj 

S  H> 


o 

V 

O 

Cfi 

CD 

P- 

cr 


§  E? 

,Pj  CD 

P  o 
O,  P 
^  CD 
l“b  * 

8  "I 


S3 

W 


3 

P 

rt- 

O 


w 

2 

D 

§ 

n 

2 

H 


00 

S 

£m 
H  o 
MO 

to  f 
0Q  O 

w  m 

O  W 
Z  frt 
02 
02 


0Q 


00 

w 

<1 


> 

5 

cu 

rf 

22 

© 

NS 

NS 


rs 

S“ 

s 

Cl. 

-t 

as 

o 


cn 


89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  1, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Gruening  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz :  Between  lines  4  and  5 
on  page  4  add  the  following  new  subsection : 

1  (c)  Amend  section  201  (d)  which  relates  to  interest 

2  rates,  as  follows: 

3  ( 1 )  Strike  out  “ 2 -§-  per  centum  per  annum”  and  insert 

4  in  lieu  thereof:  “the  rate  arrived  at  by  adding  one-quarter  of 

5  1  per  centum  per  annum  to  the  rate  which  the  Secretary  of 

6  the  Treasury  determines  to  be  equal  to  the  average  annual 

7  interest  rate  on  all  interest-bearing  obligations  of  the  United 

8  States  then  forming  a  part  of  the  public  debt  as  computed  at 

9  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  next  preceding  the  date  the  appli- 
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cation  for  the  loan  is  approved  and  by  adjusting  the  result  so 
obtained  to  the  nearest  one-eighth  of  1  per  centum” ; 

( 2 )  Strike  out  “1  per  centum”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof : 
“2-J-  per  centum.” 

So  that  section  201  (d)  would  read  as  follows: 

“Funds  made  available  for  this  title  shall  not  be  loaned 
or  reloaned  at  rates  of  interest  excessive  or  unreasonable  for 
the  borrower  and  in  no  event  shall  such  funds  (except  loaned 
under  section  205  and  funds  which  prior  to  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1964  were  authorized 
or  committed  to  be  loaned  upon  terms  which  do  not  meet  the 
minimum  terms  set  forth  herein)  be  loaned  at  a  rate  of  inter¬ 
est  arrived  at  by  adding  one-quarter  of  1  per  centum  per 
annum  to  the  rate  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  deter¬ 
mines  to  be  equal  to  the  average  annual  interest  rate  on  all 
interest-bearing  obligations  of  the  United  States  then  forming 
a  part  of  the  public  debt  as  computed  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal 
year  next  preceding  the  date  the  application  for  the  loan  is 
approved  and  by  adjusting  the  result  so  obtained  to  the  near¬ 
est  one-eighth  of  1  per  centum  commencing  not  later  than 
ten  years  following  the  date  on  which  the  funds  are  initially 
made  available  under  the  loan,  during  which  ten-year  period 
the  rate  of  interest  shall  not  be  lower  than  2-§-  per  centum  per 
annum,  nor  higher  than  the  applicable  legal  rate  of  interest 
of  the  country  in  which  the  loan  is  made.” 
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80ti i  (CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


June  2, 1965 


Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Miller  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  18,  line  22,  insert  the  following:  “Add  to  such 

2  section  620  a  new  subsection  as  follows: 

3  “  ‘  (n)  In  order  to  encourage  preservation  of  the  finan- 

4  cial  solvency  of  the  United  Nations  which  is  being  threatened 

5  by  the  failure  of  some  member  nations  to  pay  currently 

6  their  assessments  and/or  contributions  to  the  United  Nations, 

7  no  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  the  provisions  of 

8  this  Act,  to  the  government  of  any  nation  which  is  more 

9  than  one  year  in  arrears  in  its  payment  of  any  assessment 
10  by  the  United  Nations  for  its  regular  budget  or  for  peace 
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and  security  operations,  unless  a  report  is  first  furnished 
by  the  President  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of 
the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  setting  forth  his  determination  that  such  assistance 
should  nevertheless  be  furnished,  accompanied  by  the  rea- 
sions  for  such  determination,  including  the  assurance,  if  any, 
given  by  the  government  concerned  of  paying  (independ¬ 
ently  of  such  assistance)  all  such  arrearages  and  placing  its 
payments  of  such  assessments  on  a  current  basis,  or  an  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  unusual  and  exceptional  circumstances  which 
make  it  economically  incapable  of  giving  such  assurance.’  ” 
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80th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

H.  R.  7750 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE 


UNITED  STATES 


June  2, 1965 

Ordered  lo  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Miller  to  H.K.  7750,  an  Act 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  16,  line  5,  insert  the  following:  “At  the  end  of 

2  such  section  620,  add  the  following  new  subsection: 

3  “  ‘  (o)  In  order  to  encourage  preservation  of  the  financial 

4  solvency  of  the  United  Nations  which  is  being  threatened 

5  by  the  failure  of  some  member  nations  to  pay  currently 

6  their  assessments  and/or' contributions  to  the  United  Nations, 

7  no  assistance  shall  be  furnished  under  the  provisions  of 

8  this  Act,  to  the  government  of  any  nation  which  is  more 

9  than  one  year  in  arrears  in  its  payment  of  any  assessment 
10  by  the  United  Nations  for  its  regular  budget  or  for  peace 
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and  security  operations,  unless  a  report  is  first  furnished 
by  the  President  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of 
the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives,  setting  forth  his  determination  that  such  assistance 
should  neverthless  he  furnished,  accompanied  by  the  rea¬ 
sons  for  such  determination,  including  the  assurance,  if  any, 
given  by  the  government  concerned  of  paying  independ¬ 
ently  of  such  assistance)  all  such  arrearages  and  placing  its 
payments  of  such  assessments  on  a  current  basis,  or  an  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  unusual  and  exceptional  circumstances  which 
make  it  economically  incapable  of  giving  such  assurance.’  ” 


«  *• 

r  C  oc 

*  * 

<1  i?  5- 

n 

x 


k: 


u~ 

ro 


O 


< 


c  w»  s. 
~  *r  e 


_  «-  P  : 

5  i-  E 


<  £ 


'■ 

■n  s 


& 


cr 

*r 


o 


2 

o 


p’ 

o 

e 

r-t- 

P- 

re 


?» 

2 

cp 

20 

P 

P- 


CH 

a 

2 

H 

to 


o 

p 

Cl 


o 

c- 

CP 

>3 


(P 

P- 


H4s 

o  ore 


cx> 


CP 


S3  -*  _ 

S?  o 

°  c" 

CP 


>  , 

C/2  - 

C/2 


o 


o 

CP 


o 


o 


>• 


S3 


3 

CD 


O 

w 

ro 

a. 

c“ 


fj 


p 

CO 


H» 


C 

r 

w 

sj 


J  1  CD  O 


00 

> 

O 

H 

3 

£* 

CL. 

H  O 

r 

COO 
«  21 

z 

A 

®  o 

W 

3  » 

tSJ 

s  a 

tsj 

CO 

<CD 

CO 

ac 

• 

so 

• 

o 

w_ 

^3 

s 

<1 

Cl. 

P 

cn 

Z 

o 

© 

»— * 

c/i. 

89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1 837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 


June  3,1%5 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Javits  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  At  the  end  of  the  bill 
add  the  following: 

1  Part  V 

2  PEACE  BY  INVESTMENT  CORPORATION 

3  General  Purposes 

4  Sec.  501.  The  recent  establishment  of  the  “Peace  Corps” 

5  reflects  growing  realization  that  governments  and  diplomatic 

6  relations  alone  cannot  bring  enduring  peace,  without  the  con- 

7  solidation  and  expansion  of  people-to-people  relationships. 

8  Economic  relationships  are  fundamental  to  human  relation- 

9  ships,  and  private  economic  endeavors  are  inseparable 

10  from  systems  of  human  freedom.  This  measure  is  designed 
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to  establish  and  expand  people-to-people  relationships 
in  the  economic  field;  to  encourage  an  expanded  flow  of 
private  capital  investment  from  the  United  States  into 
economically  sound  enterprises  in  underdeveloped  areas  of 
the  world  in  the  interest  of  world  peace  through  mutual  eco¬ 
nomic  progress;  to  enlarge  the  number  of  private  investors 
participating  in  this  flow  of  capital  so  as  to  forge  more  direct 
links  among  the  peoples  of  the  world;  to  reduce  gradually 
thereby  the  need  for  United  States  public  investment  and 
grants  overseas;  to  help  redirect  the  total  flow  of  capital 
from  the  United  States  so  that  increasing  portions  of  this 
total  flow  go  to  the  underdeveloped  areas,  and  thus  be  in 
better  harmony  with  the  domestic  economic  needs  of  the 
United  States  and  the  effective  management  of  its  interna- 
tional  balance-of-payments  problems. 

PEACE  BY  INVESTMENT  COBPOK  ATION :  BASIC  FUNCTIONS 
Sec.  502.  There  is  hereby  established  a  Peace  by  In¬ 
vestment  Corporation  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Corpo¬ 
ration)  with  the  following  basic  functions  in  accord  with  the 
purposes  of  this  part: 

( 1 )  As  an  equity  investment  agency,  to  purchase  the 
securities  and  obligations  of,  or  make  loans  to  (a)  any  un¬ 
derdeveloped  country  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  (b) 
any  public  agency  or  instrumentality  of  any  such  country, 
or  (c)  any  private  or  semiprivate  firm,  corporation,  or  asso- 
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ciation  doing  or  intending  to  do  business  wholly  or  mainly 
in  airy  such  country  or  countries  for  the  purpose  of  financing 
or  assisting  in  financing  any  undertaking  to  expand  such  in¬ 
dustrial,  mining,  construction,  or  agricultural  activity  in  such 
country  or  countries  as  will,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion,  further  the  purposes  of  this  part; 

(2)  As  an  investment  trust,  to  purchase  minor  stock 
interests  in  enterprises  in  the  United  States  already  in  being 
under  effective  management  and  engaged  substantially  in  in¬ 
vestment  in  underdeveloped  countries,  to  the  extent  that  such 
purchases  are  clearly  desirable  in  conducting  the  financial 
functions  of  the  Corporation  on  a  sound  and  prudent  basis; 

(3)  To  establish  an  insurance  system,  on  an  actuarially 
sound  basis  including  such  premiums  as  are  required,  de¬ 
signed  to  protect  all  or  part  of  the  outstanding  investments 
under  paragraph  (1 )  of  this  section  against  loss  arising  from 
any  cause,  including  but  not  limited  to  political  or  military 
events ; 

(4)  To  establish  a  second  insurance  system  (distinct 
from  that  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  of  this  section),  on 
an  actuarially  sound  basis  including  such  premiums  as  are 
required,  designed  to  protect  against  loss  for  specified  causes, 
not  including  mismanagement,  all  or  part  of  the  outstanding 
investments  of  private  investors  (other  than  the  Corpora- 
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tion)  in  any  undertaking  eligible  for  financial  assistance 
under  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  section. 

BASIC  CRITERIA  FOR  INVESTMENT  PROGRAM 

Sec.  503.  In  carrying  forward  the  investment  program 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  of  section  502  of  tins  part,  the 
Corporation  shall  he  guided  by  these  basic  criteria,  and  shall 
make  appropriate  findings  accordingly: 

(1)  That  each  specific  investment  is  in  furtherance  of 
an  undertaking  which  is  economically  sound,  actually  or  po¬ 
tentially  profitable,  and  consistent  with  the  sound  long-range 
economic  development  of  ,the  country  in  which  it  is  located ; 

(2)  That  the  country  in  which  the  undertaking  is  lo¬ 
cated  shall  have  had  full  information  with  respect  to  it  and 
opportunity  to  express  a  judgment  as  to  its  desirability; 

(3)  That  the  investment  is  not  in  competition  with  nor 
duplicative  of  other  private  investment  programs  or  other 
public  programs  of  the  United  States  or  of  international 
agencies  which  give  reasonable  promise  of  accomplishing 
comparable  results  in  accord  with  the  purposes  of  this  part; 

(4)  That  each  investment,  taking  into  account  the 
coimtry  in  which  it  is  located,  is  in  accord  with  the  general 
international  economic  and  political  policies  of  the  United 
States; 

(5)  That  the  investment  program  in  general  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  short-range  and  long-range  policy  of  the 
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United  States  to  maintain  maximum  employment,  produc¬ 
tion,  and  purchasing  power  within  the  domestic  economy; 

(6)  That  the  investment  program  in  general  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  short-range  and  long-range  need  of  the 
United  States  to  maintain  a  satisfactory  balance-of-pay- 
ments  position; 

(7)  That  the  investment  program  in  general,  and  in 
its  specific  applications,  is  mutually  beneficial  to  the  country 
to  which  the  investment  flows  and  country  from  which  it 
emanates,  taking  into  account  not  only  purely  economic 
considerations  but  also  consideration  of  human  improve¬ 
ment  under  free  institutions. 

BASIC  FINANCING  OF  PEACE  BY  INVESTMENT  CORPORATION 
Sec.  504.  (a)  The  Corporation  shall  have  a  capital  stock 
consisting  in  part  of  fifty  shares  of  par  value  of  $1,000,000 
per  share  of  class  A  stock,  which  shall  be  the  only  stock 
of  the  Corporation  having  voting  power  so  long  as  any 
of  it  is  outstanding.  This  class  A  stock  shall  be  sub¬ 
scribed  to  by  the  United  States  Government.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  use  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any 
securities  issued  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as 
amended,  for  the  purpose  of  such  subscriptions,  and  the  pur¬ 
poses  for  which  securities  may  be  issued  under  such  Act  are 
extended  to  include  such  subscription.  Payment  under  this 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


6 


paragraph  to  the  Corporation  for  the  subscription  of  the 
United  States  and  repayments  thereof  shall  he  treated  as 
public  debt  transactions  of  the  United  States.  Certificates 
evidencing  stock  ownership  by  the  United  States  shall  be 
issued  by  the  Corporation  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  or  to  such  other  person  or  persons  as  he  may  designate 
from  time  to  time.  Neither  the  provisions  of  the  Securities 
Act  of  1933,  as  amended,  nor  the  provisions  of  the  Securities 
Exchange  Act  of  1934,  as  amended,  shall  apply  to  the 
Corporation  or  to  the  original  issue  of  its  securities  while 
class  A  stock  is  outstanding. 

(b)  The  Corporation  is  authorized  to  increase  its  capital 
stock  by  offering  for  public  sale  five  hundred  million  shares 
of  class  B  stock  at  par  value  of  $5  per  share.  This  stock  shall 
be  placed  on  public  sale  to  net  the  Corporation  $5  per  share, 
with  an  override  not  exceeding  30  cents  per  share  to  cover 
distribution  costs:  Prodded,  That  not  more  than  two  hundred 
and  fifty  million  shares  of  this  class  B  stock  in  the  aggregate, 
nor  more  than  seventy-five  million  shares  in  any  one  year, 
shall  be  sold  so  long  as  the  Corporation  remains  an  agency  of 
the  United  States  as  provided  in  section  505  (a)  of  this  part. 
The  Corporation,  with  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  shall  by  regulation  determine  the  maximum  amount  of 
such  class  B  stock  which  may  be  held  at  any  time  by  any 
individual,  and  the  maximum  amount  which  may  be  held  at 
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any  time  by  business  enterprises  and  other  organizations  of 
various  types  and  sizes. 

(c)  The  Corporation  is  authorized  to  issue  from  time 
to  time,  for  purchase  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  its 
notes,  debentures,  bonds,  or  other  obligations:  Provided, 
That  the  issue  of  such  obligations  shall  not  exceed  $60,- 
000,000  in  any  one  year,  nor  shall  the  aggregate  amount  of 
such  obligations  outstanding  at  any  one  time  exceed  $300,- 
000,000,  nor  shall  any  such  obligations  be  issued  more  than 
six  years  from  the  date  of  the  first  issue,  nor  shall  any  such 
obligations  be  issued  except  so  long  as  the  Corporation  re¬ 
mains  an  agency  of  the  United  States  as  provided  in  section 
505  (a)  of  this  part.  Such  obligations  shall  have  such  varied 
maturities,  not  in  excess  of  twenty  }^ears,  as  may  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Corporation  with  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  with  periodic  retirement  of  each 
obligation  commencing  in  the  first  year  subsequent  to  its  orig¬ 
inal  issue:  Provided,  That  any  such  obligations  may  be  re¬ 
tired  at  the  option  of  the  Corporation  before  maturity  in 
such  manner  as  may  be  stipulated  therein.  Each  obligation 
purchased  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall,  so  long  as 
the  Corporation  remains  an  agency  of  the  United  States,  bear 
interest  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  current  average  rate  on 
outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the  United  States  as 
of  the  last  day  of  the  month  preceding  the  issuance  of  such 
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obligation;  and  when  the  Corporation  is  no  longer  an  agency 
of  the  United  States,  as  provided  in  section  506  of  this  part, 
each  such  obligation  shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per 
centum  per  annum.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  au¬ 
thorized  for  the  purpose  of  this  subsection  to  use  as  a  public- 
debt  transaction  the  proceeds  of  any  securities  issued  after 
July  31,  1945,  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  as 
amended,  and  the  purposes  for  which  securities  may  be  issued 
under  that  Act  are  extended  to  include  such  purpose.  Pay¬ 
ment  by  the  Treasury  under  this  subsection  of  the  purchase 
price  of  such  obligations  of  the  Corporation  and  repayment 
thereof  by  the  Corporation  shall  be  treated  as  public-debt 
transactions  of  the  United  States. 

(d)  One-fifth  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  class  B  stock 
issued  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall  be  set 
aside  by  the  Corporation  in  a  special  fund  to  be  established 
by  the  Corporation.  This  special  fund  shall  be  utilized 
( 1 )  to  retire  fully,  within  a  period  of  six  years  or  less  from 
the  initial  issuance  of  such  class  B  stock,  the  class  A  stock 
of  the  Corporation  issued  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  and  (2)  to  retire  fully  the  obligations  issued  under 
subsection  (c)  of  this  section  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
retirement  contained  in  such  obligations.  This  special  fund 
shall  be  invested  or  reinvested  by  the  Corporation  in  interest- 
beaiing  obligations  of  the  United  States  or  in  obligations 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


9 


guaranteed  as  to  interest  and  principal  by  the  United  States: 
Provided,  That  when  the  class  A  stock  of  the  Corporation 
and  the  obligations  issued  under  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section  shall  have  been  retired  in  full,  any  balance  remaining 
in  this  special  fund  shall  be  merged  with  other  funds  of  the 
Corporation  obtained  through  the  sale  of  class  B  stock  and 
shall  thereupon  be  available  for  the  general  purposes  of  this 
part. 

(e)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  all 
funds  available  to  the  Corporation  pursuant  to  this  section, 
and  as  earnings  from  its  operations,  shall  be  available  for  its 
general  purposes  under  this  part. 

INITIAL  MANAGEMENT  OF  PEACE  BY  INVESTMENT 

CORPORATION 

Sec.  505.  (a)  Until  the  conditions  set  forth  in  section 
506  of  this  part  are  fully  met,  the  Corporation  shall  be  an  in¬ 
dependent  agency  of  the  United  States. 

(b)  The  management  of  the  Corporation  during  its 
existence  as  an  agency  of  the  United  States  shall  consist  of 
a  Board  of  Directors  (herein  referred  to  as  the  Board) , 
composed  of  (1)  five  members  appointed  from  private  life 
by  the  President  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate, 
who  shall  collectively  possess  broad  experience  in  various 
areas  of  economic  endeavor;  (2)  the  Secretary  of  State,  the 
Arndt.  No.  230 - 2 
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Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  to  serve  ex  officio;  (3)  four  mem¬ 
bers  to  be  appointed  by  the  President  from  various  United 
States  agencies  concerned  with  international  economic  de¬ 
velopment;  and  (4)  a  President  and  Executive  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Corporation,  as  set  forth  below,  who  may  be 
appointed  from  private  life  or  from  public  service.  All 
members,  except  those  serving  ex  officio,  shall  serve  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  President. 

(c)  The  Board  shall  elect  a  Chairman  from  among  its 
members.  Any  vacancy  in  the  Board  shall  not  affect  its 
powers,  but  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  as  the  original 
appointment.  A  majority  of  the  Directors  shall  constitute 
a  quorum,  and  action  shall  be  taken  only  by  a  majority  vote 
of  those  present. 

(d)  The  Board  shall  designate  an  executive  committee 
of  seven  members,  not  more  than  two  of  whom  (exclusive 
of  the  President  and  Executive  Vice  President  of  the  Cor¬ 
poration)  shall  be  members  appointed  from  private  life. 
The  executive  committee  shall  perform  the  functions  and 
exercise  the  powers  of  the  Board  at  such  times  and  to  such 
extent  as  shall  be  provided  in  the  bylaws  of  the  Corporation. 

(e)  Members  of  the  Board  appointed  from  private  life 
shall  receive  $100  per  diem  when  engaged  in  the  actual 
performance  of  their  duties,  plus  reimbursement  for  neces- 
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sary  travel,  subsistence,  and  other  expenses  incurred  by 
them  in  the  performance  ohsuch  duties. 

(f)  There  shall  be  a  President  of  the  Corporation,  to 
be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  who  shall  receive  a  salary  at  the 
rate  of  $28,500  per  annum,  and  who  shall  serve  as  chief 
executive  officer  of  the  Corporation,  as  a  member  of  the 
executive  committee,  and  as  a  member  of  the  Board.  The 
President  of  the  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  the 
bylaws,  appoint  such  officers  and  employees  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  conduct  of  the  business  of  the  Corporation,  de¬ 
fine  their  duties,  and  fix  their  compensation. 

(g)  There  shall  be  an  Executive  Vice  President  of  the 
Corporation,  to  be  appointed  by  the  President,  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  who  shall  receive  a 
salary  at  the  rate  of  $27,000  per  annum.  The  Executive 
Vice  President  shall  serve  as  President  of  the  Corporation 
during  the  absence  or  disability  of  the  President  thereof  or 
in  the  event  of  a  vacancy  in  such  office. 

(h)  No  director,  officer,  attorney,  agent,  or  employee 
of  the  Corporation  shall  in  any  manner,  directly  or  indirectly, 
participate  in  the  deliberation  upon  or  the  determination  of 
any  question  affecting  his  personal  interests,  or  the  interests 
of  any  government,  corporation,  partnership,  or  association 
in  which  he  is  directly  or  indirectly  personally  interested. 
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(i)  The  President  may  also  appoint  an  advisory  com¬ 
mittee  to  the  Board,  composed  of  individuals  drawn  from 
private  and  public  life  outside  of  the  United  States,  who  need 
not  be  citizens  or  residents  of  the  United  States. 

TRANSFER  OF  PEACE  BY  INVESTMENT  CORPORATION  TO 
PRIVATE  OWNERSHIP  AND  MANAGEMENT 

Sec.  506.  (a)  When  the  class  A  stock  of  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  been  retired  in  full  within  the  period  of  six  years  or 
less  provided  in  section  504  (d)  of  this  Act,  the  Board  shall 
transmit  to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  for  submis¬ 
sion  to  the  Congress,  recommendations  for  such  legislation 
as  may  be  necessary  to  provide  for  the  orderly  transition 
of  the  Corporation  from  an  agency  of  the  United  States  to 
a  corporation  under  private  ownership  and  management,  in¬ 
cluding  (1)  appropriate  provision  for  transfer  to  the  own¬ 
ers  of  the  outstanding  class  B  stock  of  the  Corporation  the 
assets  and  liabilities  of  the  Corporation,  (2)  appropriate 
provision  for  vesting  in  such  owners  of  class  B  stock  the 
exclusive  voting  power  of  the  Corporation  originally  vested 
in  the  owners  of  class  A  stock,  with  each  owner  of  class  B 
stock  being  thereupon  entitled  to  one  vote  per  share,  and 
(3)  such  additional  provisions  as  may  be  necessary  to  pro¬ 
tect  any  outstanding  investments  in  the  Corporation  by  the 
United  States:  Provided,  That  the  President,  in  connection 
with  such  submission  to  the  Congress,  shall  also  provide 
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recommendations  as  to  whether  a  sufficient  portion  of  the 
obligations  purchased  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  504(c)  of  this  part  have  been  retired  to 
justify  the  transfer  of  the  Corporation  from  public  to  private 
ownership  and  management. 

(b)  In  connection  with  such  transfer,  a  complete  and 
final  accounting  shall  be  made  by  the  Corporation  and  the 
Government,  at  which  time  the  Government  shall  receive 
reasonable  compensation  for  all  Government  services  ren¬ 
dered  the  Corporation. 

GENERAL  CORPORATE  POWERS  AND  DUTIES 
Sec.  507.  (a)  Tor  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  its  func¬ 
tions  under  this  part  the  Corporation  shall  have  succession 
in  its  corporate  name;  may  adopt  and  use  a  corporate  seal, 
which  shall  be  judicially  noticed;  may  sue  and  be  sued  in 
its  corporate  name;  may  adopt,  amend,  and  repeal  bylaws, 
rules,  and  regulations  governing  the  manner  in  which  its 
business  may  he  conducted  and  the  powers  vested  in  it 
may  be  exercised;  may  make  and  carry  out  such  contracts 
and  agreements  as  are  necessary  and  advisable  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of  its  business,  and  may  purchase,  discount,  rediscount, 
sell,  and  negotiate  (with  or  without  its  endorsement  or 
guarantee)  and  guarantee  notes,  drafts,  checks,  hills  of 
exchange,  acceptances,  including  bankers’  acceptances,  cable 
transfers,  and  other  evidences  of  indebtedness  in  carrying  out 
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its  functions  under  this  part;  may  appoint  and  fix  the  com¬ 
pensation  of  such  officers  and  employees  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  conduct  of  its  business,  without  regard  to  the 
civil  service  laws  or  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  define 
their  authority  and  duties,  delegate  to  them  such  powers 
vested  in  the  Corporation  as  may  be  necessary,  require  bonds 
of  such  of  them  as  may  be  desirable,  and  fix  the  penalties 
and  pay  the  premiums  of  such  bonds;  may  assign  or  sell 
at  public  or  private  sale,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  for  cash 
or  credit,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  reasonable,  any  evidence  of  debt,  contract,  claim, 
personal  property,  or  security  held  by  the  Corporation  in 
connection  with  the  payment  of  loans  or  other  obligations, 
and  collect  or  compromise  all  obligations  held  by  the  Cor¬ 
poration;  may  set  up  or  engage  such  subsidiary  agencies  in 
the  United  States  or  in  underdeveloped  countries  as  will 
facilitate  the  business  of  the  Corporation  and  may  enable 
such  subsidiary  agencies  to  sell  class  B  stock  or  to  sell  their 
own  stock  for  the  purpose  of  buying  class  B  stock ;  may  ac¬ 
quire  by  purchase,  lease,  or  donations  such  real  property 
or  any  interest  therein,  and  may  sell,  lease,  or  otherwise 
dispose  of  such  real  property,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
conduct  of  its  business;  shall  determine  the  character  of  and 
the  necessity  for  its  obligations  and  expenditures,  and  the 
manner  in  which  they  shall  be  incurred,  allowed,  and  paid, 
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subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  part,  and  provisions  of  law 
specifically  applicable  to  Government  corporations ;  may  pay 
dividends  on  class  B  stock  ou,t  of  profits  or  other  earning’s; 
shall  be  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  United  States  mails  in  the 
same  manner  and  upon  the  same  conditions  as  may  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  executive  departments  of  the  United  States 
Government  until  such  time  as  it  ceases  to  he  an  agency 
of  the  United  States;  and  shall  be  subject  to  Federal  taxa¬ 
tion  from  the  time  that  it  ceases  to  be  an  agency  of  the 
United  States.  The  foregoing  enumeration  of  powers  shall 
not  be  deemed  to  exclude  other  lawful  powers  necessary  to 
the  purposes  of  the  Corporation. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  955  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  any  person,  including  any  indi¬ 
vidual,  partnership,  corporation,  or  association,  may  upon 
proper  authorization  act  for  or  participate  with  the  Corpo¬ 
ration  in  any  operation  or  transaction  engaged  in  by  the 
Corporation. 

(c)  Section  101  of  the  Government  Corporation  Con¬ 
trol  Act,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  846) ,  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  after  “Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corpo¬ 
ration”  the  words  “Peace  by  Investment  Corporation”. 

PENAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  508.  (a)  All  general  penal  statutes  relating  to  the 
larceny,  embezzlement,  or  conversion  of  public  moneys  or 
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property  of  the  United  States  shall  apply  to  the  moneys  and 
property  of  the  Corporation. 

(b)  Any  person  who,  with  intent  to  defraud  the  Cor¬ 
poration,  or  to  deceive  any  director,  officer,  or  employee  of 
the  Corporation  or  any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United 
States,  makes  false  entry  in  any  book  of  the  Corporation,  or 
makes  false  report  or  statement  for  the  Corporation,  shall, 
upon  conviction  thereof,  he  fined  not  more  than  $10,000  or 
imprisoned  for  not  more  than  five  years,  or  both. 

(c)  Any  person  who  shall  receive  any  compensation, 
rebate,  or  reward,  or  shall  enter  into  any  conspiracy,  col¬ 
lusion,  or  agreement,  express  or  implied,  with  intent  to 
defraud  the  Corporation  or  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  to 
defeat  its  purposes,  shall,  on  conviction  thereof,  he  fined  not 
more  than  $10,000  or  imprisoned  for  not  more  than  five 
years,  or  both. 

REPORTS  AND  STUDIES 

Sec.  509.  The  Corporation  shall  submit  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  for  transmission  to  the  Congress  at  the  beginning  of 
each  regular  session,  a  complete  and  detailed  annual  report  of 
its  operations  under  this  part. 

Sec.  510.  The  Corporation,  immediately  upon  its  estab¬ 
lishment,  shall  commence  studies  of  additional  measures, 
including  tax  measures,  which  would  further  promote  the 
flow  of  private  capital  from  the  United  States  to  under- 
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1  developed  areas  of  the  world  and  be  consistent  with  the 

2  economic  and  financial  policies  of  the  United  States.  Such 

3  studies  shall  be  amplified  in  the  light  of  the  experience  of 

4  the  Corporation.  As  soon  as  practicable,  and  not  later  than 

5  three  years  after  the  establishment  of  the  Corporation,  it 

6  shall  prepare  for  transmission  to  the  Congress  the  initial 

7  results  of  such  studies,  including  legislative  recommendations. 

8  CITATION 

9  Sec.  511.  This  part  may  he  cited  as  the  “Peace  by  In- 
10  vestment  Corporation  Act  of  1965”. 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 


S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  4, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Dirksen  to  S.  1887,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  11,  strike 
out  lines  10  to  14  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

1  (b)  Amend  section  504(a),  which  relates  to  authori- 

2  zation,  by  striking  out  the  first  sentence  thereof  and  substi- 

3  tuting  the  following:  “There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 

4  appropriated  to  the  President  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 

5  this  part,  for  use  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1966  not  to  exceed 

6  $1,270,000,000,  and  for  use  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1967 

7  not  to  exceed  $1,170,000,000,  which  sums  shall  remain 

8  available  until  expended.  Of  the  funds  made  available  to 

9  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  part  for  fiscal  year  1966,  a 
10  sum  equal  to  the  amount  programed  for  assistance  to  the 
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2 


1  Republic  of  China  in  the  presentation  entitled  ‘Military 

2  assistance  programs,  fiscal  year  estimates,  1966’  plus  $100,- 
6  000,000  shall  be  available  only  for  military  assistance  to  the 
4  Republic  of  China.” 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 


S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  4, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Fulbright  to  S.  1837,  a  bill 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  14,  between  lines  13  and  14,  insert  ,the  fol- 

2  lowing : 

3  “(h)  Amend  section  511,  which  relates  to  restrictions 

4  on  military  aid  to  Latin  America,  as  follows : 

5  “  (1)  In  subsection  (a) ,  strike  out  ‘a  part  may  be  used 

6  during  each  fiscal  year  for  assistance  in  implementing  a  fea- 

7  sible  plan  for  regional  defense,  and  insert  ‘$25,000,000  may 

8  be  used  for  assistance  to  an  inter-American  military  force 

9  under  the  control  of  the  Organization  of  American  States’. 

10  “(2)  Amend  subsection  (b)  to  read  as  follows: 

11  “‘(b)  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  military  assist- 
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1  ance  shall  be  furnished  to  American  Republics  only  in  ac- 

2  cor  dance  with  joint  plans  (including  joint  plans  relating  to 

3  internal  security  problems)  approved  by  the  Organization 

4  of  American  States.  The  President  shall  submit  quarterly 

5  reports  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 

6  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  of  the  Senate  on  the 

7  implementation  of  this  subsection.’  ” 

On  line  14,  strike  out  “(h)”  and  insert  “(i)”. 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  4, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Proxmire  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  15,  line  6,  insert  the  following: 

2  “  (a)  Amend  section  604(b),  which  relates  to  maxi- 

3  mum  prices  for  commodities  procured  under  the  Act,  hy  in- 

4  serting  ‘  ( 1 )  ’  after  the  word  ‘than’  and  by  striking  out  the 

5  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 

6  comma  and  the  following:  ‘or  (2)  in  the  case  of  petroleum 

7  or  petroleum  products,  the  price  generally  charged  by  the 

8  supplier  in  comparable  export  sales  from  the  source  country 

9  at  the  time  of  purchase.  Clause  (2)  of  the  foregoing  sen- 

10  tence  shall  not  apply  to  the  purchase  price  in  sales  under 

11  formal  competitive  bid  procedures.  The  term  “comparable 
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export  sales”  as  used  in  sucli  clause  shall  not  include  sales 
to  affiliates.’ 

“  (b)  Amend  section  604,  which  relates  to  procurement, 
by  adding  the  following  new  subsection  (e)  : 

“‘(e)  None  of  the  funds  made  available  under  this  Act 
shall  be  used  to  pay  any  barter  agent’s  commission  or  other 
servicing  charges  or  disposal  fees  in  any  case  in  which  com¬ 
modities  or  defense  articles  furnished  to  a  recipient  country 
are  procured  through  the  barter  of  other  commodities  or 
articles,  and  any  such  commission,  charge,  or  fee  shall  be 
paid  by  the  supplier  of  the  commodities  or  defense  articles  so 
furnished  or  the  recipient  country.’  ” 

On  page  15,  line  6,  strike  “(a)”  and  insert  “(c)”. 

On  page  16,  line  3,  strike  “(b)”  and  insert  “(d)”. 

On  page  16,  line  22,  strike  “(c)”  and  insert  “(e)”. 

On  page  17,  line  11,  strike  “  (d)  ”  and  insert  “  (f)  ”. 

On  page  18,  line  12,  strike  “  (e)  ”  and  insert  “  (g)  ”. 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 


S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  7, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 


Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Proxmiee  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 

«  .rjll  *  *'  I  IJ-JJjj'*  «.Ji  liv/SJ  1  -  *-  *J  1  •  f  •  *  '  -4.1J  C-  -J*-  J  i  Js  k. 

amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 

(o)  iioani  „f;t  nO 

amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 


0  r  t  •  /  r  \  ;  >  *  «  <r  *  i  t 

1  On  page  15,  line  6,  insert  the  following: 

tt  /  \  .  •  r  .  \\  i  \  r*  i  np  jr  f 

2  “(a)  Amend  section  604(b),  which  relates  to  maxi- 

;  ''  (b)  oylillg  f  tl  OIlll  .T  t  O’OCC  flO 

3  mum  prices  for  commodities  procured  under  the  Act,  by  in- 

•'  (...)  »  frq;-r?  r,  ■  q  "  jV  ■  21  tP"  Cflflrr  f|0 

4  serting  ‘  (1)  ’  after  the  word  ‘than’  and  by  striking  out  the 


5  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 


6  comma  and  the  following:  ‘or  (2)  in  the  case  of  petroleum 


7  or  petroleum  products,  the  price  generally  charged  by  the 

8  supplier  in  comparable  export  sales  from  the  source  country 

9  at  the  time  of  purchase.  Clause  (2)  of  the  foregoing  sen- 

10  tence  shall  not  apply  to  the  purchase  price  in  sales  under 

11  formal  competitive  bid  procedures.  The  term  “comparable 
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export  sales”  as  used  in  such  clause  shall  not  include  sales 
to  affiliates.’ 

“  (b)  Amend  section  604,  which  relates  to  procurement, 
by  adding  the  following  new  subsection  (e)  : 

“‘(e)  No  part  of  the  funds  made  available  under  this 
Act  or  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  owned  commodities 
shall  be  used  to  pay  any  barter  contractor’s  commission  or 
disposal  fees  (commodity  disposal  cost)  in  any  case  in  which 
commodities  furnished  to  a  recipient  country  are  procured 
through  the  barter  of  other  commodities  and  any  such  com¬ 
mission  or  fee  shall  be  paid  or  absorbed  by  the  supplier  of 
the  commodities  through  a  reduction  in  anticipated  profits.’  ” 
On  page  15,  fine  6,  strike  “  (a)  ”  and  insert  “  (c)  ”. 

On  page  16,  line  3,  strike  “  (b)  ”  and  insert  “  (d) 

On  page  16,  fine  22,  strike  “  (c)  ”  and  insert  “(e) 

On  page  17,  line  11,  strike  “  (d)  ”  and  insert  “  (f) 

On  page  18,  line  12,  strike  “(e)”  and  insert  “  (g) 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1  ST  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1 837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  7, 1965 

( hdered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Morse  to  S.  1837,  a  bill 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  11,  line  13,  strike  out  “$1,170,000,000”  and 

2  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,000,000,000”. 

Amdi.  No.  240 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1  st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  7, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  tlie  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Morse  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  22,  between 
lines  20  and  21,  insert  the  following  new  subsection: 

1  (d)  At  the  end  thereof  add  the  following  new  section: 

2  “Sec.  649.  Limitation  on  Aggregate  Autiioriza- 

3  tion  for  Use  in  Fiscal  Years  1966  and  1967. — Yot- 

4  withstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act,  the  aggregate 

5  of  the  total  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  use 

6  during'  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967  for  furnishing 

7  assistance  and  for  administrative  expenses  under  this  Act 

8  shall  not  exceed  $2,852,170,000  for  each  such  year.” 

Amdt.  No.  241 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1 837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  7, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Morse  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz :  On  page  9,  beginning 
with  line  7,  strike  out  down  to  the  semicolon  in  line  9  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

1  (a)  In  the  first  sentence  strike  out  '‘1963,  1965,  and 

2  1966,  not  to  exceed  $600,000,000  for  each  such  fiscal  year” 

3  and  substitute  the  following:  “1963  and  1965,  not  to  exceed 

4  $600,000,000  for  each  such  fiscal  year,  for  use  beginning 

5  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967,  not  to  exceed 

6  $500,000,000  for  each  such  fiscal  year”. 

Amdt.  No.  242 
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Calendar  No.  157 


S.  1 837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  7, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Morse  to  S.  1887,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  18,  after  line 
22  add  the  following: 

1  (f)  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section  as  follows: 

2  “Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 

3  of  this  Act — 

4  “  ( 1 )  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  during 

5  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  I  of  this  Act 

6  to  Tunisia  shall  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to  75  per 

7  centum  of  the  amount  specified  for  such  purpose  for 

8  such  country  in  the  presentation  material  submitted  to 

9  the  Congress  during  its  consideration  of  the  Foreign  As¬ 

sistance  Act  of  1963;  and 
Amdt.  No.  243 
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“  (2)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  during 
fiscal  year  19(56  for  assistance  under  part  II  of  this  Act 
to  Tunisia  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  respec¬ 
tive  amounts  specified  for  such  purpose  for  such  country 
in  such  presentation  material. 

“(b)  The  President  shall  determine  the  amounts  by 
which  the  sums  available  for  assistance  to  Tunisia  are  less 
than  the  sums  which,  but  for  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
would  have  been  available  for  such  purpose,  and  such 
amounts  shall  be  deducted  from  appropriations  or  other  funds 
available  for  such  purpose  and  deposited  in  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury.” 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  7, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Morse  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  11,  lines  20  to  22,  strike  out  “and  to  engage  in 

2  other  activities  helpful  to  the  economic  and  social  develop- 

3  ment  of  friendly  countries”. 

Amdt.  No.  244 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  7, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Morse  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  18,  after 
line  22,  add  the  following: 

1  (f)  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section  as  follows: 

2  “Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 

3  of  this  Act — 

4  “  (1)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  during 

5  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  I  of  this  Act 

6  to  Nigeria  shall  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to  75  per 

7  centum  of  the  amount  specified  for  such  purpose  for 

8  such  country  in  the  presentation  material  submitted  to 

9  the  Congress  during  its  consideration  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1963;  and 
Amdt.  No.  245 
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“  (2)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  during 
fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  II  of  this  Act 
to  Nigeria  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  respec¬ 
tive  amounts  specified  for  such  purpose  for  such  country 
in  such  presentation  material. 

“(b)  The  President  shall  determine  the  amounts  by 
which  the  sums  available  for  assistance  to  Nigeria  are  less 
than  the  sums  which,  but  for  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
would  have  been  available  for  such  purpose,  and  such  amounts 
shall  be  deducted  from  appropriations  or  other  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  such  purpose  and  deposited  in  the  general  fund  of 
the  Treasury.” 
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89th  CONGKESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1 837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  7, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Morse  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  18,  after 
line  22  add  the  folio  whig: 

1  (f)  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section  as  follows: 

2  “Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 

3  of  this  Act — 

4  “  ( 1 )  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  dur- 

5  mg  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  I  of  this 

6  Act  to  Chile  shall  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to  75 

7  per  centum  of  the  amount  specified  for  such  purpose  for 
such  country  in  the  presentation  material  submitted  to 
the  Congress  during  its  consideration  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1963;  and 
Amdt.  No.  246 
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“  (2)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  during 
fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  II  of  this  Act 
to  Chile  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  respective 
amounts  specified  for  such  purpose  for  such  country  in 
such  presentation  material. 

“  (b)  The  President  shall  determine  the  amounts  by 
which  the  sums  available  for  assistance  to  Chile  are  less  than 
the  sums  which,  but  for  the  provisions  of  this  section,  would 
have  been  available  for  such  purpose,  and  such  amounts  shall 
be  deducted  from  appropriations  or  other  funds  available 
for  such  purpose  and  deposited  in  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury.” 
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89til  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 


S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 


June  7, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Morse  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  18,  after 
line  22,  add  the  following: 

1  (f)  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section  as  follows: 

2  ‘‘Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 

3  of  this  Act — 

4  “(1)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  dur- 

5  ing  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  I  of  this 

6  Act  to  Brazil  shall  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to  75  per 

7  centum  of  the  amount  specified  for  such  purpose  for  such 

8  country  in  the  presentation  material  submitted  to  the 

9  Congress  during  its  consideration  of  the  Foreign  Assist- 
10  ance  Act  of  1963;  and 


Arndt.  No.  247 
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“(2)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  dur¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  II  of  this 
Act  to  Brazil  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  re¬ 
spective  amounts  specified  for  such  purpose  for  such 
country  in  such  presentation  material. 

“  (b)  The  President  shall  determine  the  amounts  by 
which  the  sums  available  for  assistance  to  Brazil  are  less  than 
the  sums  which,  but  for  the  provisions  of  this  section,  would 
have  been  available  for  such  purpose,  and  such  amounts  shall 
be  deducted  from  appropriations  or  other  funds  available  for 
such  purpose  and  deposited  in  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasurv.” 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  7, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Morse  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  18,  after 
line  22,  add  the  following: 

1  (f)  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section  as  follows: 

2  “Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 

3  of  this  Act — 

4  “(1)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  dur- 

5  ing  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  I  of  this 

6  Act  to  Turkey  shall  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to 

7  75  per  centum  of  the  amount  specified  for  such  purpose 

8  for  such  country  in  the  presentation  material  submitted 

9  to  the  Congress  during  its  consideration  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1963;  and 
Amdt.  No.  248 
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“  (2)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  during 
fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  II  of  this  Act 
to  Turkey  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  re¬ 
spective  amounts  specified  for  such  purpose  for  such 
country  in  such  presentation  material. 

“(b)  The  President  shall  determine  the  amounts  by 
which  the  sums  available  for  assistance  to  Turkey  are  less 
than  the  sums  which,  but  for  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
would  have  been  available  for  such  purpose,  and  such  amounts 
shall  be  deducted  from  appropriations  or  other  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  such  purpose  and  deposited  in  the  general  fund  of 
the  Treasury.” 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1  sx  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 


S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  7, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Morse  to  S.  18.37,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  ns 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  18,  after  line 
add  the  following: 

1  (f)  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section  as  follows: 

2  “Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  ail}7  other  provision 

3  of  this  Act — 

4  “  ( 1 )  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  during 

5  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  I  of  this  Act 

6  to  Pakistan  shall  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to  75 

7  per  centum  of  the  amount  specified  for  such  purpose  for 

8  such  country  in  the  presentation  material  submitted  to 

9  the  Congress  during  its  consideration  of  the  Foreign 

Assistance  Act  of  1963;  and 
Amdt.  No.  249 
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“  (2)  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  during 
fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  II  of  this 
Act  to  Pakistan  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the 
respective  amounts  specified  for  such  purpose  for  such 
country  in  such  presentation  material. 

“(b)  The  President  shall  determine  the  amounts  by 
which  the  sums  available  for  assistance  to  Pakistan  are  less 
than  the  sums  which,  but  for  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
would  have  been  available  for  such  purpose,  and  such 
amounts  shall  be  deducted  from  appropriations  or  other 
funds  available  for  such  purpose  and  deposited  in  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury.” 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  7, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Morse  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  18,  after 
line  22,  add  the  following: 

1  (f)  At  the  end  thereof  add  a  new  section  as  follows: 

2  “Sec.  620A.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 

3  of  this  Act — 

4  “  ( 1 )  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  during 

5  fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  I  of  this  Act 

6  to  India  shall  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to  75  per 

7  centum  of  the  amount  specified  for  such  purpose  for 

8  such  country  in  the  presentation  material  submitted  to 

9  the  Congress  during  its  consideration  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1963 ;  and 
Amdt.  No.  250 
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“  ( 2 )  the  total  amounts  obligated  or  reserved  during 
fiscal  year  1966  for  assistance  under  part  II  of  this  Act 
to  India  shall  not  exceed  75  per  centum  of  the  respective 
amounts  specified  for  such  purpose  for  such  country  in 
such  presentation  material. 

“(b)  The  President  shall  determine  the  amounts  by 
which  the  sums  available  for  assistance  to  India  are  less  than 
the  sums  which,  but  for  the  provisions  of  this  section,  would 
have  been  available  for  such  purpose,  and  such  amounts 
shall  be  deducted  from  appropriations  or  other  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  such  purpose  and  deposited  in  the  general  fimd  of 
the  Treasury.” 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  8  (legislative  day,  June  7),  1965 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Ellender  to  S.  1837,  a  bill 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  23,  lines  12  to  14,  strike  out  “or  pursuant  to 

2  title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 

3  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  or  any  extension  thereof,”. 

4  On  page  24,  lines  9  to  12,  strike  out  “,  famine  relief 

5  and  other  assistance  authorized  by  title  II  of  the  Agricul- 

6  tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 

7  amended,  and  similar  relief  programs”. 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  1837 


IN'  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  8  (legislative  clay,  June  7),  1965 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  lie  proposed  by  Mr.  Pell  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to  amend 
further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz. : 

1  On  page  4,  line  21,  strike  out  “July  1,  1966’’  and  insert 

2  in  lieu  thereof  “July  1,  1967”. 

3  On  page  4,  line  24,  strike  out  “$7,000,000”  and  insert 

4  in  lieu  thereof  “$9,000,000”. 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  9, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Jayits  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  10,  between  lines 
9  and  10,  insert  the  following: 

1  (c)  Add  the  following  new  section : 

2  “Sec.  304.  Regional  Development  in  Africa  — 

3  The  President  is  requested  to  seek  and  to  take  appropriate 

4  action,  in  cooperation  and  consultation  with  African  and 

5  other  interested  nations  and  with  international  development 

6  organizations,  to  further  and  assist  in  the  advancement  of 

7  African  regional  development  institutions,  including  the 

8  African  Development  Bank,  with  the  view  toward  pro- 

9  moting  African  economic  development.” 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  10, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Kennedy  of  New  York  (for 
himself  and  Mr.  Clark)  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to  amend  fur¬ 
ther  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  25,  strike  out  lines  9  to  13,  inclusive. 

2  On  page  25,  line  14,  strike  out  “(c)”  and  substitute 

3  "(b)”. 

4  On  page  25,  line  21,  strike  out  "(d)”  and  substitute 

5  "(c)”. 

6  On  page  25,  after  line  25,  insert  the  following: 

7  “  (d)  The  proposals  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  should 

8  be  based  on  an  analysis  and  estimate  of  the  funds  required 

9  by  the  developing  na.tions  of  the  world  to  close  the  widening 
10  gap  between  the  economically  privileged  nations  and  those 

Arndt.  No.  262 
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nations  striving  to  achieve  a  developed  economy.  This 
analysis  should  examine  the  relationship  between  develop¬ 
ment  requirements  and  the  rising  gross  national  product  of 
the  United  States,  assessing  the  percentage  of  gross  national 
product  that  should  be  devoted  to  such  development  assist¬ 
ance.  The  proposals  should  include  an  assessment  of  the  role 
that  economic  assistance  by  the  United  States  and  other 
developed  nations  can  and  should  play  in  the  economic  and 
social  development  of  the  rest  of  the  world,  and  carefully 
delineate  policies  and  programs  required  to  fulfill  this  role. 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  10,1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Latjsche  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  3,  line  22,  strike  out  “20”  and  insert  “12”. 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Jtjne  11, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Hickenlooper  (for  him¬ 
self  and  Mr.  Sparkman)  to  S.  1837,  a  bill  to  amend 
further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  18  amend  section  301  (e)  as  follows:  (A)  Be- 

2  tween  lines  13  and  14  insert: 

3  “(1)  Amend  subsection  (e)  (1),  which  relates  to  ex- 

4  propriations  and  related  matters,  by  inserting  ‘  (including  the 

5  issuance  of  new  investment  guaranties)  ”  after  the  words  ‘The 

6  President  shall  suspend  assistance’  and  by  inserting  ‘pursuant 

7  to  procedures  substantially  equivalent  to  those  set  forth  in 

8  the  Convention  on  the  Settlement  of  Investment  Disputes  Be- 

9  tween  States  and  Nationals  of  Other  States  submitted  to  gov- 
10  emments  by  the  International  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and 
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Development’  after  the  words  ‘which  may  include  arbitra¬ 
tion’.” 

(B)  Renumber  subsections  (1)  and  (2)  as  (2)  and 
(4) ,  respectively. 

(0)  Between  lines  18  and  19  insert: 

“(3)  Add  the  following  subparagraph  to  subsection 
(e)  : 

“‘(3)  No  assistance  (including  the  issuance  of  new 
investment  guaranties)  shall  be  furnished  in  connection  with 
any  project  if  property  used  in,  or  concession  rights  relating 
to,  the  same  or  a  substantially  similar  predecessor  project 
are  the  subject  of  a  bona  fide  claim  by,  or  of  a  judgment  or 
award  in  favor  of,  any  United  States  citizen  or  any  corpora¬ 
tion,  partnership,  or  association  not  less  than  50  per  centum 
beneficially  owned  by  United  States  citizens  that  such  prop¬ 
erty  or  rights  were,  without  consent,  on  or  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act,  subjected  to  expropriatory  or  other  similar 
acts  as  described  in  subparagraphs  (1)  (A),  (1)  (B),  and 
(1)  (C)  of  this  subsection,  unless  the  property  or  rights 
which  are  the  subject  of  such  claim,  judgment,  or  award  are 
restored  to  the  claimant,  pursuant  to  the  mandate  of  a 
judgment  or  award  or  under  terms  agreed  to  by  the 
claimant’.” 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  157 

S.  1837 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  11, 1965 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Dikksen  to  S.  1837,  a  bill 
to  amend  further  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1961,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  Section  604  of  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1963,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  adding  the  following  new  subsection  after  subsection  (d) 
of  section  604 : 

1  (e)  The  Congress  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 

2  or  his  designated  representative  to  refuse  to  permit  the 

3  flotation  in  the  United  States  of  new  security  issues  of  the 

4  International  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development 

5  or  of  the  Inter-American  Development  Bank  and  to  refuse 

6  to  permit  the  proceeds  of  dollar  borrowings  of  either  of  these 

7  two  institutions  from  United  States  financial  institutions  to 

8  be  exchanged  for  the  currency  of  any  other  country  until  the 

Arndt.  No.  267 


2 


1  United  States  has  experienced  a  surplus  in  its  balance  of 

2  payments  for  four  consecutive  reporting  quarters. 
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